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House of Representatives

The House was not in session today. Its next meeting will be held on Tuesday, February 25, 1997, at 12:30 p.m.

The Senate met at 11:30 a.m., and was
called to order by the President pro
tempore [Mr. THURMOND].

PRAYER

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

Our prayer today is George Washing-
ton’s ‘““Prayer for the United States of
America,” as it is preserved on the
chapel wall at Valley Forge. Let us
pray.

“Almighty God: We make our earnest
prayer that Thou wilt keep the United
States in Thy holy protection; that
Thou wilt incline the hearts of the citi-
zens to cultivate a spirit of subordina-
tion and obedience to the government,
and entertain a brotherly affection and
love for one another and for their fel-
low citizens of the United States at
large. And finally that Thou wilt most
graciously be pleased to dispose us all
to do justice, to love mercy, and to de-
mean ourselves with that charity, hu-
mility, and pacific temper of mind
which were the characteristics of the
Divine Author of our blessed religion,
and without a humble imitation of
whose example in these things, we can
never hope to be a happy Nation. Grant
our supplication, we beseech Thee,
through Jesus Christ our Lord. Amen.”’

READING OF WASHINGTON’S
FAREWELL ADDRESS

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Pur-
suant to the order of the Senate of Jan-
uary 24, 1901, as modified on February
12, 1997, the Senator from Tennessee,
Mr. FRIST, shall now read Washington’s
Farewell Address.

Senate

MONDAY, FEBRUARY 24, 1997

Mr. FRIST, at the rostrum, read the
Farewell Address, as follows:

To the people of the United States.

FRIENDS AND FELLOW CITIZENS: The
period for a new election of a citizen to
administer the executive government
of the United States being not far dis-
tant, and the time actually arrived
when your thoughts must be employed
in designating the person who is to be
clothed with that important trust, it
appears to me proper, especially as it
may conduce to a more distinct expres-
sion of the public voice, that | should
now apprise you of the resolution |
have formed, to decline being consid-
ered among the number of those, out of
whom a choice is to be made.

| beg you, at the same time, to do me
the justice to be assured, that this res-
olution has not been taken, without
strict regard to all the considerations
appertaining to the relation which
binds a dutiful citizen to his country;
and that, in withdrawing the tender of
service which silence in my situation
might imply, | am influenced by no
diminution of zeal for your future in-
terest; no deficiency of grateful respect
for your past kindness; but am sup-
ported by a full conviction that the
step is compatible with both.

The acceptance of, and continuance
hitherto in the office to which your
suffrages have twice called me, have
been a uniform sacrifice of inclination
to the opinion of duty, and to a def-
erence for what appeared to be your de-
sire. | constantly hoped that it would
have been much earlier in my power,
consistently with motives which I was
not at liberty to disregard, to return to
that retirement from which I had been

reluctantly drawn. The strength of my
inclination to do this, previous to the
last election, had even led to the prepa-
ration of an address to declare it to
you; but mature reflection on the then
perplexed and critical posture of our
affairs with foreign nations, and the
unanimous advice of persons entitled
to my confidence, impelled me to aban-
don the idea.

I rejoice that the state of your con-
cerns external as well as internal, no
longer renders the pursuit of inclina-
tion incompatible with the sentiment
of duty or propriety; and am persuaded,
whatever partiality may be retained
for my services, that in the present cir-
cumstances of our country, you will
not disapprove my determination to re-
tire.

The impressions with which | first
undertook the arduous trust, were ex-
plained on the proper occasion. In the
discharge of this trust, 1 will only say
that | have, with good intentions, con-
tributed towards the organization and
administration of the government, the
best exertions of which a very fallible
judgment was capable. Not unconscious
in the outset, of the inferiority of my
qualifications, experience, in my own
eyes, perhaps still more in the eyes of
others, has strengthened the motives
to diffidence of myself; and, every day,
the increasing weight of years admon-
ishes me more and more, that the
shade of retirement is as necessary to
me as it will be welcome. Satisfied that
if any circumstances have given pecu-
liar value to my services they were
temporary, | have the consolation to
believe that, while choice and prudence
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invite me to quit the political scene,
patriotism does not forbid it.

In looking forward to the moment
which is to terminate the career of my
political life, my feelings do not permit
me to suspend the deep acknowledg-
ment of that debt of gratitude which I
owe to my beloved country, for the
many honors it has conferred upon me;
still more for the steadfast confidence
with which it has supported me; and
for the opportunities | have thence en-
joyed of manifesting my inviolable at-
tachment, by services faithful and per-
severing, though in usefulness unequal
to my zeal. If benefits have resulted to
our country from these services, let it
always be remembered to your praise,
and as an instructive example in our
annals, that under circumstances in
which the passions, agitated in every
direction, were liable to mislead
amidst appearances sometimes dubi-
ous, vicissitudes of fortune often dis-
couraging—in situations in which not
unfrequently, want of success has
countenanced the spirit of criticism,—
the constancy of your support was the
essential prop of the efforts, and a
guarantee of the plans, by which they
were effected. Profoundly penetrated
with this idea, | shall carry it with me
to my grave, as a strong incitement to
unceasing vows that heaven may con-
tinue to you the choicest tokens of its
beneficence—that your union and
brotherly affection may be perpetual—
that the free constitution, which is the
work of your hands, may be sacredly
maintained—that its administration in
every department may be stamped with
wisdom and virtue—that, in fine, the
happiness of the people of these states,
under the auspices of liberty, may be
made complete by so careful a preser-
vation, and so prudent a use of this
blessing, as will acquire to them the
glory of recommending it to the ap-
plause, the affection and adoption of
every nation which is yet a stranger to
it.

Here, perhaps, | ought to stop. But a
solicitude for your welfare, which can-
not end but with my life, and the ap-
prehension of danger, natural to that
solicitude, urge me, on an occasion like
the present, to offer to your solemn
contemplation, and to recommend to
your frequent review, some sentiments
which are the result of much reflec-
tion, of no inconsiderable observation,
and which appear to me all important
to the permanency of your felicity as a
people. These will be offered to you
with the more freedom, as you can only
see in them the disinterested warnings
of a parting friend, who can possibly
have no personal motive to bias his
counsel. Nor can | forget, as an encour-
agement to it, your indulgent recep-
tion of my sentiments on a former and
not dissimilar occasion.

Interwoven as is the love of liberty
with every ligament of your hearts, no
recommendation of mine is necessary
to fortify or confirm the attachment.

The unity of government which con-
stitutes you one people, is also now
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dear to you. It is justly so; for it is a
main pillar in the edifice of your real
independence; the support of your tran-
quility at home: your peace abroad; of
your safety; of your prosperity; of that
very liberty which you so highly prize.
But, as it is easy to foresee that, from
different causes and from different
quarters much pains will be taken,
many artifices employed, to weaken in
your minds the conviction of this
truth; as this is the point in your polit-
ical fortress against which the bat-
teries of internal and external enemies
will be most constantly and actively
(though often covertly and insidiously)
directed; it is of infinite movement,
that you should properly estimate the
immense value of your national union
to your collective and individual happi-
ness; that you should cherish a cordial,
habitual, and immovable attachment
to it; accustoming yourselves to think
and speak of it as of the palladium of
your political safety and prosperity;
watching for its preservation with jeal-
ous anxiety; discountenancing what-
ever may suggest even a suspicion that
it can, in any event, be abandoned; and
indignantly frowning upon the first
dawning of every attempt to alienate
any portion of our country from the
rest, or to enfeeble the sacred ties
which now link together the various
parts.

For this you have every inducement
of sympathy and interest. Citizens by
birth, or choice, of a common country,
that country has a right to concentrate
your affections. The name of American,
which belongs to you in your national
capacity, must always exalt the just
pride of patriotism, more than any ap-
pellation derived from local discrimi-
nations. With slight shades of dif-
ference, you have the same religion,
manners, habits, and political prin-
ciples. You have, in a common cause,
fought and triumphed together; the
independence and liberty you possess,
are the work of joint counsels, and
joint efforts, of common dangers,
sufferings and successes.

But these considerations, however
powerfully they address themselves to
your sensibility, are greatly out-
weighed by those which apply more im-
mediately to your interest.—Here,
every portion of our country finds the
most commanding motives for care-
fully guarding and preserving the
union of the whole.

The north, in an unrestrained inter-
course with the south, protected by the
equal laws of a common government,
finds in the productions of the latter,
great additional resources of maritime
and commercial enterprise, and pre-
cious materials of manufacturing in-
dustry.—The south, in the same inter-
course, benefiting by the same agency
of the north, sees its agriculture grow
and its commerce expand. Turning
partly into its own channels the sea-
men of the north, it finds its particular
navigation invigorated; and while it
contributes, in different ways, to nour-
ish and increase the general mass of
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the national navigation, it looks for-
ward to the protection of a maritime
strength, to which itself is unequally
adapted. The east, in a like intercourse
with the west, already finds, and in the
progressive improvement of interior
communications by land and water,
will more and more find a valuable
vent for the commodities which it
brings from abroad, or manufactures at
home. The west derives from the east
supplies requisite to its growth and
comfort—and what is perhaps of still
greater consequence, it must of neces-
sity owe the secure enjoyment of indis-
pensable outlets for its own produc-
tions, to the weight, influence, and the
future maritime strength of the Atlan-
tic side of the Union, directed by an in-
dissoluble community of interest as
one nation. Any other tenure by which
the west can hold this essential advan-
tage, whether derived from its own sep-
arate strength; or from an apostate and
unnatural connection with any foreign
power, must be intrinsically precar-
ious.

While then every part of our country
thus feels an immediate and particular
interest in union, all the parts com-
bined cannot fail to find in the united
mass of means and efforts, greater
strength, greater resource proportion-
ably greater security from external
danger, a less frequent interruption of
their peace by foreign nations; and,
what is of inestimable value, they must
derive from union, an exemption from
those broils and wars between them-
selves, which so frequently afflict
neighboring countries not tied together
by the same government; which their
own rivalship alone would be sufficient
to produce, but which opposite foreign
alliances, attachments, and intrigues,
would stimulate and embitter.—Hence
likewise, they will avoid the necessity
of those overgrown military establish-
ments, which under any form of gov-
ernment are inauspicious to liberty,
and which are to be regarded as par-
ticularly hostile to republican liberty.
In this sense it is, that your union
ought to be considered as a main prop
of your liberty, and that the love of the
one ought to endear to you the preser-
vation of the other.

These considerations speak a persua-
sive language to every reflecting and
virtuous mind, and exhibit the continu-
ance of the union as a primary object
of patriotic desire. Is there a doubt
whether a common government can
embrace so large a sphere? let experi-
ence solve it. To listen to mere specu-
lation in such a case were criminal. We
are authorized to hope that a proper
organization of the whole, with the
auxiliary agency of governments for
the respective subdivisions, will afford
a happy issue to the experiment. It is
well worth a fair and full experiment.
With such powerful and obvious mo-
tives to union, affecting all parts of our
country, while experience shall not
have demonstrated its impracticabil-
ity, there will always be reason to dis-
trust the patriotism of those who, in
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any quarter, may endeavor to weaken
its hands.

In contemplating the causes which
may disturb our Union, it occurs as
matter of serious concern, that any
ground should have been furnished for
characterizing parties by geographical
discriminations,—northern and south-
ern—Atlantic and western; whence de-
signing men may endeavor to excite a
belief that there is a real difference of
local interests and views. One of the
expedients of party to acquire influ-
ence within particular districts, is to
misrepresent the opinions and aims of
other districts. You cannot shield
yourself too much against the
jealousies and heart burnings which
spring from these misrepresentations:
they tend to render alien to each other
those who ought to be bound together
by fraternal affection. The inhabitants
of our western country have lately had
a useful lesson on this head: they have
seen, in the negotiation by the execu-
tive, and in the unanimous ratification
by the senate of the treaty with Spain,
and in the universal satisfaction at the
event throughout the United States, a
decisive proof how unfounded were the
suspicions propagated among them of a
policy in the general government and
in the Atlantic states, unfriendly to
their interests in regard to the Mis-
sissippi. They have been witnesses to
the formation of two treaties, that
with Great Britain and that with
Spain, which secure to them every-
thing they could desire, in respect to
our foreign relations, towards confirm-
ing their prosperity. Will it not be
their wisdom to rely for the preserva-
tion of these advantages on the union
by which they were procured? will they
not henceforth be deaf to those advis-
ers, if such they are, who would sever
them from their brethren and connect
them with aliens?

To the efficacy and permanency of
your Union, a government for the
whole is indispensable. No alliances,
however strict, between the parts can
be an adequate substitute; they must
inevitably experience the infractions
and interruptions which all alliances,
in all times, have experienced. Sensible
of this momentous truth, you have im-
proved upon your first essay, by the
adoption of a constitution of govern-
ment, better calculated than your
former, for an intimate union, and for
the efficacious management of your
common concerns. This government,
the offspring of our own choice,
uninfluenced and unawed, adopted
upon full investigation and mature de-
liberation, completely free in its prin-
ciples, in the distribution of its powers,
uniting security with energy, and con-
taining within itself a provision for its
own amendment, has a just claim to
your confidence and your support. Re-
spect for its authority, compliance
with its laws, acquiescence in its meas-
ures, are duties enjoined by the fun-
damental maxims of true liberty. The
basis of our political systems is the
right of the people to make and to
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alter their constitutions of govern-
ment.—But the constitution which at
any time exists, until changed by an
explicit and authentic act of the whole
people, is sacredly obligatory upon all.
The very idea of the power, and the
right of the people to establish govern-
ment, presupposes the duty of every in-
dividual to obey the established gov-
ernment.

All obstructions to the execution of
the laws, all combinations and associa-
tions under whatever plausible char-
acter, with the real design to direct,
control, counteract, or awe the regular
deliberations and action of the con-
stituted authorities, are destructive of
this fundamental principle, and of fatal
tendency.—They serve to organize fac-
tion, to give it an artificial and ex-
traordinary force, to put in the place of
the delegated will of the nation the
will of party, often a small but artful
and enterprising minority of the com-
munity; and, according to the alter-
nate triumphs of different parties, to
make the public administration the
mirror of the ill concerted and incon-
gruous projects of faction, rather than
the organ of consistent and wholesome
plans digested by common councils,
and modified by mutual interests.

However combinations or associa-
tions of the above description may now
and then answer popular ends, they are
likely, in the course of time and
things, to become potent engines, by
which cunning, ambitious, and unprin-
cipled men, will be enable to subvert
the power of the people, and to usurp
for themselves the reigns of govern-
ment; destroying afterwards the very
engines which have lifted them to un-
just dominion.

Towards the preservation of your
government and the permanency of
your present happy state, it is reg-
uisite, not only that you steadily dis-
countenance irregular opposition to its
acknowledged authority, but also that
you resist with care the spirit of inno-
vation upon its principles, however spe-
cious the pretext. One method of as-
sault may be to effect, in the forms of
the constitution, alterations which will
impair the energy of the system; and
thus to undermine what cannot be di-
rectly overthrown. In all the changes
to which you may be invited, remem-
ber that time and habit are at least as
necessary to fix the true character of
governments, as of other human insti-
tutions:—that experience is the surest
standard by which to test the real
tendency of the existing constitution
of a country:—that facility in changes,
upon the credit of mere hypothesis and
opinion, exposes to perpetual change
from the endless variety of hypothesis
and opinion: and remember, especially,
that for the efficient management of
your common interests in a country so
extensive as ours, a government of as
much vigor as is consistent with the
perfect security of liberty is indispen-
sable. Liberty itself will find in such a
government, with powers properly dis-
tributed and adjusted, its surest guard-
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ian. It is, indeed, little else than a
name, where the government is too fee-
ble to withstand the enterprises of
fraction, to confine each member of the
society within the limits prescribed by
the laws, and to maintain all in the se-
cure and tranquil enjoyment of the
rights of person and property.

I have already intimated to you the
danger of parties in the state, with par-
ticular references to the founding them
on geographical discrimination. Let me
now take a more comprehensive view,
and warn you in the most solemn man-
ner against the baneful effects of the
spirit of party generally.

This spirit, unfortunately, is insepa-
rable from our nature, having its root
in the strongest passions of the human
mind.—It exists under different shapes
in all governments, more or less sti-
fled, controlled, or repressed; but in
those of the popular form it is seen in
its greatest rankness, and is truly their
worst enemy.

The alternate domination of one fac-
tion over another, sharpened by the
spirit of revenge natural to party dis-
sension, which in different ages and
countries has perpetrated the most
horrid enormities, is itself a frightful
despotism.—But this leads at length to
a more formal and permanent des-
potism. The disorders and miseries
which result, gradually incline the
minds of men to seek security and
repose in the absolute power of an indi-
vidual; and, sooner or later, the chief of
some prevailing faction, more able or
more fortunate than his competitors,
turns this disposition to the purpose of
his own elevation on the ruins of public
liberty.

Without looking forward to an ex-
tremity of this kind, (which neverthe-
less ought not to be entirely out of
sight) the common and continual mis-
chiefs of the spirit of party are suffi-
cient to make it in the interest and
duty of a wise people to discourage and
restrain it.

It serves always to distract the pub-
lic councils, and enfeeble the public ad-
ministration. It agitates the commu-
nity with ill founded jealousies and
false alarms; kindles the animosity of
one part against another; forments oc-
casional riot and insurrection. It opens
the door to foreign influence and cor-
ruption, which finds a facilitated ac-
cess to the government itself through
the channels of party passions. Thus
the policy and the will of one country
are subjected to the policy and will of
another.

There is an opinion that parties in
free countries are useful checks upon
the administration of the government,
and serve to keep alive the spirit of lib-
erty. This within certain limits is prob-
ably true; and in governments of a
monarchial cast, patriotism may look
with indulgence, if not with favor,
upon the spirit of party. But in those of
the popular character, in governments
purely elective, it is a spirit not to be
encouraged. From their natural tend-
ency, it is certain there will always be
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enough of that spirit for every salutary
purpose. And there being constant dan-
ger of excess, the effort ought to be, by
force of public opinion, to mitigate and
assuage it. A fire not to be quenched, it
demands a uniform vigilance to pre-
vent it bursting into a flame, lest in-
stead of warming, it should consume.

It is important likewise, that the
habits of thinking in a free country
should inspire caution in those
intrusted with its administration, to
confine themselves within their respec-
tive constitutional spheres, avoiding in
the exercise of the powers of one de-
partment, to encroach upon another.
The spirit of encroachment tends to
consolidate the powers of all the de-
partments in one, and thus to create,
whatever the form of government, a
real despotism. A just estimate of that
love of power and proneness to abuse it
which predominate in the human
heart, is sufficient to satisfy us of the
truth of this position. The necessity of
reciprocal checks in the exercise of po-
litical power, by dividing and distribut-
ing it into different depositories, and
constituting each the guardian of the
public weal against invasions of the
others, has been evinced by experi-
ments ancient and modern: some of
them in our country and under our own
eyes.—To preserve them must be as
necessary as to institute them. If, in
the opinion of the people, the distribu-
tion or modification of the constitu-
tional powers be in any particular
wrong, let it be corrected by an amend-
ment in the way which the constitu-
tion designates.—But let there be no
change by usurpation; for through this,
in one instance, may be the instrument
of good, it is the customary weapon by
which free governments are destroyed.
The precedent must always greatly
overbalance in permanent evil, any
partial or transient benefit which the
use can at any time yield.

Of all the dispositions and habits
which lead to political prosperity, reli-
gion and morality are indispensable
supports. In vain would that man claim
the tribute of patriotism, who should
labor to subvert these great pillars of
human happiness, these firmest props
of the duties of men and citizens. The
mere politician, equally with the pious
man, ought to respect and to cherish
them. A volume could not trace all
their connections with private and pub-
lic felicity. Let it simply be asked,
where is the security for property, for
reputation, for life, if the sense of reli-
gious obligation desert the oaths which
are the instruments of investigation in
courts of justice? and let us with cau-
tion indulge the supposition that mo-
rality can be maintained without reli-
gion. Whatever may be conceded to the
influence of refined education on minds
of peculiar structure, reason and expe-
rience both forbid us to expect, that
national morality can prevail in exclu-
sion of religious principle.

It is substantially true, that virtue
or morality is a necessary spring of
popular government. The rule, indeed,
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extends with more or less force to
every species of free government. Who
that is a sincere friend to it can look
with indifference upon attempts to
shake the foundation of the fabric?

Promote, then, as an object of pri-
mary importance, institutions for the
general diffusion of knowledge. In pro-
portion as the structure of a govern-
ment gives force to public opinion, it
should be enlightened.

