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might even want to permit
asymmetries in a modified ABM Trea-
ty or START III, where the Russians
would be allowed relatively more offen-
sive capabilities as the United States
deploys national defenses.

At each step, we could consider any
requests by the Russians for assistance
to improve their own defenses. Al-
though I am not convinced such assist-
ance would be in our best interests,
this might be a small price to pay if we
want to deploy national defenses and
keep the ABM and START Treaties
alive.

A good initial step, as proposed by
Senator NUNN in the context of his sub-
stitute amendment, is for both sides to
agree to rescind the 1974 Protocol to
the ABM Treaty, which reduced the
number of national missile defense
sites allowed by the original treaty
from two to one. If we try to deploy a
ground-based national defense system
constrained to one site, we are looking
at an inordinate inefficient and there-
fore expensive system.

Allowing for space-based tracking in
an ABM mode also makes sense if each
side is interested in a more capable and
cost-effective limited national defense.
Another area that could prove win-win
for both sides is construction of jointly
manned, ground-based missile launch
detection centers near each other’s
ICBM fields.

Finally, we have to engage the Chi-
nese sooner rather than later on their
growing nuclear arsenal. According to
press accounts, China has deployed
CSS–3 and CSS–4 ICBMs, the latter of
which are capable of reaching most of
the continental United States. China
has also reportedly tested the CSS–4
missile armed with MIRVs. Most re-
cently, the Washington Times reports
that the Chinese are acquiring tech-
nology from the Russian SS–18. It
would not require an inordinate
amount of resources for China to de-
ploy dozens of additional ICBMs with
MIRVs, meaning possibly hundreds of
new warheads that could rain down on
United States cities.

Now is the time to discourage the
Chinese from embarking on an ambi-
tious, and highly destabilizing, nuclear
arms build-up. That is why, Mr. Presi-
dent, it is crucial that the United
States pursue trilateral negotiations
with Russia and the People’s Republic
of China on MIRVed ICBMs. I have
drafted a Sense of the Senate resolu-
tion related to this matter, and may
offer it during consideration of the fis-
cal year 1997 Defense Authorization
Act.

With that, Mr. President, I reiterate
my opposition to the Defend America
Act, urge a more measured approach
and yield the floor.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
KEMPTHORNE). Without objection, it is
so ordered.

The Senator from Colorado is recog-
nized.

(The remarks of Mr. BROWN and Mr.
MCCAIN pertaining to the introduction
of S. 1830 are located in today’s RECORD
under ‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills
and Joint Resolutions.’’)
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PRESIDENT CLINTON’S HIGHER
EDUCATION PROPOSALS

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, as one who
has spent much of his Senate career
seeking to broaden and expand edu-
cational opportunity, I want to com-
mend President Clinton for the edu-
cation proposal that he today placed at
the forefront of his domestic agenda. I
also take special pride in the fact that
he set forth his proposals in his com-
mencement address at Princeton Uni-
versity, which is my alma mater.

While we have not had the oppor-
tunity to examine the package in any
detail, I am particularly drawn to two
of the President’s proposals. The first
of these is the Hope scholarship plan.
Its thrust and purpose is most cer-
tainly consistent with my longstanding
belief that we ought to guarantee 2
years of education beyond high school
to every student who has the drive, de-
sire, and talent.

As I have said many times, the idea
that 12 years of education is sufficient
education for our young people is,
quite simply, an outmoded, turn-of-
the-century concept. As we approach
the turn of a new century, it is truly
high time that we discarded that no-
tion. The vast majority of leaders in
the growth industries of our Nation
recognize that a skilled work force re-
quires at least 2 years of education be-
yond high school. But while we have
talked about trying to change an out-
dated policy, it is President Clinton
who has brought the talk to an end and
laid out a plan to make the concept of
14 years of education a reality.

The Hope scholarship plan would pro-
vide a $1,500 tax credit for the first
year of education after high school,
and another $1,500 for the second year
if they worked hard, stayed off drugs,
and earned at least a ‘‘B’’ average. It is
a plan that would reward efforts and
achievement, twin objectives with
which I strongly concur.

It is a plan that would make a tui-
tion-free education possible for 67 per-
cent of all community college stu-
dents. For students with financial
need, it would work in concert with the
Pell grant and further ease the burden
of paying for a college education.

While it would have its most pro-
found impact on students attending
community college, it would also be of
immense help to students pursuing a 4-
year degree. Students and their fami-
lies could opt for either the $1,500 tax

credit or a $10,000 tax deduction. It
would be their decision as to which op-
tion better suited their needs.