As a very important source of
strength and security, cherish public
credit. One method of preserving it is
to use it as sparingly as possible,
avoiding occasions of expense by cul-
tivating peace, but remembering, also,
that timely disbursements, to prepare
for danger, frequently prevent much
greater disbursements to repel it;
avoiding likewise the accumulation of
debt, not only by shunning occasions of
expense, but by vigorous exertions, in
time of peace, to discharge the debts
which unavoidable wars may have oc-
casioned, not ungenerously throwing
upon posterity the burden which we
ourselves ought to bear. The execution
of these maxims belongs to your rep-
resentatives, but it is necessary that
public opinion should co-operate. To
facilitate to them the performance of
their duty, it is essential that you
should practically bear in mind, that
towards the payment of debts there
must be revenue; that to have revenue
there must be taxes; that no taxes can
be devised which are not more or less
inconvenient and unpleasant; that the
intrinsic embarrassment inseparable
from the selection of the proper object
(which is always a choice of difficul-
ties), ought to be a decisive motive for
a candid construction of the conduct of
the government in making it, and for a
spirit of acquiescence in the measures
for obtaining revenue, which the public
exigencies may at any time dictate.

Observe good faith and justice to-
wards all nations; cultivate peace and
harmony with all. Religion and moral-
ity enjoin this conduct, and can it be
that good policy does not equally en-
join it? It will be worthy of a free, en-
lightened, and, at no distant period, a
great nation, to give to mankind the
magnanimous and too novel example of
a people always guided by an exalted
justice and benevolence. Who can doubt
but, in the course of time and things,
the fruits of such a plan would richly
repay any temporary advantages which
might be lost by a steady adherence to
it; can it be that Providence has not
connected the permanent felicity of a
nation with its virtue? The experiment,
at least, is recommended by every sen-
timent which ennobles human nature.
Alas! is it rendered impossible by its
vices?

In the execution of such a plan, noth-
ing is more essential than that perma-
nent, inveterate antipathies against
particular nations and passionate at-
tachment for others, should be ex-
cluded; and that, in place of them, just
and amicable feelings towards all
should be cultivated. The nation which
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indulges towards another an habitual
hatred, or an habitual fondness, is in
some degree a slave. It is a slave to its
animosity, or to its affection, either of
which is sufficient to lead it astray
from its duty and its interest. Antip-
athy in one nation against another,
disposes each more readily to offer in-
sult and injury, to lay hold of slight
causes of umbrage, and to be haughty
and intractable when accidental or tri-
fling occasions of dispute occur.
Hence, frequent collisions, obstinate,
envenomed, and bloody contests. The
nation, prompted by ill will and resent-
ment, sometimes impels to war the
government, contrary to the best cal-
culations of policy. The government
sometimes participates in the national
propensity, and adopts through passion
what reason would reject; at other
times, it makes the animosity of the
nation’s subservient to projects of hos-
tility, instigated by pride, ambition,
and other sinister and pernicious mo-
tives. The peace often, sometimes per-
haps the liberty of nations, has been
the victim.

So likewise, a passionate attachment
of one nation for another produces a
variety of evils. Sympathy for the fa-
vorite nation, facilitating the illusion
of an imaginary common interest, in
cases where no real common interest
exists, and infusing into one the enmi-
ties of the other, betrays the former
into a participation in the quarrels and
wars of the latter, without adequate in-
ducements or justifications. It leads
also to concessions, to the favorite na-
tion, or privileges denied to others,
which is apt doubly to injure the na-
tion making the concessions, by unnec-
essarily parting with what ought to
have been retained, and by exciting
jealously, ill will, and a disposition to
retaliate in the parties from whom
equal privileges are withheld; and it
gives to ambitious, corrupted or de-
luded citizens who devote themselves
to the favorite nation, facility to be-
tray or sacrifice the interests of their
own country, without odium, some-
times even with popularity; gilding
with the appearances of virtuous sense
of obligation, a commendable deference
for public opinion, or a laudable zeal
for public good, the base or foolish
compliances of ambition, corruption,
or infatuation.

As avenues to foreign influence in in-
numerable ways, such attachments are
particularly alarming to the truly en-
lightened and independent patriot. How
many opportunities do they afford to
tamper with domestic factions, to prac-
tice the arts of seduction, to mislead
public opinion, to influence or awe the
public councils!'—Such an attachment
of a small or weak, towards a great and
powerful nation, dooms the former to
be the satellite of the latter.

Against the insidious wiles of foreign
influence, (I conjure you to believe me
fellow citizens,) the jealousy of a free
people ought to be constantly awake;
since history and experience prove,
that foreign influence is one of the
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most baneful foes of republican govern-
ment. But that jealously, to be useful,
must be impartial, else it becomes the
instrument of the very influence to be
avoided, instead of a defense against it.
Excessive partiality for one foreign na-
tion and excessive dislike for another,
cause those whom they actuate to see
danger only on one side, and serve to
veil and even second the arts of influ-
ence on the other. Real patriots, who
may resist the intrigues of the favor-
ite, are liable to become suspected and
odious; while its tools and dupes usurp
the applause and confidence of the peo-
ple, to surrender their interests.

The great rule of conduct for us, in
regard to foreign nations, is, in extend-
ing our commercial relations, to have
with them as little political connection
as possible. So far as we have already
formed engagements, let them be ful-
filled with perfect good faith:—Here let
us stop.

Europe has a set of primary inter-
ests, which to us have none, or a very
remote relation. Hence, she must be
engaged in frequent controversies, the
causes of which are essentially foreign
to our concerns. Hence, therefore, it
must be unwise in us to implicate our-
selves, by artificial ties, in the ordi-
nary vicissitudes of her politics, or the
ordinary combinations and collisions of
her friendships or enmities.

Our detached and distant situation
invites and enables us to pursue a dif-
ferent course. If we remain one people,
under an efficient government, the pe-
riod is not far off when we may defy
material injury from external annoy-
ance; when we may take such an atti-
tude as will cause the neutrality we
may at any time resolve upon, to be
scrupulously respected; when bellig-
erent nations, under the impossibility
of making acquisitions upon us, will
not lightly hazard the giving us provo-
cation, when we may choose peace or
war, as our interest, guided by justice,
shall counsel.

Why forego the advantages of so pe-
culiar a situation? Why quit our own to
stand upon foreign ground? Why, by
interweaving our destiny with that of
any part of Europe, entangle our peace
and prosperity in the toils of European
ambition, rivalship, interest, humor, or
caprice?

It is our true policy to steer clear of
permanent alliance with any portion of
the foreign world; so far, | mean, as we
are now at liberty to do it; for let me
not be understood as capable of patron-
izing infidelity to existing engage-
ments. | hold the maxim no less appli-
cable to public than private affairs,
that honesty is always the best policy.
I repeat it, therefore, let those engage-
ments be observed in their genuine
sense. But in my opinion, it is unneces-
sary, and would be unwise to extend
them.

Taking care always to keep ourselves
by suitable establishments, on a re-
spectable defensive posture, we may
safely trust to temporary alliances for
extraordinary emergencies.
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Harmony, and a liberal intercourse
with all nations, are recommended by
policy, humanity, and interest. But
even our commercial policy should
hold an equal and impartial hand; nei-
ther seeking nor granting exclusive fa-
vors or preferences; consulting the nat-
ural course of things; diffusing and di-
versifying by gentle means the streams
of commerce, but forcing nothing; es-
tablishing with powers so disposed, in
order to give trade a stable course, to
define the rights of our merchants, and
to enable the government to support
them, conventional rules of inter-
course, the best that present cir-
cumstances and mutual opinion will
permit, but temporary, and liable to be
from time to time abandoned or varied
as experience and circumstances shall
dictate; constantly keeping in view,
that it is folly in one nation to look for
disinterested favors from another; that
is must pay with a portion of its inde-
pendence for whatever it may accept
under that character; that by such ac-
ceptance, it may place itself in the
condition of having given equivalents
for nominal favors, and yet of being re-
proached with ingratitude for not giv-
ing more. There can be no greater error
than to expect, or calculate upon real
favors from nation to nation. It is an
illusion which experience must cure,
which a just pride ought to discard.

In offering to you, my countrymen,
these counsels of an old and affection-
ate friend, | dare not hope they will
make the strong and lasting impres-
sion | could wish; that they will con-
trol the usual current of the passions,
or prevent our nation from running the
course which has hitherto marked the
destiny of nations, but if | may even
flatter myself that they may be pro-
ductive of some partial benefit, some
occasional good; that they may now
and then recur to moderate the fury of
party spirit, to warn against the mis-
chiefs of foreign intrigue, to guard
against the impostures of pretended pa-
triotism; this hope will be a full rec-
ompense for the solicitude for your
welfare by which they have been dic-
tated.

How far, in the discharge of my offi-
cial duties, | have been guided by the
principles which have been delineated,
the public records and other evidences
of my conduct must witness to you and
to the world. To myself, the assurance
of my own conscience is, that | have, at
least, believed myself to be guided by
them.

In relation to the still subsisting war
in Europe, my proclamation of the 22d
of April, 1793, is the index to my plan.
Sanctioned by your approving voice,
and by that of your representatives in
both houses of congress, the spirit of
that measure has continually governed
me, uninfuenced by any attempts to
deter or divert me from it.

After deliberate examination, with
the aid of the best lights | could ob-
tain, | was well satisfied that our coun-
try, under all the circumstances of the
case, had a right to take, and was
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bound, in duty and interest, to take a
neutral position. Having taken it, | de-
termined, as far as should depend upon
me, to maintain it with moderation,
perseverance and firmness.

The considerations which respect the
right to hold this conduct, it is not
necessary on this occasion to detail. |
will only observe that, according to my
understanding of the matter, that
right, so far from being denied by any
of the belligerent powers, has been vir-
tually admitted by all.

The duty of holding a neutral con-
duct may be inferred, without any
thing more, from the obligation which
justice and humanity impose on every
nation, in cases in which it is free to
act, to maintain inviolate the relations
of peace and amity towards other na-
tions.

The inducements of interest for ob-
serving that conduct will best be re-
ferred to your own reflections and ex-
perience. With me, a predominant mo-
tive has been to endeavor to gain time
to our country to settle and mature its
yet recent institutions, and to
progress, without interruption, to that
degree of strength, and consistency
which is necessary to give it, humanly
speaking, the command of its own for-
tunes.

Though in reviewing the incidents of
my administration, | am unconscious
of intentional error, I am nevertheless
too sensible of my defects not to think
it probable that | may have committed
many errors. Whatever they may be, |
fervently beseech the Almighty to
avert or mitigate the evils to which
they may tend. | shall also carry with
me the hope that my country will
never cease to view them with indul-
gence; and that, after forty-five years
of my life dedicated to its service, with
an upright zeal, the faults of incom-
petent abilities will be consigned to ob-
livion, as myself must soon be to the
mansions of rest.

Relying on its kindness in this as in
other things, and actuated by that fer-
vent love towards it, which is so natu-
ral to a man who views in it the native
soil of himself and his progenitors for
several generations; | anticipate with
pleasing expectation that in which |
promise myself to realize, without
alloy, the sweet enjoyment of partak-
ing, in the midst of my fellow citizens,
the benign influence of good laws under
a free government—the ever favorite
object of my heart, and the happy re-
ward, as | trust, of our mutual cares,
labors and dangers.

GEO. WASHINGTON.

UNITED STATES,

17th September, 1796.

MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
KyL). Under the previous order, there
will now be a period for the transaction
of morning business not to extend be-
yond the hour of 1:30, with the time
equally divided between the two lead-
ers.
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Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, | suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.
Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, | ask

unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. RoB-
ERTS). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

SCHEDULE

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, on be-
half of the leader, I wish to announce
that today the Senate will be in a pe-
riod of morning business until the hour
of 1:30 p.m., with the time equally di-
vided between the two leaders.

At 1:30 today, the Senate will resume
consideration of House Joint Resolu-
tion 36 regarding U.N. population fund-
ing. Following 2 hours of debate on
that resolution, the resolution will be
temporarily set aside and the Senate
will then resume consideration of Sen-
ate Joint Resolution 1, the constitu-
tional balanced budget amendment.

From 3:30 today to 5:30 today, the
Senate will debate Senator BYRD’s
amendment relating to section 6 of the
balanced budget amendment. All Sen-
ators should be reminded that at 5:30
this afternoon there will be a rollcall
vote in relation to the pending Byrd
amendment.

Following that vote this afternoon,
Senator REID will be recognized to
offer his amendment regarding Social
Security. The Senate will continue de-
bating that amendment tomorrow
morning and afternoon, with a vote oc-
curring on or in relation to that
amendment at 6 p.m. on Tuesday.

Also, | remind our colleagues that we
will be voting on the U.N. population
funding resolution at 2:15 on Tuesday
afternoon immediately following the
weekly policy conferences. Following
the vote on Senator REID’s amendment
to Senate Joint Resolution 1, Senator
FEINSTEIN will offer an amendment. We
will debate that amendment from 9
a.m. to 11 a.m. on Wednesday, with the
vote occurring at 11 a.m. on that
amendment.

The majority leader thanks his col-
leagues for their cooperation in allow-
ing the Senate to move forward on
both of these matters.

I further remind all Senators that
the leadership hopes to complete ac-
tion on the balanced budget amend-
ment as soon as possible, and the lead-
er will continue to update all of us as
we make progress on this issue.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.
Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, | ask

unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

SENATOR JOHN GLENN’S
ANNOUNCED RETIREMENT

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, | rise
today to commemorate a very impor-
tant milestone in the history of the
State of Ohio and in the history of this
body on this, the first day the Senate
has met since my colleague Senator
JOHN GLENN announced that he was re-
tiring from this body. On behalf of the
people of Ohio and on behalf of the U.S.
Senate, | have the privilege of paying
respects to Senator GLENN, to pay re-
spects to my senior Senator, our friend
and our colleague, on the occasion of
the announcement of his retirement
from the U.S. Senate. Senator GLENN
has served Ohio and the Senate for a
longer consecutive period than any
other individual in the history of our
State. When he leaves office 2 years
from now, he will have served in this
body for 24 consecutive years. Over this
almost quarter of a century of service,
Senator GLENN has established a rep-
utation as a man who knows the im-
portance of details. Senator GLENN re-
alizes that the most important work
done in this Chamber is not the sound
bites, not the press conferences, but
the nitty-gritty of making this com-
plicated legislative process work for
the people who sent us here.

Despite the fact that | have only
been in the Senate for a little over 2
years, in many ways | feel I know Sen-
ator GLENN better than many who have
served with him for a lot longer period
of time. This is true, in part at least, |
suspect, because he and | fought a very
tough campaign against each other in
1992. It was a tough, hard-fought cam-
paign. Let no one doubt—I can say this
from personal experience—let no one
doubt that behind JoHN GLENN’s kind,
grandfatherly exterior beats the heart
of a true marine, a man who is willing
to fight very hard for what he believes
is right. That has been something that
has really been the hallmark of JOHN
GLENN’s life of service to this country,
from his service in World War 1l and
Korea to his service in the military to
his work in the space program to this
very day, as he continues his service to
this country in the U.S. Senate.

Two years after that campaign, | was
elected to the Senate, and it became
important, then, for Senator GLENN
and me to build a relationship, to build
a relationship to benefit all Ohioans. |
think we have done that. In the 2 years
since then, | have found that Senator
GLENN’s attitude to the work of the
Senate really should serve as a model
for all the rest of us. In a campaign,
you fight hard, but when you are in the
Senate, when you are one of the 100
Members of the U.S. Senate drawn
from all over this country, there is a
different kind of work to be done. |
have worked with Senator GLENN on
the floor, worked with him on different
issues, and he has unfailingly put the
interests of Ohio and the interests of
this country first.

I am sure we will continue to dis-
agree on some issues, but our disagree-
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ments are buried whenever we have a
chance to accomplish something for
Ohioans by working together. Some
may say that Senator GLENN’s style of
leadership is too bipartisan for modern
politics, too bipartisan for this day and
age, too bipartisan for this town. If
that is true, it is a shame, because the
dedication to bipartisanship exempli-
fied by JOHN GLENN, through his serv-
ice in the Senate, | think should serve
as an example for all of us.

It was significant that Senator
GLENN chose the 35th anniversary of
his three orbits around the Earth to
make his announcement that he was
leaving the Senate.

I think as an Ohioan, it was also sig-
nificant to see where he made that an-
nouncement. He went back home to
Muskingum College, New Concord, OH,
a town where he had been raised, where
he grew up, a town where there is now
a high school named after him, the
John Glenn High School. He went home
to make this announcement to the peo-
ple of the State of Ohio.

I think it was also significant that he
made the announcement in front of an
audience of primarily young people.
JOHN GLENN has always been someone
who has thought about the future. How
many times have we heard him come to
the floor and talk about young people,
talk about investment in young people,
talk about what we have to do to pre-
pare them and us for the next century?
So it was significant that he went
home to make this speech and signifi-
cant that he was talking to young peo-
ple when he did it.

I was reminded, as | think many
Americans were, when | heard the offi-
cial news that JoHN GLENN was going
to retire, where | was 35 years ago—at
least those of us who are old enough to
remember—when he made that historic
flight. My future wife and | were fresh-
men at Yellow Springs High School,
Yellow Springs, OH. On the particular
moment that he took off, I happened to
be in Ed Wingard’s science class and re-
member listening on the radio, and
watching on TV later in the day, as we
followed his progress for the next few
hours. JOHN GLENN, on that date, cap-
tured the hearts of Americans, and he
guaranteed his place in the history of
this country and the history of this
world.

We took a great deal of pride, those
of us from Ohio, in what our native son
was doing on that date. It was clear
that NASA had selected the right per-
son to make the trip, not just because
of his nerves of steel, not just because
of his technical ability, but it was also
clear why they picked JOHN GLENN
when he came back. It was clear that
this was a person who young people
across the country could look up to,
that this was someone who should be
considered a national hero and a na-
tional treasure.

We should not talk today as if JOHN
GLENN will not be with us. JOHN GLENN
is going to be with us for 2 more years
in this body. We are going to argue
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about some things, agree on some
things, but JOHN GLENN will continue
for the next 2 years to do what he has
done throughout his lifetime, and that
is serve the people of the State of Ohio
and serve this great country that he
loves so very much.

So let me, on behalf of the people of
the State of Ohio, again say thank you
to JOHN GLENN for his service to his
country, for his service to the State of
Ohio, and thank him for being a role
model for all of us 35 years ago and for
continuing to be a role model today.

Mr. President, | yield the floor and
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

The

SAFETY OF OUR CHILDREN

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, | rise
today to thank President Clinton for
lending his voice to one of the most im-
portant efforts underway in this Con-
gress. On February 14, the President
unveiled a proposal that would help
provide children with safe homes and
loving families, something that every
child deserves. This is a victory for
America’s children, and | believe a vic-
tory for good common sense. It recog-
nizes that the safety of our children
must always be our most important
consideration.

Mr. President, let no one doubt how
important this issue is and why action
by this Congress is so necessary. On a
number of occasions over the last year,
I have come to the floor of the Senate
to discuss a provision in Federal law,
that has tragedy in it, which has prov-
en dangerous to the safety of America’s
children. | have on those occasions dis-
cussed the fact that too many children
are spending their most important,
most formative years in a legal limbo,
a legal limbo that denies them their
chance to be adopted, that denies them
what all children should have: the
chance to be loved and cared for by
parents.

Mr. President, we are sending too
many children back to dangerous and
abusive homes. We are sending them
back to the custody of people who have
already abused them, already tortured
them, and we do it, tragically, knowing
that that has already taken place.

The statistics are frightening. Every
day in this country, three children ac-
tually die of abuse and neglect at the
hands of their own parents or care-
takers. That is over 1,200 children per
year. Almost half of these children—al-
most half of them—are Kkilled after
their tragic circumstances have al-
ready come to the attention of local
authorities. That means 600 children
die every year in cases where we, as a
society, already know that they have
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been abused, already know that they
may have been tortured, already know
that they really should never go back
into that home again.

Mr. President, some of the tragedies
in the child welfare system are the un-
intended consequence of a small part of
a law passed by the U.S. Congress in
1980—basically, Mr. President, a good
law. Under the Federal Child Welfare
Act—the law | am referring to—for a
State to be eligible for Federal match-
ing funds for foster care expenditures,
the State must have a plan for the pro-
vision of child welfare services ap-
proved by the Secretary of HHS. The
State plan must provide—here | quote
from statute—‘‘that, in each case, rea-
sonable efforts will be made (A) prior
to the placement of a child in foster
care, to prevent or eliminate the need
for removal of the child from his home,
and (B) to make it possible for the
child to return to his home.”

In other words, Mr. President, no
matter what the particular cir-
cumstances of a household may be, a
State must make reasonable efforts to
keep it together, and to put it back to-
gether if it has fallen apart.

There is strong evidence, Mr. Presi-
dent, strong evidence to suggest that,
in practice, reasonable efforts have be-
come extraordinary efforts, efforts to
keep families together at all costs, ef-
forts, | might add, to keep families to-
gether that are families in name only
and to put children back in homes that
are homes in name only.

As a result of this, Mr. President,
children have died. That law simply
has to be changed. One of my first leg-
islative acts of the Congress was to in-
troduce a bill that would accomplish
this.

My bill would change the law to
make it absolutely clear that the best
interests of the child have to come
first. Pretty basic, pretty simple—best
interests of the child, safety of a child.
You would not think we would have to
clarify that.

I tell you, Mr. President, based on
my experience in talking to judges,
prosecutors, in talking to children
service advocates, children service
caseworkers across the State of Ohio,
and from talking to some of my col-
leagues from other States, and from
hearing testimony in our committee, it
is abundantly clear to me that we have
to spell this out, that it is being mis-
interpreted, that reasonable efforts to
put families back together many times
take precedence over the best interests
of the child and the safety of the child.

As | said, Mr. President, my bill
would change the law to make it clear
that the best interests of the child
must come first. We do this by enact-
ing the following simple, straight-
forward amendment to the Child Wel-
fare Act. And this is what language |
would add, not taking anything away,
just add this:

In determining reasonable efforts, the best
interests of the child, including the child’s
health and safety, shall be of primary con-
cern.
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Pretty simple, Mr. President, pretty
straightforward, pretty basic, but darn
important.

In  November, Mr. President, I
chaired a hearing of the Senate Labor
and Human Resources Committee on
this issue. I assembled some of Ameri-
ca’s chief experts on child welfare. And
I was encouraged by what they had to
say.

Peter Digre, the director of Los An-
geles County’s Department of Children
and Family Services—an unbelievably
huge department, and a man who has
to deal with gut-wrenching problems
and decisions every single day of his
life—this is what Peter Digre said. He
said that ‘““we should emphasize child
safety as our first priority.”

Dr. Digre’s department has about
73,000 children under its protection—
73,000. He sees the real-life consequence
of unreasonable attempts to reunite

families that are families in name
only.
But, Mr. President, | believe our

most eloquent testimony that day
came from Sharon Aulton, a grand-
mother in Annapolis, MD. Sharon
Aulton had warned the local children
services that her daughter was neglect-
ing her children, her grandchildren, but
the officials failed to intervene. Sharon
Aulton’s daughter ended up blockading
her children in a room and setting the
room on fire. Both these beautiful
young children died.

Mr. President, this happens too often
in this country. Last August a 4-year-
old girl named Nadine was found
starved to death in her mother’s apart-
ment in New York. The mother had
kept Nadine in a crib covered by a
blanket so she did not have to see her.
She did not feed the child regularly for
the year preceding her death. In the
last few months before the child’s
death, she did not seek medical help
despite the fact that the child could
not walk, could not stand, could not
even sit up.

Apparently, Mr. President, city so-
cial workers had visited the apartment
in May 1995 after an anonymous com-
plaint about the little girl’s treatment.
The commissioner of the Administra-
tion for Children Services was unable
to provide any information as to the
conditions found in the apartment or
what action was taken at that time by
the city. However, the commissioner
did say the city investigators found
enough credible evidence of neglect to
open an investigation after they visited
the apartment, but yet the case was
closed 5 months later. Nadine only
weighed 15 pounds at the time of her
death—a week before her 5th birthday.

Mr. President, | have a daughter who
is almost 5, my daughter Anna. Those
of us who have children, those of us
who care about Kids, have to be heart-
sick and shocked by the recounting of
this poor little child’s death. According
to the ambulance workers, Mr. Presi-
dent, Nadine was found in the crib,
dirty, with arms as thin as a half-dol-
lar, her eyes sunken, her hair in patch-
es, her ribs protruding. Her mother at
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that time, when the emergency folks
responded, was sitting on a bed near
the crib eating a hot dog. That is how
they found the mother when the med-
ics arrived at the home.

The New York Daily News obtained
secret documents which indicate how
city child welfare workers and public
school officials repeatedly ignored
warning signals in Nadine’s case. That
is from the New York Daily News.

School officials never turned in Na-
dine’s mother for not showing up for
school, nor did anyone report the fact
she did not show up for medical ap-
pointments. Officials did not notify the
State child abuse hotline when Na-
dine’s siblings were out of school for
long periods of time.

In May 1995, the anonymous caller |
mentioned earlier reported to the State
child abuse hotline that Nadine was, in
fact, starving.

Mr. President, tragically, Nadine is
far from alone in falling through the
cracks in our system. In December, a
10-month-old girl named Delores died
after savagely being beaten by her
mother’s boyfriend; ten weeks earlier,
child welfare officials had been warned
that she and her siblings were in dan-
ger.

Mr. President, let me be very clear—
I cannot stress enough that I am not
trying to lay the blame on children’s
services officials in these cases. |
worked with children services officials
for many years, going back in time to
when | was an assistant county pros-
ecutor in 1973. These are good people,
people who try to do their job. They
generally are overworked and have too
many cases and have many challenges
to face.

I think it is clear as we look at these
cases of abuse, as we recount the fact
that we lose at least three Kids every
day to child abuse in this country—and
those are just the kids who die, let
alone the other ones who are savagely
beaten or abused—I think it is clear
that there is one part of this problem
that Congress can fix. We cannot fix it
all by passing legislation. We can try.
But one part of the problem can be
fixed, and that is to move forward in
fixing, in clarifying the 1980 law that I
refer to, to make it clear that we want
these professionals, children’s service
workers, to have the flexibility to do
what we all want done, and what they
want to do, and that is to save the kids
first, save the children, to set as a pri-
ority the best interests of the child and
the safety of the child, and that prior-
ity has to take precedence over every-
thing else.

These case workers work very hard
to meet, many times, conflicting man-
dates. We should make their job a little
easier and say to them that Federal
law from now on will be abundantly
clear, that the primary mission should
always be to save the children.

Mr. President, some families are fam-
ilies in name only, and simply should
not, should not be reunited. Mr. Presi-
dent, my proposed legislation would
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change the law to make this the key
goal. I think Washington Post col-
umnist Mary McGrory made the case
in a very compelling way in her column
of February 9. | ask unanimous consent
that column be printed in the RECORD
at the conclusion of my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SEs-
SIONS). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, let me
conclude by saying once again how
pleased | am that the President has
joined our efforts. | am confident that
his proposal will help us speed up the
adoption process in this country and
bring us closer to the day when every
child in America will be cared for by a
loving family. Mr. President, | will
continue to come to the floor and talk
about this issue until we make that
change in Federal law. It is a change
that is urgently needed.

I simply conclude by saying what I
have said many times on this floor, and
that is that it was never, | am sure, the
intent of the authors of the 1980 law—
which has done a great deal of good in
this country—it was never their inten-
tion to in any way tell case workers
who are making life and death deci-
sions every day in this country that
anything other than the best interests
of the child, anything other than the
safety of children should be their pri-
mary concern. But it is also abun-
dantly clear to me, | have traveled
through Ohio and talked to people from
other States, that this law is being
misinterpreted day after day after day.
We should clarify it. We should make
the job of a case worker simpler, and
by doing that, | believe we will save
some children.

ExHIBIT 1
[From the Washington Post, Feb. 9, 1997]
SAVE THE KIDS, NOT THE Mom
(By Mary McGrory)

Richard Gelles, an authority on child wel-
fare, is boldly intervening in a custody case
that may be without parallel in the sorry an-
nals of the Family Reunification Act.
Latrena D. Pixley, a District mother who, at
19, killed her 6-week-old baby, is asking to be
reunited with two of her three other chil-
dren—a boy of 6 and another of 1 year. Gelles
is volunteering to come at his own expense
from Rhode Island—where he is director of
the Family Violence Research Program of
the state university—to offer his view that a
woman who has committed infanticide is not
a fit mother.

“In these cases, we’re often too late,”” says
Gelles, who wrote ““The Book of David,” the
story of a baby who was murdered by a
mother who had abused an older child. Social
workers had a watchful eye on the mother
all along. “This time, I'd like to be early.
Most of the time the children are dead or
greviously injured by the time 1 get in-
volved.”

The Pixley case has already attracted
major attention because it could answer the
question of what limits, if any, there are to
the Family Reunification Act, which puts
preservation of the family over the protec-
tion of children. It could also provide a
measure of how far our culture has advanced
in victimhood: Can a mother who Kills her
baby succeed in portraying herself as a vic-
tim?
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Gelles knows what it’s like to get involved
in the Pixley case and with the District bu-
reaucracy. Last year, at the request of Je-
rome Miller, the receiver in charge of the
D.C. Department of Human Services, Gelles
did a study of Pixley. He told Miller that he
did not think she could then or at “‘any fore-
seeable date” provide adequate care for her
children. He says he was not paid for his
work; the receipt of his report was never ac-
knowledged.

Miller is one of several figures in the Pix-
ley case who believe in her. He hired her as
a clerk while she was serving her sentence
for infanticide. Social workers were indig-
nant, and Pixley abused his trust by engag-
ing in credit card fraud, but Miller remains
a fan. She’s still in jail for fraud (not mur-
der). He told the weekly City Paper this
week, “I'll take her back in a minute.” So-
cial workers who are critical of him, he says,
are ‘‘probably lousy social workers.””

Striking as Miller’s tolerance is, it pales
beside the mercy shown by Superior Court
Judge George W. Mitchell, who seems strick-
en with sympathy. He accepted Pixley’s at-
torney’s plea that she killed 6-week-old
Nakya in 1992 as a result of postpartum de-
pression. Pixley has testified that, after she
had suffocated the crying baby under a blan-
ket, she stuffed the body in a dumpster and
went off to a barbecue with her boyfriend.

Social workers and therapists speak well of
Pixley’s cooperativeness and progress. Her
lawyer told Judge Mitchell that, apart from
the smothering, Pixley had been a good
mother to the infant. Gelles observed that
she was a quiet, ‘“‘compliant’ person but ‘“‘se-
riously damaged.”” Mitchell, in imposing his
feather-light sentence—weekends in jail for
three years—said he wanted to give Pixley’s
plea as much respect as that of ‘“‘some high
society woman.”’

The judge is sending Pixley to a halfway
house where she will be joined in time by 1-
year-old Cornilius, who is in the care of an
acquaintance of is mother. She will be
taught “‘parenting’ and could eventually get
custody of 6-year-old Edward, whom, Gelles
thinks, should be made eligible for adoption.

Gelles says he has no choice but to volun-
teer as a ‘‘complaining witness’ for the two
little boys whose lives he feels are in danger.
He finds it ironic that this test of the Family
Reunification Act comes at a time when so
many are trying to undo it. Both the presi-
dent and the First Lady have held White
House conferences about it. Sen. Michael
DeWine (R-Ohio) has introduced a bill mak-
ing the safety of the child the prime consid-
eration—a concept sinking out of sight in
our addled, victim-struck culture.

TRIBUTE TO LAWRENCE
GRESSETTE, JR.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, in
any State, there is a core group of busi-
nessmen and women who help promote
and guide development and economic
success. These are the people who serve
as the leaders of the private sector, in-
dividuals who work in concert with
elected officials to create jobs, oppor-
tunity, and growth. Lawrence
Gressette, Jr., has been one such leader
in South Carolina, and | rise today to
pay tribute to him and the many con-
tributions he has made in helping
South Carolina become one of the fast-
est growing centers for commerce and
industry anywhere in the Nation.

Though Lawrence Gressette presides
over one of the biggest corporations in
our State, he did not begin his profes-
sional career with ambitions to become



February 24, 1997

a captain of industry. As a matter of
fact, Mr. Gressette started out as a
country lawyer, which is about as far
away from corporate America as one
can get.

Born in rural St. Matthews, SC.,
Lawrence Gressette, Jr. was the son of
a well-respected attorney who also
served as one of the Palmetto State’s
most influential elected officials, State
Senator L. Marion Gressette, Sr. Early
on in life, Lawrence learned the impor-
tance of being a man of integrity and
dedication, and he approached all his
tasks with a keen sense of purpose.
These characteristics have helped
shape Lawrence’s life and are a direct
correlation to the many successes he
has enjoyed. Whether it was during his
days at Clemson, where he played foot-
ball for the Tigers on scholarship and
served as student body president; grad-
uating first in his class at the School
of Law at the University of South
Carolina; building a successful practice
as an attorney; or rising to the position
of chairman and chief executive officer
of the SCANA Corp., it was a commit-
ment to hard work and honesty that
paved the way for Lawrence Gressette
to become one of the most influential
and respected citizens of South Caro-
lina.

While he did not follow his father’s
footsteps into public service, Lawrence
Gressette, Jr. has certainly been a pub-
lic spirited person, and he has repeat-
edly lent his time, name, and efforts to
many causes, all of which had the goal
of making the Palmetto State an even
better place to call home. A devoted
family man, he served his Nation as an
Infantry officer in the U.S. Army, he
serves on several boards and commit-
tees throughout the State, and he is
very active in his community. For his
efforts, he has been recognized on sev-
eral occasions with awards and com-
mendations, and most significantly, he
has been awarded two honorary degrees
from colleges and universities in South
Carolina.

Mr. President, Lawrence Gressette,
Jr., is about to step down as the head
of the SCANA Corp. We are grateful for
all his hard work and leadership in run-
ning not only one of our State’s most
important organizations, but for his
commitment to helping make South
Carolina one of the Nation’s most eco-
nomically dynamic States. We wish
him great health and happiness in the
years to come, as well as continued
success in whatever endeavors he
chooses to undertake.

TRIBUTE TO DR. JAY PHILIP
SANFORD

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, per-
haps one of the best kept secrets in the
American medical community can be
found not far from this Chamber, the
Uniformed Services University of the
Health Sciences [USUHS], located in
Bethesda, MD. For more than the past
20 years, this institution has trained in
excess of 2,000 doctors who have gone
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on to serve our Nation either in one of
the branches of the military, or in the
Public Health Service. Without ques-
tion, this university has greatly bene-
fited the people and military personnel
of the United States, and a tremendous
debt is owed to the man who is known
as the founding dean of this institu-
tion, Dr. Jay Philip Sanford. Unfortu-
nately and sadly, Dr. Sanford passed
away in October of last year.

To those who willingly risk their
lives in order to ensure the security of
the United States, there is probably no
more comforting thought than to know
that should they be wounded, they will
receive excellent medical care. Indeed,
advances in military medicine have
helped to ensure that our service per-
sonnel will have access to the very best
possible treatment and care no matter
where they are located or what the
conditions in which they are carrying
out their duties. Whether it be the rug-
ged and frigid mountains of Bosnia, or
the harsh and hot deserts of Kuwait
and lraq, American military personnel
do not want for the most advanced and
competent medical care available.
Without question, the corps of military
medical professionals who have grad-
uated from the Uniformed Services
University of the Health Sciences, and
the research conducted at that facility,
have a great deal to do with that suc-
cess.

The success of USUHS is directly at-
tributable to the guidance and hard
work of Dr. Sanford, who truly molded
that university into the respected in-
stitution it has become. Established in
1972 at the direction of Congress,
USUHS was to become a school that
would prepare men and women for med-
ical service careers in the Armed
Forces and the U.S. Public Health
Service. Not only creating a reliable
source for military doctors, the univer-
sity was to stress the instruction of the
highly specialized fields of military
medicine, preventive medicine, tropical
medicine, and disaster medicine. It was
the responsibility of Dr. Sanford to
help build the university from the
ground up, establishing curriculum, se-
curing the necessary books and equip-
ment required of a first-rate medical
school, and ensuring that the first
class of doctors would graduate from
that school in 1980, as required by law.
Dr. Sanford rose to the daunting chal-
lenge presented him, and in the finest
traditions of the military, succeeded in
achieving his mission and opening the
doors of USUHS on schedule.

For his many impressive achieve-
ments, as a doctor, a researcher, and
an educator, Dr. Sanford was awarded
no shortage of tributes and recogni-
tions. Regrettably, space does not per-
mit a complete recitation of all the ac-
colades he was granted in his life, but
I think my colleagues would be inter-
ested to know that his alma mater, the
University of Texas Southwestern Med-
ical School established the Jay P. San-
ford Lectureship in Infectious Diseases,
and the Jay P. Sanford Professorship;
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and, USUHS established the Sanford
Chair in Tropical Medicine, as well as
creating the Jay P. Sanford Distin-
guished Alumnus Award. Furthermore,
in addition to serving as the third
president of USUHS, Dr. Sanford was
awarded the doctor of military medi-
cine degree [Honoris Causa], the
USUHS Distinguished Service Medal,
and the Department of Defense Civilian
Service Medal.

Despite all these recognitions, one
cannot help but think that the distinc-
tion of which Dr. Sanford was most
proud would be the creation and suc-
cess of the Uniformed Services Univer-
sity of the Health Sciences. In the
years since the first class of doctors
graduated from that school, USUHS
trained physicians have supported
American military operations through-
out the world as well as have made
many important contributions to the
country through the Public Health
Service. There is perhaps no greater
legacy Dr. Sanford could have left than
this institution which is dedicated to
helping others. | do not exaggerate
when | say that Dr. Sanford was a man
who gave his all to our Nation and has
left the United States a better place for
his service. He will certainly be missed
by all those who knew him, and his
family has my deepest sympathies.

| yield the floor and | suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

The

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, what is
the parliamentary situation?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning
business is now closed.

APPROVING THE PRESIDENTIAL
FINDING REGARDING THE POPU-
LATION PLANNING PROGRAM

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the hour of 1:30 p.m.
having arrived, the Senate will now
proceed to the consideration of House
Joint Resolution 36, which the clerk
will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A joint resolution (H.J. Res. 36) approving
the Presidential finding that the limitation
on obligations imposed by section 518A(a) of
the Foreign Operations, Export Financing
and Related Programs Appropriations Act,
1997, is having a negative impact on the
proper functioning of the population plan-
ning program.

The Senate proceeded to consider the
joint resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
will now be 2 hours of debate evenly di-
vided.
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Mr. LEAHY. | suggest the absence of
a quorum equally divided.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk
will call the roll.

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

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, 1
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, 1
rise in opposition to the resolution
that the President has submitted re-
questing the early release of popu-
lation planning funds.

Last fall, in the waning hours of Con-
gress, an agreement was reached by the
White House and the leadership to
make $385 million available for family
planning at a rate of 8 percent a month
beginning in July. That date was
agreed to so there would be no overlap
of 1996 and 1997 funds.

The effect of the resolution before
the Senate would be to virtually double
the amount made available for popu-
lation planning for 4 months this year.
If the Senate passes the President’s
resolution, $123 million more in fund-
ing will be available for organizations
that support abortions and lobby to un-
dermine laws which protect the un-
born.

There are those who would like to
suggest that this is merely a question
of shifting dates. We are not arguing
over whether money becomes available
but when, so the argument goes. In
fact, this debate centers on how much
will be available, to which groups, and
under what circumstances.

I believe those of us who support the
pro-life position made significant con-
cessions during the negotiations over
the omnibus resolution. Not only did
we agree to raise the overall level of
funding from $356 million in 1996 to $385
million, the disbursal rate was in-
creased from roughly 6 percent to 8
percent a month. Now the President
wants to move up the date when dis-
bursal begins.

Very few of us actually oppose mak-
ing family planning funds available.
There is general consensus that a re-
sponsible family planning policy has a
positive impact on a nation’s develop-
ment. Everyone appreciates the con-
sequences exploding population rates
have on every aspect of a nation’s well-
being, from the availability of edu-
cation, food and jobs, to the condition
of the environment.

So let us all agree that there is no
question that U.S. family planning
funds are extremely helpful in the de-
veloping world. But there is also abso-
lutely no question that when the Unit-
ed States decided to provide resources
only to organizations that agreed not—
not—to perform abortions and agreed
not to lobby to legalize abortions, we
were still the single largest global
donor of family planning funds. This
understanding is the heart of the so-
called Mexico City policy, a policy that
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resulted in steady increases in respon-
sible U.S. family planning support, a
policy that at the end of the Bush ad-
ministration meant the United States
contributed 45 percent of all family
planning funds made available around
the world.