With respect to the proposed $10,000
tax deduction, I am especially pleased
that the administration has refined its
original proposal. It will now be tar-
geted to hard-pressed middle-income
wage earners. These are the very fami-
lies who today find that paying for
their children’s education is increas-
ingly beyond their financial reach.

The other proposal to which I am
drawn is the President’s proposed 33-
percent increase in the maximum Pell
grant over the next 7 years. For fiscal
year 1997, the President has already
proposed increasing the maximum
grant from $2,470 to $2,700, a 1-year in-
crease of almost 10 percent. And, ac-
cording to today’s announcement, the
maximum grant would continue to re-
ceive yearly increases, and would reach
a maximum award of $3,128 by fiscal
year 2002.

Unfortunately, the proposal will not
redress the terrible imbalance between
grants and loans that has become so
pronounced over the past decade and a
half. Where a deserving student’s finan-
cial aid package was once 75 percent
grants and 25 percent loans, today it is
the opposite—almost 75 percent loans
and only 25 percent grants. Yet, even
though the President’s proposal may
fall short of the mark, it is certainly a
welcome step in the right direction. It
also stands in stark contrast to the
budget resolutions approved by both
the House and Senate. They would
freeze the budget authority for the Pell
Grant Program.

In all candor, however, we should
take the President’s Pell grant propos-
als as only the first step. We ought to
give it our careful and thoughtful con-
sideration, and then do him one better
by enacting legislation that truly ad-
dresses the enormous and growing debt
burden incurred by literally millions of
college students as they struggle to
pay for a college education. While I re-
alize I may sail against the political
winds, I continue to believe deeply that
the Pell grant ought to be made an en-
titlement, which would free it from the
pitfalls of yearly appropriations.

Mr. President, I believe deeply that
education is a capital investment.
What we put into the education of our
children is returned to us many times
over. Every study we know shows that
there is a direct relationship between
more education and higher personal in-
come. Better education means better
jobs, and better jobs mean a stronger
and more vibrant economy. We must be
careful, however, that the cost of an
education and the debt undertaken in
getting it do not overtake us.

I welcome the President’s proposals.
I applaud the initiative he has taken. I
congratulate him for placing a priority
on education. While we had little ad-
vance notice of these proposals and vir-
tually no time in which to mull them
over, I hope very much that we will
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give them careful and thoughtful con-
sideration, and that they will not be
overwhelmed by election year politics.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
THOMPSON). The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. FEINGOLD. 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. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent I be allowed to
speak as in morning business.

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

f

IN DEFENSE OF THE
CONSTITUTION

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I rise
today to speak about the U.S. Con-
stitution and what I believe is the es-
sential need to exercise extreme re-
straint in regard to amending this
great document. As recent articles in a
number of publications and newspapers
have pointed out, this Congress, Mr.
President, the 104th Congress, perhaps
unlike any in recent memory, seems
intent on amending the U.S. Constitu-
tion. I do not question the sincerity of
those efforts. The history of our Con-
stitution and those amendments that
have been adopted, as well as the mech-
anism crafted by the framers for adopt-
ing amendments, counsels that caution
govern any efforts to amend this great
document, our Constitution.

Since its ratification in 1788, the Con-
stitution of the United States has been
the single greatest protector of individ-
ual rights known to man. It is superior
to any of its predecessors, and has been
the benchmark against which all other
constitutions since adopted have been
judged. Perhaps the greatest tribute to
the U.S. Constitution, Mr. President,
and the greatest tribute to those who
drafted the document, is that in the 208
years since its ratification, the people
of this Nation have only amended it on
27 occasions. This equates with only
about one amendment every 7.7 years.

However, Mr. President, this figure is
a little bit misleading when one looks
closely at the actual history accom-
panying those 27 amendments. It be-
comes obvious that those specific in-
stances where the people of this Nation
have moved to amend their Constitu-
tion have actually been few and far be-
tween, and those efforts have typically
only been in response to some fun-
damental deficiency or flaw in our
democratic system of government.

As we look at the 27 amendments,
Mr. President, for example, the first 10
amendments to the Constitution, the
Bill of Rights, were adopted as part of
an agreement to actually garner sup-
port for the passage of the underlying
Constitution itself; 10 of the 27 were
adopted at the very outset of our coun-
try. Anti-Federalists who opposed the

Federal Constitution were opposed to
its adoption unless and until a more
explicit statement on the rights of man
was added to the Constitution. The fer-
vent belief that certain rights should
remain squarely within the province of
the individual manifests itself in the
Bill of Rights.