There is a deep irony to this debate.
On the one hand, the administration
argues that the population program is
in dire straits and beginning the fund-
ing in July will cause the closeout or
reduction of at least 17 projects. Vir-
tually all of those programs could be
fully funded because they are carried
out by organizations which meet the
criteria of not supporting abortion or
efforts to legalize abortion. In the mis-
guided interest of protecting a few or-
ganizations, the administration is
withholding support for the many will-
ing to provide family planning services
consistent with the Mexico City guide-
lines. They complain about the nega-
tive impact of cuts on funding yet are
willing to forego an increase if it is
linked to Mexico City. It does not
make sense.

I support family planning, but I can-
not and will not vote to provide funds
to organizations which in the name of
family planning take the lives of inno-
cent, unborn children. | urge my col-
leagues to vote against this resolution.

Mr. LEAHY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, there are
several people on this side of this issue
who will speak, and so | will be brief to
retain time for them, and | will yield
myself now such time as | need.

All Senators should understand what
this vote is. It is really whether to ap-
prove the President’s finding. The
President’s finding is that withholding
until July 1 the release of the funds
that Congress appropriated last Sep-
tember for international family plan-
ning would result in more unwanted
pregnancies and abortions and harm
programs to protect the health of
women and children.

This is not whether you are for abor-
tions or against abortions, whether you
are for family planning or against it.
We know in many parts of the world
family planning is abortion because we
do not have everything from birth con-
trol devices to training, so people rely
on abortion. What this would do would
really give alternatives to it. In a mis-
guided effort by some foes of abortion
last year, the funds were held up until
now and, if anything, will result in
more abortions, not less.

What | would like to see us do is re-
lease the funds for family planning and
give people an alternative to abortion
as a form of family planning. In fact, 2
weeks ago the House voted by a sub-
stantial margin to uphold the Presi-
dent’s finding. That meant that Repub-
licans and Democrats voted to uphold
the President’s finding, and the Senate
is going to vote tomorrow.

Some say that approving the Presi-
dent’s finding would result in spending
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an additional $123 million on abortion.
Of course, that is false, totally, pa-
tently false. This vote will not change
the amount spent on family planning
by one dime. And, none of this money
can be spent on abortion or to promote
abortion. Our law prohibits that.

This is an extremely important vote,
and there should be no confusion about
what it is about. So let me first talk
about what this is not, so all Senators,
no matter on which side of the abor-
tion issue he or she is, will understand
why they can support this resolution.
This vote is not about how much we
are going to spend on international
family planning. We already decided
that. We decided that, | believe, last
September when we passed the foreign
aid bill. That bill contained $385 mil-
lion for family planning, and if we pass
this resolution that amount is not
going to change at all. If the resolution
is defeated, the amount still will not
change. So nobody should think we are
voting to add or take away money.

The vote will also not affect how we
spend the $385 million. It will not af-
fect, for instance, which family plan-
ning organizations receive the funds.
So, no matter which way we vote
today, we do not determine which
groups receive the funds. It does not af-
fect that. Nor will this vote decide in
any way, no matter which way we vote,
if the funds can be used for abortion or
to promote abortion.

This vote will decide only one thing.
All this vote decides is, what date do
we start spending the $385 million that
we appropriated last year in the last
Congress? It does not decide whether to
spend it or how to spend it or what to
spend it on, only whether we start
spending the funds on July 1, 9 months
after the start of the fiscal year, or
March 1, 5 months after the start of the
fiscal year.

You may ask, what difference does 4
months make, March 1, July 1, so
what? If it did not make any difference,
we would not even be here. But the dif-
ference is, there are tens of millions of
people who will not have access to fam-
ily planning services during those 4
months. We are talking about modern
contraceptives, as well as condoms
that protect against AIDS. This vote is
about whether we should withhold fam-
ily planning services to couples who
desperately want to limit the size of
their families or space the births of
their children so their children survive
past infancy.

We are not talking about money in a
wealthy country like the United
States. We are talking about money in
the poorest of poor countries. We are
talking about money so people might
be able to space their children so they
do not see, what so many of these
countries do, children that die in the
first year. In fact, a number of these
countries do not even list a birth until
the child is several months old, or even
years old, because of the high number
of infant deaths.

There is no more effective, practical
way to reduce the number of abortions
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than family planning. | could cite
many examples. Here is one. Before
1990, a Russian woman averaged at
least three abortions in her lifetime.
From 1990 to 1994, with support from
USAID, contraceptive use in Russia
grew from 19 to about 24 percent. Just
that 5-percent increase in the use of
contraceptives resulted in a decrease in
the number of abortions during that
period by 800,000 abortions.

I would ask, how many of those who
opposed that family planning money
back during those years because some-
how it might be used for abortion, how
many of them are willing to stand up
and say, ‘‘Because we spent it, we
stopped 800,000 abortions in one coun-
try alone’”? That should be the begin-
ning and the end of this debate. If you
are against abortion—and a number of
Senators on this floor have voted for
family planning money because, and
primarily because, they are opposed to
abortion, because they know this pro-
vides alternatives to abortion, just as
we proved it did in Russia—just that 6
percent increase in contraceptive use
cut the number of abortions by 800,000.

I ask unanimous consent a letter
from Senator Mark Hatfield to Rep-
resentative CHRIS SMITH be printed in
the RECORD at end of my remarks.

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

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. LEAHY. | mention this because
Senator Hatfield was ardently, consist-
ently pro-life for all his years here in
the Senate. But | also know he is
equally passionate about his support
for family planning. He fully under-
stood that when you limit access to
family planning, the result is more
abortions.

The other side will argue that since a
tiny fraction of these funds may go to
private organizations that provide
abortions in countries like the United
States where abortion is legal, the res-
olution should be defeated. There is no
logic in that. What if the tables were
turned and | argued that no family
planning organization should receive
U.S. Government funds unless they do
use their own funds for abortion? There
would be a big outcry, ““It’s big Govern-
ment. How dare you tell these private
groups what to do with their money?”’
That is not a road we want to go down.
AID requires every dime to be kept in
a separate account. We know how
every dime of our money is spent.
There has never been any evidence that
any of these funds have been used for
abortion. If there were, you can be sure
we would have heard about it.

So let us start spending the money
that we appropriated 5 months ago so
it can do some good. The longer we
wait, the more we add to the costs of
administering the program, the more
damage we cause to the health of
women and children, the more un-
wanted pregnancies and abortions will
result. It is that simple.

I would also say, this has become
more of a political argument than an
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argument based on reality. 1 do not
hear any of the advocates of this posi-
tion, of withholding this money, stand
up and say, ‘‘Let’s not send any of our
foreign aid to any country that may
use some of their money, their money
in that country, to pay for abortions.”
I challenge those who oppose this reso-
lution, if you want to prove that you
are really sincere, if you want to prove
you are not doing this because of some
other agenda, then pass a law that says
that no money, none of our foreign aid
money, can go to any country that uses
any of its money for abortion. That
make no more sense than voting
against this resolution.

Mr. President, | retain the remainder
of my time.

EXHIBIT 1

U.S. SENATE,
Washington, DC, September 24, 1996.
Hon. CHRISTOPHER H. SMITH,
House of Representatives, Rayburn House Office
Building, Washington, DC.

DEAR CHRIS: | have reviewed the materials
you recently sent to my office in response to
my request that you provide proof that U.S.
funds are being spent on abortion through
AID’s voluntary international family plan-
ning program. Unfortunately, | do not see
anything in these materials to back up your
assertion.

AID has a rigorous process to make sure
that the current prohibition on the use of
U.S. funds is adhered to and that no U.S.
funds are spent on abortion services. First,
all agreements into which AID enters
(grants, contracts, and cooperative agree-
ments) include a legally binding and enforce-
ment clause prohibiting the contractee from
using the funds for abortion services. Sec-
ond, AID staff monitor all agreements as
they are implemented in the field to ensure
that the agreements terms are being met.
And finally, all grants with non-govern-
mental organizations require a “‘Circular A-
133 Audit’”’ every one to two years. This audit
looks not only at the financial aspects of the
agreement, but reviews compliance with all
terms of the agreement including the prohi-
bition on the use of U.S. funds. The audit is
done by an outside Big 8 accounting firm,
not AID. According to AID, compliance with
the funding prohibition has not been a prob-
lem.

In the meantime, Chris, you are contribut-
ing to an increase of abortions worldwide be-
cause of the funding restrictions on which
you insisted in last year’s funding bill. It is
a proven fact that when contraceptive serv-
ices are not available to women throughout
the world, abortion rates increase. We have
seen it in the former Soviet Union where
women had no access to family planning and
relied on abortion as their primary birth
control method. Some women had between
eight and twelve abortions during their life-
times. This is unacceptable to me as some-
one who is strongly opposed to abortion.

It is my hope that we can work together to
resolve this issue before AID’s international
family planning program is destroyed.

Kind regards.

Sincerely,
MARK O. HATFIELD,
U.S. Senator.
Mr. MCCONNELL addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, how
much time do | have remaining?
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky has 44 minutes and
24 seconds.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, 1|
yield 15 minutes to the distinguished
Senator from Arkansas.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas is recognized.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. | thank the Sen-
ator from Kentucky for yielding.

Mr. President, | rise today in total
support of sound policies which ad-
vance and uphold the sanctity of life
and family, but in opposition to House
Resolution 36. The issue, | believe, in
fact, is not one of family planning but
is, in fact, one of funding for abortion,
organizations which promote and pro-
vide for abortions and lobby to change
pro-life laws in countries where our
foreign aid money goes.

First and foremost, allow me to rec-
ognize the importance of the two votes
that took place in the House of Rep-
resentatives on February 13. The Clin-
ton resolution, which we will be voting
on tomorrow—which unwisely, | be-
lieve, fails to include a ban on Amer-
ican taxpayer funding of organizations
which provide and promote abortion—
was successful by a vote of 220 to 209.
But there was a second vote that oc-
curred that day. The second vote, on
H.R. 581, legislation of Congressman
CHRIS SMITH, of New Jersey, reinstitut-
ing the successful Mexico City policy
and requiring foreign nongovernmental
organizations receiving U.S. funds to
agree not to violate the laws, or lobby
to change the laws, of other countries
with respect to abortion, or to perform
abortions in those countries except in
cases of rape, incest, or where the
mother’s life is in danger, that resolu-
tion by Congressman SMITH was passed
by an even larger majority of 231 to 194.
So | remind Senators that the Smith
pro-life resolution passed by a far
greater margin than did the Clinton
resolution.

This vote certainly illustrates the
simple fact that one can be for family
planning programs while standing for
life.

As the Members of this body might
recall, 1 am the only legislator in Con-
gress to have served in the Arkansas
House of Representatives when Presi-
dent Clinton was Governor of Arkan-
sas.

In October 1990, in response to writ-
ten questions submitted by the Associ-
ated Press, the President, then Gov-
ernor of Arkansas, said:

Under the present Arkansas law, abortion
is illegal when the unborn child can live out-
side its mother’s womb, | support that . . . |
have supported restrictions on public fund-
ing and a parental notification requirement
for minors.

| believe the President was abso-
lutely correct when he took that posi-
tion about funding for abortion, and
that is the issue before us today. De-
spite President Clinton’s repeated sen-
timents in wanting to lower the num-
ber of abortions performed, his actions,
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since he took office 4 years ago, has
spoken louder than his words.

In fact, President Clinton has ac-
tively fought to lift any and all restric-
tions on taxpayer-funded abortions,
not with congressional approval but by
the broad use of the Executive order.
Besides refusing to reinstate the Mex-
ico City policy, which had been work-
ing very successfully for a decade be-
fore he repealed it, he has also at-
tempted to delete the ban on taxpayer
funding of abortions and the ban on the
use of funds to counsel persons on the
practice of abortion. Similarly, his an-
nual budgets have also proposed strik-
ing this pro-life language from the for-
eign operations appropriations bill.

We all know that congressional ap-
propriations for U.S. population assist-
ance have been delayed by the debate
over the issue of U.S. funding for abor-
tion and coercive birth control meas-
ures practiced by foreign countries.

Mr. President, at the second annual
U.N. International Conference on Popu-
lation in Mexico City in 1984, the
Reagan administration announced that
it would discontinue U.S. population
aid to those nongovernmental organi-
zations that were directly involved in
voluntary abortion activities.

The Mexico City policy went a step
beyond previous legislation that had
been passed in the 1970’s that specifi-
cally banned direct funding of abor-
tions and involuntary sterilizations.
The Mexico City policy banned funding
to nongovernmental organizations that
were indirectly involved in abortion-re-
lated activities.

Furthermore, the Reagan adminis-
tration established a requirement that
the U.N. Family Planning Agency pro-
vide ‘‘concrete assurances that it is not
engaged in, or does not provide funding
for abortion or coercive family plan-
ning assistance programs.”’

Mr. President, | ask unanimous con-
sent that the original Mexico City pol-
icy be printed in the RECORD.

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

PoLICY STATEMENT: INTERNATIONAL
CONFERENCE ON POPULATION
INTRODUCTION

For many years, the United States has sup-
ported, and helped to finance, programs of
family planning, particularly in developing
countries. This Administration has contin-
ued that support but has placed it within a
policy context different from that of the
past. It is sufficiently evident that the cur-
rent exponential growth in global population
cannot continue indefinitely. There is no
question of the ultimate need to achieve a
condition of population equilibrium. The dif-
ferences that do exist concern the choice of
strategies and methods for the achievement
of that goal. The experience of the last two
decades not only makes possible but requires
a sharper focus for our population policy. It
requires a more refined approach to prob-
lems which appear today in quite a different
light than they did twenty years ago.

First and most important, population
growth is, of itself, a neutral phenomenon. It
is not necessarily good or ill. It becomes an
asset or a problem only in conjunction with
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other factors, such as economic policy, social
constraints, need for manpower, and so
forth. The relationship between population
growth and economic development is not
necessarily a negative one. More people do
not necessarily mean less growth. Indeed, in
the economic history of many nations, popu-
lation growth has been an essential element
in economic progress.

Before the advent of governmental popu-
lation programs, several factors had com-
bined to create an unprecedented surge in
population over most of the world. Although
population levels in many industrialized na-
tions had reached or were approaching equi-
librium in the period before the Second
World War, the baby boom that followed in
its wake resulted in a dramatic, but tem-
porary, population ‘‘tilt” toward youth. The
disproportionate number of infants, children,
teenagers, and eventually young adults did
strain the social infrastructure of schools,
health facilities, law enforcement and so
forth. However, it also helped sustain strong
economic growth, despite occasionally coun-
terproductive government policies.

Among the developing nations, a coinci-
dental population increase was caused by en-
tirely different factors. A tremendous expan-
sion of health services—from simple inocula-
tions to sophisticated surgery—saved mil-
lions of lives every year. Emergency relief,
facilitated by modern transport, helped mil-
lions to survive flood, famine, and drought.
The sharing of technology, the teaching of
agriculture and engineering, and improve-
ments in educational standards generally,
all helped to reduce mortality rates, espe-
cially infant mortality, and to lengthen life
spans.

This demonstrated not poor planning or
bad policy but human progress in a new era
of international assistance, technological ad-
vance, and human compassion. The popu-
lation boom was a challenge; it need not
have been a crisis. Seen in its broader con-
text, it required a measured, modulated re-
sponse. It provoked an overreaction by some,
largely because it coincided with two nega-
tive factors which, together, hindered fami-
lies and nations in adapting to their chang-
ing circumstances.

The first of these factors was govern-
mental control of economies, a development
which effectively constrained economic
growth. The post-war experience consist-
ently demonstrated that, as economic deci-
sion-making was concentrated in the hands
of planners and public officials, the ability of
average men and women to work towards a
better future was impaired, and sometimes
crippled. In many cases, agriculture was dev-
astated by government price fixing that
wiped out rewards for labor. Job creation in
infant industries was hampered by confis-
catory taxes. Personal industry and thrift
were penalized, while dependence upon the
state was encouraged. Political consider-
ations made it difficult for an economy to
adjust to changes in supply and demand or to
disruptions in world trade and finance.
Under such circumstances, population
growth changed from an asset in the develop-
ment of economic potential to a peril.

One of the consequences of this ‘“economic
statism” was that it disrupted the natural
mechanism for slowing population growth in
problem areas. The world’s more affluent na-
tions have reached a population equilibrium
without compulsion and, in most cases, even
before it was government policy to achieve
it. The controlling factor in these cases has
been the adjustment, by individual families,
of reproductive behavior to economic oppor-
tunity and aspiration. Historically, as oppor-
tunities and the standard of living rise, the
birth rate falls. In many countries, economic
freedom has led to economically rational be-
havior.
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That pattern might be well under way in
many nations where population growth is
today a problem, if counterproductive gov-
ernment policies had not disrupted economic
incentives, rewards, and advancement. In
this regard, localized crises of population
growth are, in part, evidence of too much
government control and planning, rather
than too little.

The second factor that turned the popu-
lation boom into a crisis was confined to the
western world. It was an outbreak of an anti-
intellectualism, which attacked science,
technology, and the very concept of material
progress. Joined to a commendable and long
overdue concern for the environment, it was
more a reflection of anxiety about unsettled
times and an uncertain future. In its dis-
regard of human experience and scientific so-
phistication, it was not unlike other waves
of cultural anxiety that have swept through
western civilization during times of social
stress and scientific exploration.

The combination of these two factors—
counterproductive economic policies in poor
and struggling nations, and a pessimism
among the more advanced—led to a demo-
graphic overreaction in the 1960’s and 1970’s.
Scientific forecasts were required to compete
with unsound, extremist scenarios, and too
many governments pursued population con-
trol measures without sound economic poli-
cies that create the rise in living standards
historically associated with decline in fertil-
ity rates. This approach has not worked, pri-
marily because it has focused on a symptom
and neglected the underlying ailments. For
the last three years, this Administration has
sought to reverse that approach. We recog-
nize that in, some cases, immediate popu-
lation pressures may require short-term ef-
forts to ameliorate them. But population
control programs alone cannot substitute for
the economic reforms that put a society on
the road toward growth and, as an after-
effect, toward slower population increases as
well.

Nor can population control substitute for
the rapid and responsible development of
natural resources. In commenting on the
Global 2000 report, this Administration in
1981 disagreed with its call “‘for more govern-
ment supervision and control,” stating that:

“Historically, that has tended to restrict
the availability of resources and to hamper
the development of technology, rather than
to assist it. Recognizing the seriousness of
environmental and economic problems, and
their relationship to social and political
pressures, especially in the developing na-
tions, the Administration places a priority
upon technologically advance and economic
expansion, which hold out the hope of pros-
perity and stability of a rapidly changing
world. That hope can be realized, of course,
only to the extent that government’s re-
sponse to problems, whether economic or ec-
ological, respects and enhances individual
freedom, which makes true progress possible
and worthwhile.”

Those principles underlie this country’s
approach to the International Conference on
Population to be held in Mexico City in Au-
gust.

POLICY OBJECTIVES

The world’s rapid population growth is a
recent phenomenon. Only several decades
ago, the population of developing countries
was relatively stable, the result of a balance
between high fertility and high mortality.
There are now 4.5 billion people in the world,
and six billion are projected by the year 2000.
Such rapid growth places tremendous pres-
sures on governments without concomitant
economic growth.

The International Conference on Popu-
lation offers the U.S. an opportunity to
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strengthen the international consensus on
the interrelationships between economic de-
velopment and population which has
emerged since the last such conference in
Bucharest in 1974. Our primary objective will
be to encourage developing countries to
adopt sound economic policies and, where
appropriate, population policies consistent
with respect for human dignity and family
values. As President Reagan stated, in his
message to the Mexico City Conference:

““We believe population programs can and
must be truly voluntary, cognizant of the
rights and responsibilities of individuals and
families, and respectful of religious and cul-
tural values. When they are, such programs
can make an important contribution to eco-
nomic and social development, to the health
of mothers and children, and to the stability
of the family and of society.”

U.S. support for family planning programs
is based on respect for human life, enhance-
ment of human dignity, and strengthening of
the family. Attempts to use abortion, invol-
untary sterilization, or other coercive meas-
ures in family planning must be shunned,
whether exercised against families within a
society or against nations within the family
of man. The United Nations Declaration of
the Rights of the Child (1959) calls for legal
protection for children before birth as well
as after birth. In keeping with this obliga-
tion, the United States does not consider
abortion an acceptable element of family
planning programs and will no longer con-
tribute to those of which it is a part. Accord-
ingly, when dealing with nations which sup-
port abortion with funds not provided by the
United States Government, the United
States will contribute to such nations
through segregated accounts which cannot
be used for abortion. Moreover, the United
States will no longer contribute to separate
non-governmental organizations which per-
form or actively promote abortion as a
method of family planning in other nations.
With regard to the United Nations Fund for
Population Activities (UNFPA), the U.S. will
insist that no part of its contribution be used
for abortion. The U.S. will also call for con-
crete assurances that the UNFPA is not en-
gaged in, or does not provide funding for,
abortion or coercive family planning pro-
grams; if such assurances are not forthcom-
ing, the U.S. will redirect the amount of its
contribution to other, non-UNFPA family
planning programs.

In addition, when efforts to lower popu-
lation growth are deemed advisable, U.S.
policy considers it imperative that such ef-
forts respect the religious beliefs and culture
of each society, and the right of couples to
determine the size of their own families. Ac-
cordingly, the U.S. will not provide family
planning funds to any nation which engages
in forcible coercion to achieve population
growth objectives.

U.S. Government authorities will imme-
diately begin negotiations to implement the
above policies with the appropriate govern-
ments and organizations.

It is time to put additional emphasis upon
those root problems which frequently exacer-
bate population pressures, but which have
too often been given scant attention. By fo-
cusing upon real remedies for underdevel-
oped economies, the International Con-
ference on Population can reduce demo-
graphic issues to their proper place. It is an
important place, but not the controlling one.
It requires our continuing attention within
the broader context of economic growth and
of the economic freedom that is its pre-
requisite.

POPULATION, DEVELOPMENT, AND ECONOMIC

POLICIES

Conservative projections indicate that, in

the sixty years from 1950 to 2010, many Third
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World countries will experience four, five or
even sixfold increases in the size of their
populations. Even under the assumption of
gradual declines in birth rates, the unusually
high proportion of youth in the Third World
means that the annual population growth in
many of these countries will continue to in-
crease for the next several decades.

Sound economic policies and a market
economy are of fundamental importance to
the process of economic development. Rising
standards of living contributed in a major
way to the demographic transition from high
to low rates of population growth which oc-
curred in the U.S. and other industrialized
countries over the last century.

The current situation of many developing
countries, however, differs in certain ways
from conditions in 19th century Europe and
the U.S. The rates and dimensions of popu-
lation growth are much higher now, the pres-
sures on land, water, and resources are
greater, the safety-valve of migration is
more restricted, and, perhaps most impor-
tant, time is not on their side because of the
momentum of demographic change.

Rapid population growth compounds al-
ready serious problems faced by both public
and private sectors in accommodating
changing social and economic demands. It
diverts resources from needed investment,
and increases the costs and difficulties of
economic development. Slowing population
growth is not a panacea for the problems of
social and economic development. It is not
offered as a substitute for sound and com-
prehensive development policies. Without
other development efforts and sound eco-
nomic policies which encourage a vital pri-
vate sector, it cannot solve problems of hun-
ger, unemployment, crowding or social dis-
order.

Population assistance is an ingredient of a
comprehensive program that focuses on the
root causes of development failures. The U.S.
program as a whole, including population as-
sistance, lays the basis for well grounded,
step-by-step initiatives to improve the well-
being of people in developing countries and
to make their own efforts, particularly
through expanded private sector initiatives,
a key building block of development pro-
grams.

Fortunately, a broad international consen-
sus has emerged since the 1974 Bucharest
World Population Conference that economic
development and population policies are mu-
tually reinforcing.

By helping developing countries slow their
population growth through support for effec-
tive voluntary family planning programs, in
conjunction with sound economic policies,
U.S. population assistance contributes to
stronger saving and investment rates, speeds
the development of effective markets and re-
lated employment opportunities, reduces the
potential resource requirements of programs
to improve the health and education of the
people, and hastens the achievement of each
country’s graduation from the need for ex-
ternal assistance.

The United States will continue its long-
standing commitment to development assist-
ance, of which population programs are a
part. We recognize the importance of provid-
ing our assistance within the cultural, eco-
nomic and political context of the countries
we are assisting, and in keeping with our
own values.

HEALTH AND HUMANITARIAN CONCERNS

Perhaps the most poignant consequence of
rapid population growth is its effect on the
health of mothers and children. Especially in
poor countries, the health and nutrition sta-
tus of women and children is linked to fam-
ily size. Maternal and infant mortality rises
with the number of births and with births
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too closely spaced. In countries as different
as Turkey, Peru, and Nepal, a child born less
than two years after its sibling is twice as
likely to die before it reaches the age of five,
than if there were an interval of at least four
years between the births. Complications of
pregnancy are more frequent among women
who are very young or near the end of their
reproductive years. In societies with wide-
spread malnutrition and inadequate health
conditions, these problems are reinforced;
numerous and closely spaced births lead to
even greater malnutrition of mothers and in-
fants.

It is an unfortunate reality that in many
countries, abortion is used as a means of ter-
minating unwanted pregnancies. This is un-
necessary and repugnant; voluntary family
assistance programs can provide a humane
alternative to abortion for couples who wish
to regulate the size of their family, and evi-
dence from some developing countries indi-
cates a decline in abortion as such services
become available.

The basic objective of all U.S. assistance,
including population programs, is the better-
ment of the human condition—improving the
quality of life of mothers and children, of
families, and of communities for generations
to come. For we recognize that people are
the ultimate resource—but this means happy
and healthy children, growing up with edu-
cation, finding productive work as young
adults, and able to develop their full mental
and physical potential.

U.S. aid is designed to promote economic
progress in developing countries through en-
couraging sound economic policies and free-
ing of individual initiative. Thus, the U.S.
supports a broad range of activities in var-
ious sectors, including agriculture, private
enterprise, science and technology, health,
population, and education. Population as-
sistance amounts to about ten percent of
total development assistance.

TECHNOLOGY AS A KEY TO DEVELOPMENT

The transfer, adaptation, and improvement
of modern know-how is central to U.S. devel-
opment assistance. People with greater
know-how are people better able to improve
their lives. Population assistance ensures
that a wide range of modern demographic
technology is made available to developing
countries and that technological improve-
ments critical for successful development re-
ceive support.

The efficient collection, processing, and
analysis of data derived from census, survey,
and vital statistics programs contributes to
better planning in both the public and pri-
vate sectors.

THE U.S. AT MEXICO CITY

In conjunction with the above statements
of policy, the following principles should be
drawn upon to guide the U.S. delegation at
the International Conference on Population:

No. 1. Respect for human life is basic, and
any attempt to use abortion, involuntary
sterilization, or other coercive measures in
family planning must be rejected.

No. 2. Population policies and programs
should be fully integrated into, and rein-
force, appropriate, market-oriented develop-
ment policies; their objective should be
clearly seen as an improvement in the
human condition, and not merely an exercise
in limiting births.

No. 3. Access to family education and serv-
ices needs to be broadened, especially in the
context of maternal/child health programs,
in order to enable couples to exercise respon-
sible parenthood. Consistent with values and
customs, the U.S. favors offering couples a
variety of medically approved methods.

No. 4. Though population factors merit se-
rious consideration in development strategy,
they are not a substitute for sound economic
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policies which liberate individual initiative
through the market mechanism.

No. 5. There should be higher international
priority for biomedical research into safer
and better methods of fertility regulation,
especially natural family planning, and for
operations research into more effective serv-
ice delivery and program management.

No. 6. Issues of migration should be han-
dled in ways consistent with both human
rights and national sovereignty.

No. 7. The U.S., in cooperation with other
concerned countries, should resist intrusion
of polemical or non-germane issues into Con-
ference deliberations.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, 2
days after his 1993 swearing-in cere-
mony, President Clinton submitted an
Executive order repealing the Mexico
City policy. This repeal now allows
American taxpayer funds to be given to
the United Nations planning agency in
support of coercive abortions and in-
voluntary sterilization, commonly
practiced in places like China, a posi-
tion which is completely contrary to
the desires of the American people.

| sincerely consider these practices of
involuntary sterilization and coercive
abortion to be well outside the bound-
aries of what can be legitimately called
family planning.

Most organizations agreed to the
terms of the Mexico City policy, even
giving up their pro-abortion activities
in some cases, in order to receive U.S.
funds. It did not decrease by even 1
penny the amount of funding for inter-
national population control assistance
programs. Rather, it ensured that fam-
ily planning dollars were sent to orga-
nizations which neither promoted nor
performed abortion as a method of
family planning.

Furthermore, since 1973, when Con-
gress passed the Helms amendment to
the Foreign Assistance Act, Federal
law has prohibited direct payment of
most abortion procedures with U.S.
foreign aid funds. The Helms language
was also included in the annual foreign
operations appropriations bill last
year.

For most of the years it has been in
effect, the Helms amendment has not
been challenged either in the Foreign
Assistance Act or in the foreign oper-
ations appropriations bill. However,
since President Clinton has been in of-
fice, he has continually sought to re-
peal the Helms amendment ban on for-
eign abortion funding, thereby subvert-
ing the will of the vast majority of
Americans.

The American people overwhelm-
ingly oppose the use of taxpayer funds
to perform or promote abortion. And at
one time, | might add, so did President
Clinton. On September 26, 1986, then
Governor Clinton wrote the following
letter to the Arkansas Right to Life:

I am opposed to abortion and to Govern-
ment funding of abortions. We should not
spend State funds on abortions because so
many people believe abortion is wrong.

And the logic of the President, then
Governor Clinton, was exactly right. |
ask unanimous consent that the letter
to the Arkansas Right to Life dated
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September 26, 1986 be printed in the
RECORD.

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

ARKANSAS RIGHT TO LIFE,
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR,
Little Rock, AR, September 26, 1986.
Earlene Windsor,
Arkansas Right to Life,
Little Rock, AR.

DEAR MRs. WINDSOR: Thank you for giving
me the opportunity to respond to the Arkan-
sas Right to Life Questionnaire. However,
most of the questions address federal issues
outside the authority of a governor or the
state.

Because many of the questions do concern
the issue of abortion, I would like for your
members to be informed of my position on
the state’s responsibility in that area. | am
opposed to abortion and to government fund-
ing of abortions. We should not spend state
funds on abortions because so many people
believe abortion is wrong. | do support the
concept of the proposed Arkansas Constitu-
tional Amendment 65 and agree with its stat-
ed purpose. As | have said, | am concerned
that some questions about the amendment’s
impact appear to remain unanswered.

Again, thank you for allowing me to share
my position on this important issue.

Sincerely,
BiLL CLINTON.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, be-
cause of the concerns of the Clinton ad-
ministration’s population assistance
policy, this Congress added language
that requires any amount that the
United Nations population fund spends
on family planning programs in China
be deducted from its total United
States appropriation.

Communist China has one of the
worst human rights records in the
world, promoting forced abortions and
sterilizations to limit births. It is a
country which has little regard for
human life and, in particular, the lives
of little baby girls. Press reports are
filled with accounts of beautiful female
children who are abandoned by their
families because under China’s one-
child-per-family rule, male children are
considered more desirable. This policy
is and should be offensive to all civ-
ilized people.

If the administration’s resolution is
passed by the Senate tomorrow, the
American taxpayer will become an un-
willing participant in China’s out-
rageous practices because some of the
$25 million designated for United Na-
tions population fund will go to China.

Without the Mexico City policy, the
United States will be giving money to
such countries and organizations which
blatantly promote and support pro-
abortion policies and procedures. This
should be unacceptable to all of us.

While | believe the United States can
provide meaningful assistance to coun-
tries attempting to control their popu-
lation growth, | adamantly oppose
American taxpayer funding for abor-
tion both home and abroad.

While | will continue to support con-
tinued U.S. population assistance pro-
grams, | also believe that the United
States should encourage the develop-
ment of market economies which im-
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prove the standard of living for grow-
ing populations.

This resolution came about because
of the Clinton administration’s refusal
to accept pro-life language preventing
AID grantees from using foreign aid
dollars to promote abortion.

Mr. President, please remember at
the end of the last Congress, White
House negotiator and former Chief of
Staff, Leon Panetta, adamantly re-
jected a proposal which would have al-
lowed AID to spend as much as $713
million for international family plan-
ning by the end of the fiscal year. This
takes into account $303 million carried
over from fiscal year 1996.

The proposal provided $385 million
for population control programs, in ad-
dition to $25 million for the U.N. Fam-
ily Planning Agency. If an organization
did not agree to the terms of the Mex-
ico City policy, it would only receive
up to 50 percent of the population funds
it received in fiscal year 1995. All the
fiscal year 1997 funds would be avail-
able in fiscal year 1997.

The administration rejected this pro-
posal because of the nominal pro-life
conditions on the fiscal year 1997 funds.
Even without the other evidence of the
Clinton administration’s abortion ac-
tivities, this stand by the administra-
tion is a clear admission that family
planning funds are used to establish,
sustain, and build up abortion provid-
ers and pro-abortion lobbying in devel-
oping countries, and the ability of AID
grantees to perform and promote abor-
tion in developing countries is the real
priority of the administration.

It is obvious that this battle will be
renewed each year on the foreign oper-
ations appropriations bill until the pro-
life position prevails, as it has ulti-
mately prevailed on the Hyde amend-
ment, the ban on Federal employees
health benefits coverage of abortions,
the prohibition on abortions in mili-
tary hospitals, and all other pro-life
amendments which became law over
the President’s opposition.

I cannot stand here today and believe
the Clinton administration’s claim
that it wants to reduce the number of
abortions when United States dollars
are given to organizations which actu-
ally perform abortions and which lobby
to legalize abortions in countries like
Latin America, Africa, and other re-
gions of the world which recognize the
humanity and the value of the lives of
unborn children.

The Clinton administration contin-
ues to emphasize that no U.S. funding
goes directly to abortion practices.
However U.S. funding is allocated to
organizations like International
Planned Parenthood Federation, which
receives $70 million from the United
States. The IPPF makes no secret of
their pro-abortion commitment, which
is apparent in their “Vision 2000 Stra-
tegic Plan.”

With millions of U.S. dollars each
year providing funding for the IPPF’s
lobbying campaigns, overhead, and
utilities, how can we then say that
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American taxpayer dollars are not
being used to fund abortions? | believe
they certainly obviously are.

Mr. President, we must end this prac-
tice of the IPPF and similar groups ex-
ploiting the hard-earned dollars of
every taxpaying citizen across this
great Nation.

The will of the American people is
being subverted by this policy. Ameri-
cans do not want Federal tax dollars
being used for abortions. This applies
to our foreign aid policies as well as
our domestic agenda.

Mr. President, | will leave you today
with a quote from Mother Teresa of
Calcutta. Mother Teresa made this
comment on February 3, 1994, at the
National Prayer Breakfast. Many of us
were in attendance that day. | was
there and so was the President. | be-
lieve that this statement speaks vol-
umes. She said:

But | feel that the greatest destroyer of
peace today is abortion, because it is a war
against the child, a direct killing of the in-
nocent child.

The issues in this debate are not just
family planning, whether millions of
pro-life American taxpayers will be re-
quired to help foot the bill for a prac-
tice they find morally reprehensible;
but also ceding control of taxpayer dol-
lars to foreign governments over which
we have no control. | believe that is
unacceptable. | think it is wrong to ask
pro-life American taxpayers to foot the
bill for that which they find morally
offensive and morally wrong. | yield
the floor.

Mr. LEAHY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, the dis-
tinguished Senator from Wisconsin is
on the floor. How much time does he
wish?

Mr. FEINGOLD. Eight minutes.

Mr. LEAHY. | yield 8 minutes to the
distinguished Senator from Wisconsin.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Thank vyou,
President.

| rise today in support of House Joint
Res. 36 to uphold a Presidential finding
regarding the provision of inter-
national family planning assistance.

| thank the senior Senator from Ver-
mont for his leadership on this issue.

Let me just briefly clarify a point
with regard to the remarks of the jun-
ior Senator from Arkansas, who indi-
cated his belief that this resolution
would impact the UNFPA program. My
understanding is that the resolution is
not related to that program at all, that
the resolution in question today has to
do with USAID funds. If there is any
error in that regard, | would be happy
to be corrected, but my understanding
is that what we are dealing with here is
USAID money. So the arguments con-
cerning funding for UNFPA do not re-
late to the topic we are discussing
today.

Mr. President, by voting to uphold
this resolution, the Senate will express

Mr.
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agreement with the President that fur-
ther delays in the disbursement of
funds in the population account will
cause undue hardship for the organiza-
tions that carry out U.S. international
population programs. In fact, President
Clinton has said that ‘“‘a delay will
cause serious, irreversible and unavoid-
able harm”’ to these programs.

U.S. assistance to voluntary family
planning supports a broad array of
products and services for maternal and
child health—including family plan-
ning education, clinical services, and
birth control. These programs have
proved enormously effective—not only
in improving the health of hundreds of
thousands of women and children, but
also in reducing the pressures that
rapid population growth places on food
and water, on housing and education,
and on forests and trees in developing
countries.

Perhaps most importantly, studies
indicate that international family
planning programs can have a tremen-
dous impact on limiting the number of
unintended pregnancies throughout the
world, which—ultimately—greatly de-
creases the perceived need or demand
for abortions.

Now let me reiterate this point, be-
cause it is extremely important. This
vote actually will have the effect of
limiting the number of abortions con-
ducted worldwide.

This vote also is a referendum on
how the Senate views family planning.
Does the Senate support the provision
of family planning services to women
and men in the developing world, or
does it not?

I know that several Senators will
speak today about the awful con-
sequences that will result if we fail to
uphold the Presidential certification.
Each one of us will highlight some area
of the world, or the provision of some
service, that will suffer from a further
delay in the disbursement of these
funds.

As the ranking Democrat on the Afri-
ca Subcommittee, 1 would like to focus
on Africa, where the United States
international family planning program
has made a tremendous impact.

In fiscal year 1996, United States pop-
ulation assistance funds were distrib-
uted in 21 countries in sub-Saharan Af-
rica, with a combined population of 426
million people. These countries are
overwhelmingly poor, yet have among
the highest fertility rates in the world.

The United States population assist-
ance program is one of the most impor-
tant things that the United States
Agency for International Development
does in Africa.

As elsewhere, USAID supports a com-
prehensive program of voluntary fam-
ily planning and closely related health
efforts in several sub-Saharan African
countries. It has trained hundreds of
nurses and midwives in Uganda. In Mo-
zambique, a country whose entire in-
frastructure was destroyed by 17 years
of civil war, USAID helps deliver fam-
ily planning and maternal-child health
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services in four provinces with a com-
bined population of more than 6 mil-
lion people. And it contributes to the
distribution of modern contraceptive
products in Zimbabwe, where 42 per-
cent of women are now demanding such
products.

Now what will happen if the resolu-
tion that we will vote on tomorrow
fails?

First, many of the nongovernmental
organizations that currently admin-
ister these programs will be forced to
close key activities. To give a compel-
ling example, CARE, an NGO that has
50 years of experience helping poor
families, already is considering shut-
ting down its family planning program
in Uganda because of the funding re-
strictions imposed by the United
States Congress. After investing some
$2 million of USAID funds in this pro-
gram over 4 years, CARE has trained
more than 1,000 community-based
health workers, launched family plan-
ning services in 71 clinics, and in-
creased the percentage of couples using
contraception in the program target
area from 1 percent to 10 percent.

If this resolution fails tomorrow,
CARE’s network of trained volunteers
will no longer be able to serve their
communities to educate women and
men about family planning and other
health care.

Second, even those programs that do
not close their doors will be negatively
affected if we delay our support. The
distribution of key family planning and
health products will be seriously dis-
rupted.

In Lusaka, the capital of Zambia and
a city with one of the highest rates of
HIV infection, condom distribution
would have to be reduced significantly,
greatly increasing the chances of a
rapid spread of the HIV virus.

In Kenya, USAID-funded programs
that have spent years teaching women
about health and family planning, and
have helped create a demand for con-
traceptive services, may no longer be
able to offer birth control pills or other
products to the men and women who
now depend on them.

A third consequence of a negative
vote tomorrow is that information
campaigns on family planning and ma-
ternal and child health will also be cut
back dramatically. These campaigns
have been successful at reaching mil-
lions of couples worldwide, helping to
educate them about birth spacing, nat-
ural family planning and other family
planning methods.

Finally, as one Member of the Senate
who is careful about how and where we
spend U.S. taxpayer money, | am con-
cerned that a negative vote today will
waste thousands—if not millions—of
dollars in unnecessary administrative
costs that will be incurred if the dis-
bursement of funds for the inter-
national family planning program is
delayed any further.

AVSC International, the second larg-
est-funded agency that works in part-
nership with USAID on international
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family planning, estimates that be-
cause of previous congressional restric-
tions and metering, it already has
spent $2 million in staff time and asso-
ciated administrative costs in order to
manage the impact of delayed funding.
What this means, according to an
AVSC report, is that “‘for every dollar
intended to provide access to these
services last year, a smaller quantity
of services was actually provided.”’