While the Bill of Rights was adopted
almost simultaneously with the Con-
stitution, becoming effective in 1791,
what the Bill of Rights did was set a
tone which on most subsequent occa-
sions has been followed. That tone was
that constitutional amendments
should be reserved for response to
shortcomings in our democratic way of
governance in general, not to attend to
the emotion or issue of the day each
time. I think this is evidenced by the
adoption, following the Civil War of
the 13th, 14th, and 15th amendments.
These three amendments, much like
the Bill of Rights, spoke directly to the
rights and equality of men, and ex-
tended to African-Americans rights
previously that were denied to them,
denied to them under the original Con-
stitution, and even under the original
Bill of Rights.

Further, many of our constitutional
amendments deal directly with the
ability of citizens to participate in de-
mocracy, they go to the very core of
whether everyone can participate. The
17th, 19th, 24th and 26th amendments
improve citizen involvement in elec-
tions by allowing for the direct elec-
tion of Senators, extending the fran-
chise to women, abolishing the poll
tax, and reducing the voting age. The
essence of democracy itself, Mr. Presi-
dent, is participation. These amend-
ments fostered that fundamental ele-
ment of our Nation. For that reason, I
think they were all probably appro-
priate uses of the unusual and unique
ability to amend the Constitution.

Mr. President, obviously there have
been other amendments albeit few ris-
ing to the level of the importance of
the Bill of Rights and the Civil War
amendments. However, I have noted
these not to argue their importance,
but to illustrate that throughout our
history most amendments to the Con-
stitution have been restricted to ad-
dressing systemic problems with our
Government—problems which actually
inhibit one’s ability to participate in
the benefits of democracy. In other
words, these have to do with basic er-
rors or problems that have arisen in
our system that simply mean some-
body cannot participate fully in our de-
mocracy. They have not, almost in
every case, been amendments that have
to do with one particular issue at a
time that is dividing our country.

Of course, on one glaring occasion we
did depart from this standard and we
adopted the ill-fated 18th amendment—
the prohibition amendment. The result
of this misguided venture into social
policy resulted 14 years later in the
adoption of another amendment, 1 of
the 27, the 21st amendment, which re-
pealed prohibition. So that is 2 of the

27, a lousy idea that did not work, fol-
lowed by the repeal of this venture into
social policy.

Another aspect of our Constitution
which argues for restraint in amending
this document is found in the Constitu-
tion in article V. Article V establishes
two methods for amending the Con-
stitution. First, the Constitution may
be amended by constitutional conven-
tion. The second method allows the
Constitution to be amended if approved
by two-thirds majority of both Houses
of Congress, and then, of course, rati-
fied by three-fourths of the States.
These explicit methods for amendment
were, in essence, a compromise be-
tween the unworkable unanimity re-
quirement for amending the Articles of
Confederation, one of the reasons that
we had a constitutional convention,
and the notion held by many of the
Framers that some mechanism must
exist to address potential shortcomings
in the new Constitution. The com-
promise that is embodied in article V
established a difficult but not impos-
sible standard for amendment which,
like the Constitution itself, I think,
has served this Nation very well.

While article V protects the people
from constitutional uncertainty and
alteration based solely upon the will of
an ever-changing political majority, it
also provides an avenue for amendment
when it is truly necessary.

The result of this has been to pre-
serve the Constitution as it was in-
tended to be. With only 27 amend-
ments, it remains a general statement
of principles used to help define a new
nation, as opposed to a step-by-step
method of governance.

In so doing, I think article V has pre-
vented the U.S. Constitution from sim-
ply becoming littered with a flurry of
well-meaning but unnecessary amend-
ments. Article V has prevented the
Constitution from evolving into a doc-
ument that would be almost unrecog-
nizable in terms of length and scope to
the Framers, who drafted it over 200
years ago. This is the really important
thing, Mr. President, because it points
out the fundamental distinction be-
tween a Constitution and ordinary
statutes.

There is a big difference in our sys-
tem. As I understand it, there is less of
a difference in the system in England.
There, there is no written Constitu-
tion; Parliament is supreme. Tech-
nically speaking, Parliament can pass
any law, and it then becomes the su-
preme law of the land. We have broken
that system. We chose to have a sim-
ple, brief document that was greater
than the legislature, that was greater
than a parliament, that was greater
than a Congress. It is the notion of a
limited written Constitution. That is
the difference between us and the Eng-
lish system. And, in fact, it was part of
the reason, in my view, why the revolu-
tion was fought. Our citizens wanted a
document over which no legislative
body had supremacy, except for in the
very unusual circumstances that were
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