I find this type of expense, which
wastes valuable taxpayer dollars, abso-
lutely unconscionable.

If the Senate fails to uphold the Pres-
idential finding, more and more organi-
zations will be faced with similar,
equally ridiculous costs.

In other words, Mr. President, a fur-
ther delay in the disbursement of these
funds would be inefficient.

It would be disruptive.

And it would be costly.

Opponents of House Joint Resolution
36 will have you believe that U.S. tax
dollars are used to pay for abortion,
even though they are well aware that
such a practice has been illegal for
more than two decades.

Mr. President, this vote, as we al-
ways have to point out on this issue
but it bears constant repetition, this
vote is not about abortion. It is about
whether the United States will con-
tinue to support efforts to educate both
men and women about modern methods
of birth control, about the importance
for health and financial well-being of
spacing one’s children, and about ob-
taining adequate pre- and post-natal
care.

Mr. President, it frankly boggles the
mind that these logical, commonsense
activities, which promote sensible fam-
ily planning in order to prevent or
delay pregnancies until they are want-
ed, can be thought of as promoting
abortion. These funds help prevent
pregnancies, not end them. Without
these funds, abortion rates will un-
doubtedly increase.

This vote is about helping empower
individuals to make the most basic and
personal decisions a person can make.
It is about helping empower individuals
to make choices about how many chil-
dren to bring into this world and when
to have them. It is about helping em-
power individuals to safely prevent
pregnancy, and when they choose to
give birth, to deliver and care for their
children to maximize health. This is an
issue of fundamental freedom. Our sup-
port of these programs represents a
longstanding commitment from which
our Nation, founded on the principles
of liberty and democracy, must not
back away.

Mr. President, | urge all of my col-
leagues who care about women and
their children, who care about health
and the eradication of disease, who
care about access to food and water,
who care about the environment and
the effect of global warming, who care
about Africa or Latin America or Asia,
who care about responsible spending,
or who care about preventing the de-
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mand for abortion, | urge all of my col-
leagues to uphold the Presidential de-
termination and to vote in favor of this
resolution.

Mr. President, | thank not only the
Senator from Vermont but my col-
leagues who gave me the courtesy of
letting me speak at this point. | yield
the floor.

Mr. MCcCONNELL
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky.

Mr. MCCONNELL. We are going to go
from side to side, Mr. President.

Mr. LEAHY. If you would like.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, we
have sort of an informal agreement
here to rotate sides. Senator HELMS is
here and would like to speak on my
side of this issue. | would like to yield
him 8 minutes.

Mr. HELMS. That will
less.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Carolina is recognized.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, | thank
the Chair and | thank the distinguished
managers of the bill.

Mr. President, | am grateful to the
distinguished Senator from Arkansas
Mr. [HuTcHINSON], for offering S. 337,
which is the bill to restrict U.S. assist-
ance to foreign organizations that per-
form or actively promote abortion. |
am an original cosponsor of that bill. |
believe it is safe to assume it will re-
ceive careful consideration in the For-
eign Relations Committee.

Mr. President, if S. 337 were law, Con-
gress would not be tied in the existing
knot regarding international popu-
lation control funding that now exists.

With regard to the pending business,
| was astonished to learn that there
were 21 mentions of the so-called
Helms amendment during the February
13 House debate on House Joint Resolu-
tion 36. The references to the Helms
amendment were prompted by the pur-
pose of my resolution, which prohibits
using foreign aid funds for performing
abortions as a method of family plan-
ning.

Mr. President, | ask unanimous con-
sent the text of section 104(f) of the
Foreign Assistance Act, known as the
Helms amendment, be printed in the
RECORD.

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

SEC. 104—FOREIGN ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1961

(P.L. 87-195)

(f) PROHIBITION ON USE OF FUNDS FOR ABOR-
TIONS AND INVOLUNTARY STERILIZATIONS.—(1)
None of the funds made available to carry
out this part may be used to pay for the per-
formance of abortions as a method of family
planning or to motivate or coerce any person
to practice abortions.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, since the
Helms amendment, so-called, is ref-
erenced in the administration’s talking
points, it may be that Senators will be
referring to it from time to time in
this debate, and therefore | feel obliged
as the author of the Foreign Assistance

addressed the

be fine, or
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Act to offer a few comments about
what section 104(f) does and what it
does not do.

The Helms amendment has been per-
manent law since 1973, the year after |
came to the Senate. It is a narrow re-
striction on how funds provided by the
American taxpayers can be used. It is
not a restriction on the actions of pri-
vate groups—for example, Inter-
national Planned Parenthood Federa-
tion—that receive funding provided by
the taxpayers of this country.

A group may use Federal funds for
administrative expenses, distributions
of condoms, or to pay for, if you can
believe it, family planning radio soap
operas and gender analysis tool Kits,
whatever they are. Simultaneously,
funds available to these same groups
from other sources can and often do
pay for abortion or pro-abortion lobby-
ing efforts. It goes without saying
when the U.S. Government pays for ad-
ministrative and other expenses of
these groups, funds from other sources
are freed up for activities that other-
wise would be a violation of U.S. law.

Which is precisely why the Reagan
administration came up with the Mex-
ico City policy—so that funds provided
by the American taxpayers would not
be misused to underwrite, directly or
indirectly, the pro-abortion dogma of
the International Planned Parenthood
Federation and other similar pro-abor-
tion foreign organizations. President
Clinton, who agrees with the pro-abor-
tion doctrine, reversed President Rea-
gan’s Mexico City policy and other pro-
life protections on the second day that
Mr. Clinton was in office back in 1993.

So the administration has, therefore,
once again masterfully obfuscated the
real issue, which is, does the 105th Con-
gress today agree with underwriting,
directly or indirectly, organizations
that make a callous business out of
performing abortions and browbeating
those poor Third World governments
into reviewing and reversing their
long-held beliefs and pro-life laws.

I cannot condone what these organi-
zations set out to do and | refuse to be
a part of a scheme leading to the delib-
erate destruction of the lives of the
most innocent and most helpless
human beings imaginable, and those
are unborn babies.

I will vote against the pending reso-
lution, because, as my father so often
told me many years ago, he said ‘‘Son,
you become a part of what you con-
done,” and | cannot condone this.

| thank the Chair. | yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
KyL). Who yields time?
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I know

the distinguished senior Senator from
Maine wishes to speak, and | yield to
her such time as she may require.

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, and
Members of the Senate, | rise in strong
support of this resolution to expedite
the release of already appropriated
funds for international family plan-
ning. This resolution essentially reaf-
firms the President’s certification that
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the delaying of these funds which were
appropriated last year will cause seri-
ous and irreparable harm to family
planning programs around the world.

The life and health of women and
children should transcend politics and
party lines. The United States has tra-
ditionally been a leader in family plan-
ning assistance around the world for
more than 30 years. It has enjoyed
strong bipartisan support for such lead-
ership. It has had unrivaled influence
worldwide in setting standards for
these programs.

These family planning assistance
programs fund voluntary family plan-
ning services, contraceptive research,
maternal health programs and child
health programs. An estimated 50 mil-
lion families in over 60 developing
countries, with a combined population
of 2.7 billion people across the world,
use family planning as a direct result
of U.S. population assistance programs.

There is no question that our support
and our assistance over the last 30
years in developing countries has been
enormously successful. The average
family size in countries that receive
our assistance has decreased from six
children to three children. The Agency
for International Development has in-
creased the use of contraceptives in de-
veloping countries from 10 percent of
married couples in the 1970’s to 50 to 60
percent today.

Yet, there is still a great need for ad-
ditional family planning assistance. In
developing countries, maternal mortal-
ity is the single leading Kkiller of
women in their reproductive years,
with 600,000 women dying annually
from pregnancy-related complications.
Family planning could reduce the
deaths by one-fifth. It is estimated one
out of five infant deaths could be avert-
ed if all children were spaced at an in-
terval of at least 2 years.

Unfortunately, the passage of the
omnibus appropriations bill last year
came at a heavy price for U.S. family
planning assistance programs. As we
all know, fiscal year 1997 funds cannot
be spent until July 1, and at only 70
percent of the 1995 level, and on a
monthly basis of 8 percent over the
next 12%> months.

As a result, family planning assist-
ance by our Government will be re-
duced from $547 million in 1995 to only
$385 million during 1997. This trans-
lates into a 30 to 35 percent cut of $162
million. If we delay the funding for
these programs until July 1, we are
talking about delay in funding of an-
other $123 million.

We agreed to these cuts and restric-
tions only because we wanted to avoid
a Government shutdown given that
there was a difference between the
House and the Senate on this issue.
The Senate rightfully took the position
that we should fund these programs
without the Mexico City language. But
in order to protect these programs, we
inserted language requiring a vote on
the President’s certification that is be-
fore us today.
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I can assure Members that the failure
to release these funds now will have a
devastating impact on women, chil-
dren, and families all over the globe,
and particularly in developing coun-
tries. Countless programs have already
been suspended or halted, as mentioned
by the Senator from Wisconsin, and if
the funds are released in July rather
than now, dozens of programs may be
forced to permanently close their
doors, including programs in Peru, Bo-
livia, Mexico, the Philippines, and else-
where. These programs are critical in
preventing unplanned pregnancies, re-
ducing infant mortality, reducing rates
of HIV infection, and promoting mater-
nal and child health.

So there is no question, as the Presi-
dent has indicated, there will be irrep-
arable harm to these programs. More
than that, the Alan Guttmacher Insti-
tute and other research institutions
predict as a result of just the funding
cuts alone, not even the delay in fund-
ing, but just in the funding cuts alone,
7 million couples in developing coun-
tries who would have used modern con-
traceptives will be left without access
to family planning. Four million more
women will experience unintended
pregnancies.

Now, according to the World Health
Organization, 40 percent of unintended
pregnancies result in abortions. So we
can expect 1.6 million more abortions
and countless miscarriages; 1.9 million
more unplanned births, often to fami-
lies, as we know, living in terrible pov-
erty conditions and who cannot afford
another child; 8,000 more women dying
in pregnancy and childbirth, and 134,000
infant deaths. These figures relate to
the funding cuts alone. They do not
even take into account the effect of the
metering out, on a monthly basis for
12%> months, of this funding, or, most
importantly, the significant delay in
funding.

Make no mistake about it, a vote
against this resolution is a vote for
more abortions, more women dying,
more children dying. That is what |
think is inconceivable in this debate—
that those individuals who are against
abortion are also against family plan-
ning. That is the bottom line in this
debate. | have been debating this issue
since 1985. Time and time again there
hasn’t been one single shred of evi-
dence to suggest that U.S. population
assistance funding is going for abor-
tions or abortion-related activities in
other countries.

Senator LEAHY was absolutely cor-
rect when he discussed the implica-
tions of the fungibility argument if ap-
plied to our assistance to foreign gov-
ernments. We give assistance to foreign
governments who allow abortions in
their countries, according to their
laws. We don’t impose the requirement
that if they use their money for abor-
tion-related activities, we will not pro-
vide them foreign assistance. But this
is a standard we are using for private
organizations who have been instru-
mental in reducing the incidence of
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abortion worldwide. That should be of
interest to all of us, given the enor-
mous implications of population
growth in the future.

So | suggest that some are trying to
bury their heads in the sand, taking an
ostrich-like approach to this entire
issue, to suggest that somehow if we
don’t provide family planning assist-
ance, we will have fewer abortions in
the world. The statistics do not bear
that out.

I hope that the Senate will over-
whelmingly support this resolution, be-
cause | think that there is no question
that it is in America’s interest and it is
in the world’s interest. The United
States has traditionally taken a lead-
ership role for more than 30 years on
international family planning. In fact,
the first Presidential message was is-
sued by a Republican President, Presi-
dent Nixon, back in 1969, saying that
population growth was a world prob-
lem. America has always shown an in-
clination for humanitarianism through
population assistance funding. We
should be predisposed to doing the
same thing in this body here today. To
do less will impose serious hardship on
women and children in developing
countries. We know the strain it is
going to impose. We know there will be
millions fewer couples who have access
to family planning assistance because
we are undercutting our support. If we
undercut our support, | can assure you
that other countries will follow suit
and it will affect an already fragile
international family planning system
program worldwide.

When you think about the future, we
should be concerned because it will
provide an enormous strain on eco-
nomic and social stability all around
the world. In the next decade, the num-
ber of women of reproductive age will
increase from 185 million to 900 million
women. That is 10 times the size of
Mexico. So | know there will be grave
consequences of this incremental de-
crease in U.S. support for international
family planning year after year. How
can we incrementally undercut our
family planning assistance to those or-
ganizations who have been the most ef-
fective, the most instrumental in pre-
venting unplanned pregnancies and im-
proving maternal and child health?

I can assure you of one other point:
Not one dime has been spent—and it
bears repeating here today, and let
there be no misunderstanding—there
has not been one U.S. dollar that sup-
ports abortion or abortion-related ac-
tivities in other countries. We have had
that prohibition in law since 1973. The
fact of the matter is, those funds are
maintained separately, and there is
monitoring and independent reviews on
an annual basis. That is why | believe
that former Senator Mark Hatfield,
who was a pro-life Senator for many
years in the U.S. Senate, wrote a letter
to a colleague in the House of Rep-
resentatives, saying that there is no
evidence to suggest that our funding
has ever gone for abortion or abortion-
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related activities in other countries
through our family planning assistance
programs. In fact, he goes on to say
that we are contributing to the in-
crease in abortions worldwide by our
failure to provide this assistance.

So | hope, Mr. President, for these
and many other reasons | have high-
lighted, that my colleagues will sup-
port this resolution. It is in our inter-
est and in the world’s interest. As the
Senate votes tomorrow on this resolu-
tion, | hope that these facts will not be
forgotten.

| yield the floor.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, | want to
commend the senior Senator from
Maine for her statement. It dem-
onstrates, as we have said before, that
this is not a partisan issue. This is an
issue of good sense. Whether people be-
lieve that abortion should be legal or
whether people believe there should
not be abortion, it makes no difference.
We should be trying to join together in
this to avoid all abortion. If you have
family planning, that, to me, is a far
greater alternative than using abortion
as family planning.

As we also showed in this, in Russia,
where just increasing our foreign aid
over a relatively short period of time
and increasing the availability of con-
traceptives by about 5 percent, that
cut out 800,000 abortions. I mean, the
fact of the matter is, if we hold the
money back for family planning, abor-
tions go up. If we release the money for
family planning, abortions go down.
Holding back the money, just because
it may make some feel like they are
being a purist on the abortion issue,
flies in the face of reality. It is rhetoric
over reality. The reality is, spend
money for family planning and you re-
duce abortions.

| see the distinguished senior Senator
from Massachusetts. | yield to him.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts is recognized.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, |
know there are others who want to
speak on the resolution. But at the
outset of this discussion, | want to pay
tribute to Senator LEAHY and Senator
SNOwE for their bipartisan leadership
on this issue. | think that working to-
gether bodes well not only for this
issue but for other matters that will
come before the Senate. | congratulate
them for their leadership on this im-
portant resolution, which affects mil-
lions of families around the world—
people whose names we will never
know, as they will not know ours.
Nonetheless, with the release of these
resources, which we expect as a result
of this vote, lives will be enhanced.

I just want to again underline what
Senator LEAHY and Senator SNOWE
mentioned about what this bill is and
is not. This is not legislation to pro-
mote abortion. They have laid out very
clearly that this is about providing re-
sources that will be used to support
family planning and avoid unwanted
pregnancies and subsequent abortions.
That case has been made by Senator
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LEAHY, Senator SNowEe, and our former
colleague Senator Mark Hatfield, who
is a strong opponent of abortion. Sen-
ator Hatfield rejected the argument
that family planning is a back-door
means of supporting abortion services.
He reviewed the alleged evidence that
family planning funds were being used
to provide abortions and, in a letter to
Representative CHRIS SMITH, said, ““l do
not see anything in these materials to
back up your assertion that U.S. funds
are being spent on abortion.”

This is not only the understanding of
those of us here today but also the
clear understanding of the President. |
think those that support this action
have been justified in challenging
those that are opposed to it to produce
information or evidence to the con-
trary.

As President Clinton has said very
clearly, “The United States provides
family planning support where it is
wanted and needed. We are prohibited
from law from ever funding abortion—
and we abide faithfully by that law. In-
deed, the work we have funded in devel-
oping countries has been supportive of
families, helping them to flourish.”

One of the extraordinary examples of
this work is the lifesaving efforts of
CARE. In many different parts of the
world I have had the opportunity to see
the extraordinary work of many non-
governmental organizations, and | have
enormous respect for the dedication of
the men and women who are so selfless
in volunteering for these organizations.

All we have to do is read the news-
papers of the past weeks and months to
recognize the enormous threat to their
lives. Red Cross and other NGO work-
ers in Chechnya, Uganda, Rwanda, and
other parts of the world have actually
lost their lives because of their work.

CARE, long respected for its efforts
to meet the basic health needs of poor
families around the world, has used
U.S. funds to enhance the lives of large
numbers of women and children.

In Uganda, over the last 4 years,
CARE has trained over 1,000 commu-
nity-based health workers, launched
family planning services in 71 clinics,
and increased the number of couples
using contraception from 1 percent to
10 percent. But, that project in Ugan-
da—as well as projects in Bangladesh,
Niger, and Togo—will be shut down if
these United States funds are not
forthcoming.

That is the story all across the Third
World. Without U.S. aid, millions of
people would not have access to gyne-
cological examinations, postnatal care,
and family planning services. The
funds appropriated by Congress de-
crease the instances of female genital
mutilation and prevent the spread of
sexually transmitted diseases, such as
HIV and AIDS.

So, for all of these reasons, Mr. Presi-
dent, this is an extremely important
vote. It is really about children, and it
is about struggling families in foreign
and distant parts of the world that are
trying to take care of their families
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and ensure a future with a greater
sense of hope and health. It is really
about life—not about other factors.
That is the underlying purpose of this
bill. That is what the record has dem-
onstrated.

That is why | think this vote is so
important, and why | commend the
Senator from Vermont and the Senator
from Maine for their leadership.

Mr. JEFFORDS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont.

Mr. LEAHY. The distinguished Sen-
ator from Vermont is on the floor. How
much time does he need?

| yield 3 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont is recognized.

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that William Jack-
son of my staff be granted privilege of
the floor for the duration of the consid-
eration of the joint resolution.

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

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, | rise
today in support of House Joint Reso-
lution 36, which would approve the
President’s finding that the congres-
sionally imposed delay in disbursement
of international population funding is
having a negative impact on the effec-
tiveness of our population planning
programs overseas.

| have been a strong supporter of
international family planning assist-
ance and see this measure now before
us as an important test of our Govern-
ment’s commitment to these impor-
tant, lifesaving programs.

Claims that this resolution somehow
promotes abortion are completely un-
founded. This resolution is about the
health of women and children in the
desperately poor corners of the world,
and, if anything, it is about preventing
abortion.

At issue here is whether to begin re-
leasing funds March 1, or delay the dis-
bursement for another 4 months, until
July 1. The 1997 fiscal year began Octo-
ber 1, but under the terms of the fiscal
year 1997 Omnibus Appropriations Act,
funding for this particular program
was delayed for 9 months. Regardless of
the outcome of this vote, a total of $385
million will be spent on bilateral fam-
ily planning programs. In other words,
we are not debating if these funds will
be spent, but when they will begin to
be released—July 1 or March 1.

I would like to point out that an ad-
ditional 4-month delay in funding
would result in an actual reduction of
$123 million in funds available for pro-
gramming during fiscal year 1997. The
President’s finding states that at least
17 bilateral and worldwide programs
will have urgent funding needs in the
March-June period which cannot be
met by remaining fiscal year 1996
funds. If fiscal year 1997 funds are with-
held until July 1, these programs would
need to suspend, defer, or terminate
family planning services and other
critical supporting activities.
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The continued disruption and pos-
sible termination of family planning
services would have a devastating im-
pact on the health of women, children,
and their families in many parts of the
world. Medical research shows that
women who are able to space their chil-
dren in at least 2-year intervals have
children that are less likely to die at a
very early age. Children born less than
2 years apart are more likely to have a
low birth weight, making them more
vulnerable to disease and illness. More-
over, births too close together affect
older children in the family as well. In-
fection, malnutrition, and dehydration
result from premature discontinuation
of breast-feeding. The inadequate nu-
trition, sanitation, and crowded living
conditions often found in poor coun-
tries, increase the likelihood that al-
ready vulnerable children will succumb
to illness. For the health of their fami-
lies, women in these circumstances
turn to family planning services, when
they can get them.

UNICEF estimates that each year
600,000 women die of pregnancy-related
causes, and 75,000 of these deaths are
the result of self-induced, unsafe abor-
tion. UNICEF also estimates that these
women leave behind at least 1 million
motherless children. In short, to con-
tinue to obstruct and delay family
planning assistance is to contribute to
the deaths of women and young chil-
dren. Why would we delay the release
of funds until July 1 when we could
prevent more needless, tragic deaths by
releasing funds March 1?

Mr. President, no Senator in this
body wants to promote policies that in-
crease the incidence of abortion over-
seas. But by continuing to delay fund-
ing to clinics in the poorest countries
in the world, that’s exactly what we
are doing—shutting off women from
the only possibility they have of ob-
taining family planning services and
contraception and forcing them to con-
sider abortion as a last, desperate op-
tion.

Very simply, to vote against this res-
olution is to vote against the health of
women and children, and to force more
women to have abortions. | do not be-
lieve this is the true intention of the
Senate and | urge my colleagues to
support this measure.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, | rise in
support of House Joint Resolution 36.

This is a vote solely to determine
whether funds already appropriated for
fiscal year 1997 will be released 5
months late or 9 months late.

Currently at least one woman dies
every minute from causes related to
pregnancy and childbirth. In develop-
ing countries, maternal mortality is
the leading cause of death for women
in reproductive age. The World Bank
estimates a 20-percent reduction in ma-
ternal death would result from im-
proved access to family planning.

In parts of sub-Saharan Africa, there
are more than 1,500 maternal deaths for
every 100,000 live births; in the United
States, this ratio is 12 deaths per
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100,000 live births. By being able to
plan their pregnancies, mothers are
able to ensure they bear their children
at their healthiest times and that preg-
nancies do not occur too close to-
gether. This reduces the risks to the
lives of both the mother and her chil-
dren.

Babies born less than 2 years after
their next oldest sibling are twice as
likely to die in the first year as those
born after an interval of at least 2
years. Analysis of data from 25 develop-
ing countries shows that, on average,
infant mortality would be reduced by
one-quarter if all births were spaced at
least 2 years apart.

Family planning education also helps
prevent the spread of sexually trans-
mitted diseases, including AIDS.

At least 76,000 women die every year
from the consequences of unsafe abor-
tions. Thousands more suffer serious
complications that can result in chron-
ic pain and infertility. A U.S. study
found that for every $1 increase in pub-
lic funds for family planning, there is a
decrease of 1 abortion per 1,000 women.

According to the Rockefeller Founda-
tion, in just 1 year, cuts and severe re-
strictions of Federal funding for family
planning programs will result in an ad-
ditional 4 million unplanned preg-
nancies and 1.6 million of those will
end in abortion; 8,000 of those women
will die in pregnancy and childbirth.
These are conservative estimates.

Pathfinder International is one orga-
nization whose 30-year partnership
with USAID has delivered high-quality
family planning, reproductive health
services, and information to some of
the poorest countries in the world. The
delays in Federal funding have jeopard-
ized a significant portion of Path-
finder’s programs.

One woman who has benefited from
Pathfinder’s programs is a 27-year-old
Bangladeshi woman named Ferdousi
Begum. She was married when she was
14 years old. Ferdousi and her husband,
Mahmud, are poor and their lives are
hard. Mahmud works 12 to 14 hours a
day and Ferdousi works as a part-time
domestic in addition to tending the
home and being a mother. But they are
happy—family planning has given them
hope for a better future.

Ferdousi and Mahmud received coun-
seling to postpone having children
until she was 18 and her body was more
developed. After having two daughters
spaced several years apart, they de-
cided not to have any more children.

Mahmud speaks proudly of his daugh-
ters. He speaks of having dreams of his
older daughter, Salma, becoming a doc-
tor after winning a prize in a science
competition.

However, after years of using family
planning in order to provide a better
life for her family, Ferdousi is at risk
of becoming pregnant again. Without
the necessary funding, many local af-
filiates are unable to restock their con-
traceptive supplies. An additional 4
month delay will have severe repercus-
sions on Ferdousi, her family, and mil-
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lions of other families like theirs in
Bangladesh and around the world.

In 1960 in Chile, less than 3 percent of
married women were practicing family
planning and the abortion rate was 77
abortions per 1,000 married women of
reproductive age. By 1990, use of family
planning had increased to 56 percent of
married women, and the abortion rate
had dropped to 45 per 1,000.

Data from Bogota, Columbia showed
a one-third increase in contraceptive
use between 1976 and 1986, accompanied
by a 45-percent decrease in the abor-
tion rate during the same period.

In Mexico City use of contraception
increased by about 24 percent between
1987 and 1992, while the abortion rate
fell 39 percent.

In Almaty, Kazakstan, the United
States population program has pro-
vided funding to train doctors and
nurses and to increase contraceptive
supplies for 28 clinics. Between 1993 and
1994, the number of people provided
contraceptives by the clinics increased
by 59 percent, while the number of
abortions fell by 41 percent.

In Russia, contraceptive use has in-
creased from 19 percent to 24 after an
affiliate of the International Planned
Parenthood Federation opened in 1991.
During that period, the abortion rate
dropped from 109 per 1,000 in 1990 to 76
in 1994. The total number of abortions
fell from 3.6 million in 1990 to 2.8 mil-
lion in 1994. For years, the average
Russian woman had 7 to 8 abortions.

In Hungary, a dramatic drop in abor-
tion rates from a peak of 80 per 1,000
women in the late 1960’s to just over 30
per 1,000 women in 1986 is due in part to
an increase in contraceptive use.

The numbers are incredible, but what
is truly important and who we can’t
forget are the women and their fami-
lies represented in these numbers.

One such woman is 30-year-old Maria
Elena Absalon Ramirez in Mexico. Her
husband earns just $80 per month to
support Maria and their 4 children.
They cannot afford contraceptives and
rely on USAID. These are Maria’s
words: “What | fear most is becoming
pregnant again. One more child would
completely change our life; it would be
our ruin.”

Mr. President, | urge my colleagues
to support the resolution and release
the international family planning
funds.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, | yield to
the distinguished Senator from Oregon
such time as he may desire.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon is recognized.

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Thank you,
Mr. President. 1 would also like to
thank Senator LEAHY.

Mr. President, | rise today to speak
on an issue that is both very controver-
sial and personal; therefore, 1 do not
have a prepared speech, but wish to
speak from the heart.

Much has been said here today about
Senator Mark Hatfield’s leadership on
the issue of international family plan-
ning. In fact, | occupy the seat that
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Mark Hatfield sat in for more than 30
years. Like Mark Hatfield, I am pro-
life. As a State Senator, | advanced
pro-life legislation in the Oregon State
senate, and have never been afraid to
stand up for the principles of the sanc-
tity of life.

As a candidate in two races for the
U.S. Senate in one calendar year, no
other issue was brought up more fre-
quently than the issue of abortion. As
I have stated throughout my career as
a legislator, | intend to continue my
support of pro-life issues and to work
constructively with Members on both
sides of the aisle on legislation to re-
duce the incidence of abortion on a na-
tional and international level.

For these reasons, | rise today to en-
courage my colleagues to join in my
support of Senate Joint Resolution 14.
While the debate on this resolution has
centered on the issues relating to abor-
tion, the underlying question is wheth-
er the $385 million that has already
been appropriated for international
family planning will be released on
March 1, 1997 or whether it will be re-
leased on July 1, 1997. Regardless of the
outcome of this vote, the money will be
released.

According to research conducted by
the Guttmacher Institute, the World
Health Organization, and other inde-
pendent researchers, the release of
these funds on March 1, 1997, will sig-
nificantly reduce the incidence of abor-
tion in developing countries that re-
ceive assistance through USAID.
Therefore, as a pro-life Member of this
body, | encourage my colleagues to
vote yea.

I understand and share the concerns
of those who have suggested that this
money is being spent for abortion serv-
ices. This concerns me greatly, particu-
larly as the law of the United States
prohibits the use of Federal funds for
abortion services. To address these
concerns, | reviewed the USAID audits
and am assured that this funding is in
fact being used for family planning
services, not abortion. For this reason,
I also encourage a yea vote.

In addition to sharing my support for
this resolution, | would also like to
take a moment to express my frustra-
tion on this issue. While | certainly re-
spect those who may not support my
pro-life position, 1 am so often dis-
appointed that there is little effort to
educate about the options to abortion
and ways to make abortion less fre-
quent. The focus is often on the legal
and the safe but never the rare. Similar
frustration stems from those who advo-
cate for life. It is unfortunate that the
effort to advocate and encourage fam-
ily planning does not equal the effort
to discourage abortion. Today, we have
the opportunity to address this in-
equity and to encourage and protect
family planning both nationally and
internationally. This is a vote to sup-
port life, and tomorrow | will vote as
my predecessor Mark Hatfield, in favor
of this resolution.

| yield back the remainder of my
time.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

For the benefit of the bill managers,
the time of the distinguished Senator
from Vermont remaining is 14 minutes
and the time of the Senator from Ken-
tucky is about 35 minutes.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, | sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, when
the House of Representatives passed
the resolution, House Joint Resolution
36, which allowed for the releasing of
funds, $30 million per month for 4
months, 4 months earlier than under
current law—after they passed that
resolution they also passed another
resolution. It is called the Smith-Ober-
star-Hyde Resolution, H.R. 581. H.R. 581
actually releases more money for
international family planning, but it
does have restrictions to make sure
that none of that money would be used
for abortion purposes.

Since the House has already passed
H.R. 581 and these are related issues, |
would like now, at this point, to ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
vote on final passage on H.R. 581 at a
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time not later than Friday of this
week.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. LEAHY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, and | tell the dis-
tinguished majority whip that 1 will
object and explain why, | understand
that there are people who wish to be
consulted, | believe on both sides of the
aisle, on this. Therefore, | do object
and suggest perhaps we could run a
hotline on both sides. We may be able
to work out a time agreement.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, |1 thank
my colleague from Vermont. | ask his
assistance. Hopefully we can get to a
vote in the Senate on this other resolu-
tion. It is a different idea. Let me just
compare the two so all our colleagues
can see exactly what we are talking
about.

This is the current law. It says, basi-
cally, we are going to spend $420 mil-
lion on international family planning
funds. Under the administration’s reso-
lution, that will increase by $120 mil-
lion. For 4 months there will be $30
million more per month.

This is a convoluted way to do this. |
was not involved in coming up with the
consent agreement that arranged this.
My sympathies go to my colleague
from Vermont and the Senator from
Kentucky, because they wrestled with
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this for a long time. I know Mr. Pa-
netta was involved in this. We had a
real impasse.

Maybe | will give a little background
in between, so our colleagues might re-
member, but there is a difference in
philosophy on what we should do with
international family planning money.
The House felt very strongly we should
continue the Mexico City restrictions,
the Mexico City restrictions being re-
strictions that these moneys could not
be used by an organization, inter-
national family planning organization,
if they had involvement with abortion.
Not only could they not use the U.S.
taxpayer funds, but they could not use
their own funds for abortion services,
and they also could not promote
changes in a country’s laws dealing
with abortions. Those are the two main
restrictions known as the Mexico City
policy, which was the policy in the
United States from 1984 through, | be-
lieve, 1993. It was changed by the Clin-
ton administration. So, it was the law
of the land for 10 years.

I might mention also that, under
that policy, a significant number of or-
ganizations followed that policy. From
1984 to 1993 we had 350 foreign organiza-
tions that complied with the Mexico
City policy. In other words, they ac-
cepted the money. They said the
money will be used for family planning
but not for abortions. They would not
use our money, U.S. taxpayers’ money,
they would not use their own money,
and they also would not advocate
changing laws in other countries.

Unfortunately, this was repealed by
the Clinton administration shortly
after he took office. The House of Rep-
resentatives felt strongly it should be
reinstated. After the House had a
change of leadership in 1994, they rein-
stated the Mexico City policy. The Sen-
ate did not go along. So we had, if I re-
member, 10, 11, maybe even 12 votes in
the last Congress over this issue, the
Senate basically saying we want to re-
instate our position of no prohibition
on how the international family plan-
ning organizations use their money. If
they want to use their money for abor-
tion, they can use it for abortion. If
they want to use their own money to
advocate changing laws in other coun-
tries dealing with abortion—because a
lot of countries have laws restricting
abortions that this administration does
not agree with and, frankly, the Inter-
national Planned Parenthood Federa-
tion does not agree with, and they
want to change it. So the Senate was
concurring with the administration
and the International Planned Parent-
hood Federation. The House was saying
no, we should stay with the Mexico
City policy.

So we had a dozen votes, both sides
insisting on maintaining their own po-
sitions. The net result was we came up
with this terrible arrangement which
basically said we will continue this
policy at 35-percent less money—which,
incidentally, | might mention we had a
35-percent reduction overall in the bill.
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Mr. Panetta said, let’s have it the same
way, and then we will dole the money
out on a monthly basis and then we
will have a vote in the next Congress
over when that money will be released.
That is what we are going to be voting
on tomorrow.

So, if we maintain current law, the
amount of money will be $420 million.
If we adopt the administration’s reso-
lution, it will be $543 million. Under
these provisions there is no restriction
on abortion in this and no restriction
on organizations’ lobbying capability.
The House passed H.R. 531, the Smith-
Oberstar-Hyde resolution that had a
couple of million dollars more, about
$170 million more. But the money had
restrictions. The money has those re-
strictions that were, in effect, the law
of the land from 1984 to 1993, that said
these groups cannot use the money for
abortion, they could not use the money
for lobbying other governments to
change their policies.

I happen to think the Mexico City
policy was right. If we are going to be
giving money to international family
planning organizations, it should be for
family planning. It should not be for
abortions.

Somebody said, ‘““You are not using
U.S. taxpayer dollars for abortions.
They are using their own money.”
Some of these groups, like the London-
based International Planned Parent-
hood Federation, are advocates of abor-
tion. If we give them so much money,
U.S. money, they can say, we do not
use a dime of that for abortion. Sure,
we will use some of our other money
for abortion. And sure we will use some
of our other money to advocate
changes in other countries’ laws that
we don’t agree with. So, really, you
have U.S. taxpayer dollars subsidizing
international organizations that are, in
effect, lobbying other countries to
change their laws because they deem
them too restrictive on abortion.

That is kind of offensive. It is not

just these international groups that
are doing it; it is the administration as
well. I will just make a couple of com-
ments.

Donald Warwick of the Harvard Insti-
tute of International Development has
written that the International Planned
Parenthood Federation ‘‘has in word
and deed been one of the foremost lob-
byists for abortion in developing coun-
tries.”” They are promoting abortion in
developing countries, even to the ex-
tent of changing their laws.

The International Planned Parent-
hood Federation has made it clear that
legalizing abortion and expansion of
abortion networks is one of its primary
goals. Their 1992 mission statement
Strategic Plan—Vision 2000 repeatedly
and unambiguously instructs its 140
national affiliate organizations to
work to legalize abortion as part of a
mandate to ‘‘advocate for changes in
restrictive national laws, policies,
practices and traditions.”’

So, we are supporting and giving
money to the International Planned

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

Parenthood Federation so they can use
that money, or other money, to lobby,
to tell some countries that happen to
have pro-life laws that they have to
change their law. That bothers me.
What makes us so self-righteous that
we know that other countries should be
changing their laws dealing with abor-
tion? How can we be so self-righteous?

Then we find out it is not only some
International Planned Parenthood or-
ganization, but we see it from our own
State Department. On March 16, 1994,
through Secretary of State Warren
Christopher in a classified action cable
to all overseas diplomatic posts, the
State Department announced, ‘‘The
United States believes access to safe,
legal and voluntary abortion is a fun-
damental right of all women,” and
called for ‘‘senior level diplomatic
intervention’ to garner support for the
U.S. position at the September U.N.
conference on population in Cairo.

On May 12, 1993, Under Secretary of
State Tim Wirth expounded the policy
in a detailed speech at the United Na-
tions, stating, ““A government which is
violating basic human rights should
not hide behind the defense of sov-
ereignty * * * Our position is to sup-
port reproductive choice, including ac-
cess to safe abortion.”

Why in the world would we have the
Under Secretary of State make a
speech to the United Nations telling
other countries we think we know bet-
ter, you should change your laws. We
think you should have pro-choice laws
in countries such as El Salvador or
other countries that have maybe a pre-
dominantly Catholic population and
have pro-life laws or laws restricting
abortions? Why in the world would we
be so self-righteous or sanctimonious
that we should be telling those coun-
tries, We know best. Change your laws.
We think you should have legal abor-
tion. Maybe we think you should sub-
sidize it.

That, to me, is offensive, to think
that the Secretary of State or Under
Secretary of State would have that po-
sition.

April 1, 1993, White House Deputy
Press Secretary Dee Dee Myers noted
the administration regards abortion as
“part of the overall approach to popu-
lation control.”

And if we don’t enact H.R. 581, the
Smith-Oberstar-Hyde language, then
what we are doing is giving this admin-
istration a blank check to give money
to international organizations that
have no restrictions whatsoever on how
they use their money on abortion or
changing laws in other countries. |
think that is wrong.

So for my colleagues, just to summa-
rize, we have a couple of options. We
can accelerate the money with no re-
strictions whatsoever or, if you happen
to be in favor of more family planning
money, if you want more family plan-
ning money to go out internationally
and you think that might reduce the
incidents of abortion, you can do that,
you can support the Smith-Oberstar-
Hyde language.
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We are going to try to get a vote on
it. The House already passed it. Tomor-
row it will be pending at the Senate
desk. We hope to get a time agreement.
I understand some people say, ‘“We
want to filibuster that.”” Why? What is
the matter with having a vote? Let’s
find out where the votes are.

There is more money. This has $713
million for family planning. House
Joint Resolution 36, which will be
voted on tomorrow, has $543 million.
There is $170 million more money for
international family planning, but it
has restrictions. You will not be able
to use that money or your money for
abortion. So, if you want less abor-
tions, you should support the Smith-
Oberstar-Hyde language, and if you
think it is wrong for our country to be
advocating that other countries change
their laws dealing with abortions, then
you need to support that resolution as
well.

So | urge my colleagues to vote no on
the resolution we will have pending to-
morrow, House Joint Resolution 36.
Vote ‘“‘no” on that and then vote in
favor of H.R. 581, the Smith-Oberstar-
Hyde language, which will have more
money for international family plan-
ning and no money for abortion and no
money for advocating changes in other
countries’ abortion laws.

| yield the floor, and | thank my col-
league from Vermont.

Mr. LEAHY. How much time is re-
maining to the Senator from Vermont?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. CoL-
LINS). The Senator from Vermont has
14 minutes.

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, | will
take one moment for myself and then
yield to the Senator from California.

I will note for my colleagues that we
are here because of an agreement en-
tered into in good faith by Republicans
and Democrats, by those who sup-
ported the money for family planning
and those who opposed it last year. Un-
fortunately, like in the House, we have
a request for another vote because
some of the people who made that
agreement last year do not now want
to live up to it.

I have spent 22 years in the Senate. If
I give my word on something, if | make
an agreement on something, | carry it
out. | am surprised that there have
been some in the other body, and else-
where, who are not willing to honor the
spirit of an agreement made.

I mention this only because there are
aspects to this agreement that | was
not happy with, and there are other
votes | would have liked to have had.
But the agreement was that both sides
would have this vote and that would be
it.

When | came here 22 years ago, the
distinguished majority leader, Senator
Mansfield, and the distinguished Re-
publican leader, Senator Scott, said
the same thing to every Member of the
Senate: ‘““Whatever you do here, keep
your word.”

Senators | have dealt with on this
issue have. | am concerned some in the
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other body have not, and it is unfortu-
nate.

I note that contrary to what some on
the other side have said this afternoon,
this vote is not about the early release
of family planning funds. If we approve
this resolution, it still means the funds
are going to be 5 months late.

It has been said that this vote will
provide $123 million more to organiza-
tions that fund abortions. That is to-
tally false. This vote will not increase
or decrease the amount we appro-
priated last year at all.

It is said this vote will increase from
$356 million to $385 million the funds
for family planning. Yes, but that is a
$130 million cut from 2 years ago.

We also agreed what this vote would
be about, and what it would not be
about.

And we heard that this is about fund-
ing abortion. Of course not. If any-
thing, the facts show that where we
have given money to provide family
planning, the number of abortions have
gone down, not up, and gone down very
substantially, and when we withheld
the money for family planning, abor-
tions have gone up.

| yield to the Senator from California
8 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Thank you,
Madam President, and | thank the dis-
tinguished Senator from Vermont.

| rise to support his arguments, to in-
dicate my support for House Joint Res-
olution 36. Madam President, | recently
returned from a few days in Nepal. If
you go to Nepal, you will see that
about 35 percent of the children die be-
fore the age of 5, and they die before
the age of 5 because they are impover-
ished. They don’t have enough food,
and they die. This is true in many
areas, particularly undeveloped coun-
tries, all around the world.

| think that one of the most impor-
tant and effective components of U.S.
foreign assistance has been our family
planning programs. | believe these pro-
grams reduce poverty, | believe they
improve health, | believe they raise liv-
ing standards around the world, and
they enhance, certainly, the ability of
couples and individuals to determine
the number and spacing of their chil-
dren.

I think many of us in this country
take that opportunity for granted.
Most of us have had the freedom to
make choices about how we live our
lives by planning the size of our fami-
lies. But in poorer countries where con-
traceptive options are not available,
women have much higher birth rates,
and the more children they have, the
higher the poverty rates. Children are
malnourished, many get sick, many
die.

UNICEF estimates that 34,000 chil-
dren under the age of 5 die every day—
every day—in developing countries.
And it is not just children. UNICEF
further estimates that 600,000 women
die of pregnancy-related causes each
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year and that unsafe abortions are re-
sponsible for 75,000 of these deaths. By
giving women the opportunity to plan
their pregnancies, lives are saved—the
lives of women and their children.

So the need for these family planning
programs could hardly be clearer. Un-
fortunately, because of this dispute be-
tween the House and the Senate last
year, the compromise the Senator from
Vermont referred to was reached, but
that delayed the release of family plan-
ning funds until July 1, or March 1, if
the President found the delay was
harming these programs and Congress
agreed.

The President has made the finding,
arguing, | think, persuasively that the
delay thus far has forced many pro-
grams to suspend or defer their oper-
ations and that further delay, until
July, could cause them to shut down.

Already, programs serving over
700,000 people annually in Bolivia, the
Philippines, Ecuador, and elsewhere,
have been suspended.

Two weeks ago, the House voted 220
to 209 to agree with the President’s
finding. So the vote in the Senate is
crucial.

If we concur with the President and
the House, we can release these life-
saving funds only 5 months late instead
of 9 months late. The difference is crit-
ical.

Some have tried to draw a connec-
tion between our family planning pro-
grams and abortion. But no connection
exists. Since 1973, U.S. law has prohib-
ited any USAID funds from being used
to pay for abortions as a method of
family planning or to coerce any per-
son to have an abortion. All our pro-
grams are voluntary and they involve
contraception, not abortion. Programs
are rigorously monitored to ensure
strict compliance.

So the argument that these programs
cause an increase in abortion is simply
a red herring. It is actually worse than
a red herring in a sense because it is
patently and demonstrably false. In
fact, it stands the truth on its head. It
is the delay in our family planning pro-
grams that is actually causing an in-
crease in abortions.

The evidence is clear. When family
planning options are available, fewer
unintended pregnancies occur, and
abortions decline.

In Russia where the average Russian
woman used to have a stunning seven
or eight abortions in her lifetime, fam-
ily planning has made a huge dif-
ference. With United States assistance,
organizations like the Russian Family
Planning Association have raised the
rate of contraceptive use from 19 per-
cent to 24 percent from 1990 to 1994.
Even that modest increase produced re-
sults. In the same period, the Russian
Department of Health reported that
the total number of abortions per-
formed dropped from 3.6 million to 2.8
million. That is 800,000 fewer abortions.
This is specific, irrefutable, docu-
mented, statistical proof that family
planning moneys drop and lower the
rate of abortion.
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The story repeats itself over and
over. In Mexico, in Colombia, wherever
USAID has funded family planning,
this is the case.

So facts are facts. And the link is
clear. As our esteemed former col-
league, Mark Hatfield, who was and is
a proudly pro-life Senator, reminded us
each time we voted on this issue, fam-
ily planning assistance prevents abor-
tion.

So this vote is about one thing and
one thing only—it is about giving
women in the developing world a
chance to make their lives and the
lives of their children better, safer,
healthier, and more fulfilling.

I believe we have every reason and
every interest to give them that
chance. 1 hope every Member of this
body does as well. So | urge my col-
leagues to support this resolution. |
thank the Chair. | thank the Senator
from Vermont.

Mr. LEAHY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont.

Mr. LEAHY. How much time is re-
maining for the Senator from Ver-
mont?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont has 3 minutes, 34
seconds remaining.

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, with
the exception of a few self-appointed
experts who have apparently never
been to Beijing, Mexico City or Cal-
cutta, it is widely understood that sta-
bilizing the Earth’s population is the
foremost challenge of our time.

This vote is as important as any vote
we are going to cast this year. But | do
not think we should confuse with
something it is not. There are other
votes for or against abortion, but as
the distinguished Senator from Califor-
nia has said, that is not what this vote
is. There seems to be no end to the
number of times we will fight the fight
on abortion. But that is not what this
vote is about, despite what some would
try to suggest.

This vote is about a program that is
absolutely crucial if we are going to
stabilize the Earth’s population in the
21st century. The number of people
born in the next decade are going to de-
cide that question.

A quarter of the Earth’s people live
in poverty. They have no jobs. They
have nothing resembling adequate
shelter and medical care. They drink
from the streams they and their ani-
mals bathe in. They live from hand to
mouth in filth and in despair. We can
do something to help.

Our family planning program gives
those people a chance to get out from
under the crushing weight of more and
more hungry mouths to feed. Some
argue that by giving them that chance,
we impose our values on them. The
people who make that argument should
ask those people, as | have. They
should ask them if they feel we are im-
posing our values on them. What they
will hear, as | have, is that there are
hundreds of millions of couples who
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want access to family planning and
cannot get it or cannot afford it. They
desperately want to be able to decide
when to have children and how many
to have. They do not see that as us im-
posing our will on them, but giving
them the chance to make their own de-
cisions. Then they will decide.

The only question is whether they
will decide with family planning, or
with abortion or by having more chil-
dren who die in infancy of hunger and
disease. If we ask those people if they
want to have the technology, and the
knowledge, so they can make the
choice of when to have children and
how many to have, or if they would
rather rely on abortion or have more
children who will die of disease or hun-
ger, the answer is very simple. They
want control over their own lives. And
by passing this resolution, as the
House did 2 weeks ago, we give those
people safe alternatives to abortion
now, not 4 months from now when for
many of them it will already be too
late.

Madam President, it is the height of
arrogance for us to stand on this floor
and say, because of a few single-issue
groups in the United States, we will
not give families in other countries the
chance to make the decisions that any
one of us could do in our own family or
in our children’s families because we
live in a nation where family planning
is readily available and all of us make
the kind of income where it is not a
problem for us.

But we stand here and say, so some-
body can put a notch on the wall, that
they voted politically correctly for
which single-issue group or some fund-
raising letter has gone out, and we turn
our backs on millions of people who
want our help.

Again, | would remind my colleagues
of the facts in the record here. In 4
years time in Russia, where we made
available family planning services,
where we increased just one simple
thing, the use of contraceptives by just
4 or 5 percent, the number of abortions
went down by 800,000.

But some of the same people stand on
the floor of the Senate today and the
floor of the House, and say that they
are against providing these services be-
cause somehow they are following a
right-to-life or antiabortion agenda,
and they voted against the money that
was used in Russia. And that same
money helped reduce the number of
abortions by 800,000.

We have Members in this body and
the other body who say they have to be
so dependent on single-issue groups
that they cannot vote for this money.
They cannot vote for this money be-
cause somebody somewhere in that
country, some private organization,
might use money of their own, not
ours, for abortion, so we should not
give them any money for family plan-
ning. Fortunately, a majority of the
House was wise enough to stand up to
the single-issue groups, and vote for
this resolution.
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Let us stop the hypocrisy and stop
the pandering to single-issue groups. |
do not care whether they are to the
right or to the left. Let us do what is
right. How can we stand here and say,
““Oh, we can do this because we’re rich
and we know better, but, boy, we’re
going to show you. We can’t help you
because somewhere somebody will send
out newsletters to somebody will say
they didn’t stick to the agenda that
our group asked them to do.” Let us
stop the hypocrisy and do what is
right; and let’s vote for this resolution.

I ask unanimous consent a letter by
the distinguished Secretary of State
Madeleine Albright be printed in the
RECORD.

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

THE SECRETARY OF STATE,
Washington, February 21, 1997.
Hon. THOMAS A. DASCHLE,
Minority Leader,
U.S. Senate.

DEAR SENATOR DASCHLE: | am writing to
urge your support on the upcoming vote to
release already-delayed international family
planning funds in March instead of July of
this year. Given the negative consequences
to women and men in developing countries,
as well as the administrative costs associ-
ated with further constraints on these funds,
I am confident that you will agree that a
March release date is justified and that no
identifiable purpose is served by further
delay.

In his January 31 report to the Congress,
the President made it unmistakably clear
that “‘a delay will cause serious, irreversible
and avoidable harm.” At least 17 separate
programs, administered by the U.S. Agency
for International Development and amount-
ing to at least $35 million, would be seriously
impacted by the funding delay. As a result,
unintended pregnancies will rise, maternal
and infant deaths will be more numerous,
and abortions will increase. Clearly, family
planning saves lives, enhances the health
and well-being of women and their children,
and prevents the tragic recourse to abortion.

International family planning also serves
important U.S. foreign policy interests; ele-
vating the status of women, and reducing the
flow of refugees, protecting the global envi-
ronment, and promoting sustainable develop-
ment which leads to greater economic
growth and trade opportunities for our busi-
nesses. Efforts to slow population growth, re-
duce poverty, promote economic progress,
and empower women are mutually reinforc-
ing. The proof is not found in arcane studies,
but in vigorous economic development in
countries like South Korea and Thailand.

The President and | are committed to
building bipartisan support for a foreign pol-
icy that will serve our national interests
into the 21st century. International family
planning programs have a successful track
record and have garnered bipartisan support
for the past 30 years; we must rebuild this
support for the next 30 and beyond. Unhap-
pily, international family planning programs
have often been misunderstood, creating un-
necessary rancor. Let me be clear—the Unit-
ed States does not, has not, and will not pro-
mote or provide abortion services as a meth-
od of family planing in developing countries.
These programs are carefully executed and
monitored to ensure that U.S. funds are not
used for illegal purposes. The upcoming vote
is not about abortion. It is, in fact, just the
opposite: the release of family planning
funds now will reduce the incidence of unin-
tended pregnancy and abortion.
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On the other hand, it is an indisputable
fact that family planning does reduce abor-
tion, as best evidenced by significant de-
clines in abortion as family planning serv-
ices are becoming available in Russia and
Central and Eastern Europe. The argument
is also made that by providing support for
family planning services, the United States
may unwittingly enable organizations to use
some of their private funds to provide legal
abortion services. Carried to its logical con-
clusion, of course, the United States would
not provide support for child survival or any
other health programs in countries where
legal abortion services are supported by na-
tional health systems.

The Congress has a real opportunity to
correct a problem with funding set in place
last fall. In so doing, you can help advance
our interest in improving the status of
women, protecting the environment, and en-
couraging robust economic progress around
the world. This progress will make the dif-
ference for hundreds of thousands of citizens
abroad. Most important, voluntary inter-
national family planning programs are in the
interest of our own citizens. | urge your sup-
port for S.J. Res. 14.

Sincerely,
MADELEINE K. ALBRIGHT.

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, the
distinguished Senator from Kentucky
and | discussed earlier. I ask unani-
mous consent, understanding, of
course, that | will yield immediately to
the Senator from Kentucky if he or his
representative comes to the floor, that
I be allowed to continue without the
time going beyond the time we would
begin the Byrd amendment at 3:30.

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

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, it is
so frustrating. Every year we have this
debate, time after time. We have writ-
ten into our law that not one cent of
our money for family planning can be
used for abortion, and none of it has
been. Yet we hear the argument, “But
we can’t send money to some private
groups because they may use some of
their money for abortion.”” We do not
hear anybody stand on the floor and
say we cannot send foreign aid to this
or that government because they may
use some of their money for abortion.
That is never done, nor will it ever be
done, nor should it be done. But it
points out the illogic of their argu-
ment.

This has become a litmus test vote
for some pressure groups in this coun-
try. The same pressure groups are wise
enough to not to advocate withholding
foreign aid from governments that
allow legal abortion or that uses their
funds for abortion. | am not suggesting
that nor have | heard anybody suggest
that. However, the hypocrisy is obvi-
ous.

Let us not legislate for single-issue
groups, on the right or the left, Demo-
crat or Republican, Conservative or
Liberal. Let us instead legislate what
is in the best interests of the country.
Now, maybe we will offend the right
one day and the next day the left,
maybe we will offend this single-issue
group one day and that single-issue
group the next day, maybe we will
upset somebody’s special-interest
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newsletter this day and somebody
else’s the next day. But do you know
what, Madam President? In the long
run the American people will be far
more respectful of the U.S. Senate if
we do that.

On this issue it is very simple. We
have already appropriated the money.
What we are doing now is withholding
the money so that it cannot be spent.
As long as it is not spent, instead of
people having access to family plan-
ning, instead of people being able to
make the decision themselves of how
many children they will have and
when, the number of abortions will
start going up again. As we have shown
over and over again, when family plan-
ning is available, the number of abor-
tions go down, and when family plan-
ning withheld, the number of abortions
go up. It was that way long before any
one of us served in this body. It will be
that way long after we leave.

So we should stop the rhetoric for
the fundraising letters, but instead do
what is right. We want to help coun-
tries determine what they may or may
not do on the question of overpopula-
tion, on the use of their own resources,
being given not the tools of abortion
but the tools of family planning, and
tell the special interest groups that say
no, that maybe they have gone a bit
too far.

I have nothing but respect for my
colleagues who are opposed to abor-
tion. | wish there would never be an-
other abortion in this world. But | am
also a realist enough to know that sim-
ply withholding family planning money
or passing laws does not stop abortion.
Giving people alternatives to abor-
tions, modern contraceptives, that does
cut down on abortions.

As | say, | have nothing but the
greatest respect for those who have
moral opposition to abortion. But we
should be realistic. It is like the old
days when we passed laws against abor-
tion and the back-room abortionists
thrived, as they did in my State. When
abortion was legal, people made the
choice.

This is not necessarily directly on
point in this debate, but | remember
and | remind people who think simply
passing a law determines what is a
very difficult question for any woman
to ask, what happened in my State in
days when | was a young prosecutor. |
got a call at 3 o’clock one morning to
go to our medical center where a young
woman lay nearly dying, hemorrhaging
from an illegal abortion. As part of the
investigation | instituted that 3 a.m. in
the morning, we found out that a num-
ber of women, some college students,
had gone to one person in our commu-
nity to seek abortions. He would ar-
range illegal abortions for them. Abor-
tions were performed by a man who
had learned how to perform abortions
while working for the SS at Auschwitz.
The women would be sent to Canada,
the abortions would be performed.
They were basically the darning needle
type of abortion, and subsequently he
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would blackmail these women for
money or sex. They had no other place
to go. This is where they went. This
one young woman nearly died, did not
die but ended up sterile as a result. If
she had not nearly died, | never would
have found out about it. This man
would never have been prosecuted. |
prosecuted him. As a result of that, we
ended up with another case, which 1|
was very proud of, called Leahy versus
Beecham, a predecessor to Roe versus
Wade, which made clear that abortions
within a medical context would be
legal. Then the difficult question that
any woman would have to make would
be her decision, whatever consequences
would be hers, not the manipulations
of a back-room abortionist.

In a way, we do almost the same
thing here. We say we will withhold
safe and legal alternatives to abortion,
family planning, because we are
against abortion. The abortions will go
up. Abortions will go up and people will
die. Instead, we should give families,
from the largess of the United States,
money to plan their families.

Madam President, | yield back all
time on both sides.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
is yielded back.

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, | sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, |1 ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

The

BALANCED BUDGET AMENDMENT
TO THE CONSTITUTION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the hour of 3:30 p.m.
having arrived, the Senate will now re-
sume consideration of Senate Joint
Resolution 1, which the clerk will re-
port.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A joint resolution (S.J. Res. 1) proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States to require a balanced budget.

The Senate resumed consideration of
the joint resolution.

Pending:

Byrd amendment No. 6, to strike the reli-
ance on estimates and receipts.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
pending question is amendment No. 6,
offered by the Senator from West Vir-
ginia [Mr. BYRD].

The debate on the amendment is lim-
ited to 2 hours, equally divided and
controlled in the usual form.

Mr. BYRD addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia [Mr. BYRD] is
recognized.

AMENDMENT NO. 6, AS MODIFIED

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, | ask
unanimous consent to modify my
amendment and send the modification
to the desk.

February 24, 1997

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

The amendment is so modified.

The amendment (No. 6), as modified,
is as follows:

On page 3, strike lines 12 through 14 and in-
sert the following:

““SECTION 6. The Congress shall implement
this article by law.

Mr. BYRD. | thank the Chair and 1
thank the manager of the resolution,
Mr. HATCH, and | thank all Senators.

Madam President, the proponents of
the proposed constitutional amend-
ment now before the Senate would
have the American people believe that
if their proposal is adopted by Congress
and ratified by three-fourths of the
States, the Federal budget will then be
constitutionally required to be bal-
anced every year, unless supermajori-
ties of both Houses pass waivers. But
let us all remember that ‘‘the devil
himself can quote Scriptures for his
purpose.”” My purpose here is to strip
away the hype and the rhetoric and ex-
amine the manner in which this con-
stitutional amendment will actually
work.

Section 1 of the article states, ““Total
outlays for any fiscal year shall not ex-
ceed total receipts for that fiscal
year * * *”” That is pretty plain. That
seems quite straightforward and very
clear. There appears to be no room for
any misplay or misunderstanding. The
entire Federal budget must be balanced
each and every year, right down to the
bottom dollar. Unlike State and local
governments or businesses, where bor-
rowing is frequently used for the pur-
chase of capital investments—or, in the
case of family budgets, where debt is
incurred for the purchase of homes and
automobiles and to pay for college tui-
tion costs—the Federal unified budget
will not be allowed to incur debt for
any reason under this amendment. In-
stead, the Federal Government’s in-
vestments in military weaponry, high-
ways, bridges, waterways, and all other
capital items will have to be paid for,
in full—cash on the barrel head—as
they are purchased. Total spending for
any year for any purpose will have to
be no greater than the income to the
Treasury for that same year if this
amendment is adopted.

But, the question arises, just how are
we mere mortals to ensure that total
outlays do not indeed exceed receipts,
and how will that constitutional re-
quirement be enforced?

How, indeed, given that the Federal
budget deficit, its total receipts and its
total outlays, unlike the family budg-
et, is based entirely on estimates?
Granted, these estimates of total out-
lays and total receipts are prepared by
some of the finest statistical wizards in
this country—the men and women who
work for the nonpartisan Congressional
Budget Office.

Once the amount of the deficit is set
in the annual Congressional Budget
Resolution, then the Congressional
Budget Office, CBO, monitors the per-
formance of the economy throughout
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the year and keeps Congress informed
as to whether the outlay estimate and
the revenue estimate and the deficit
estimate are going to be correct. But
remember, these are all estimates—
educated guesses, if you will. 1 can
produce one. You can produce one. It is
an educated guess. But we live up to
the educated guesses, or at least we are
guided by the educated guesses of the
Congressional Budget Office. These are
estimates of many factors in the public
and private sectors which are totally
outside of the control of any mortal
human—totally outside the control of
any human being.

We are told, just don’t worry about
that section 1. Don’t lose any sleep
over that section. The authors of the
amendment have solved the problem.
We need only to look at section 6 of
their proposal to find the answer to the
dilemma of how to ensure that the
budget is balanced in every fiscal year,
despite our having to rely on nothing
more than estimates. Well, | want Sen-
ators, and | want the American people
who are watching what is being said
and what is being done here, to under-
stand what they would be buying into
here. What are you getting here now?
Is it just what you see? Is that what
you get? We all need to thoroughly un-
derstand that crucially important sec-
tion—section 6—of the resolution.

Section 6 of the resolution reads as
follows:

The Congress shall enforce and implement
this article by appropriate legislation, which
may rely on estimates of outlays and re-
ceipts.

‘ * * * which may rely on estimates
of outlays and receipts.”

So there you have it.

Congress may enforce balanced budg-
ets by relying on ‘“‘estimates of outlays
and receipts.”” We don’t need to really
balance the budget. We don’t need to
comply with section 1, which requires
the balancing of the outlays, or the
spending with the receipts, or the in-
come right down to the bottom dollar,
as | said earlier. We don’t need to do
that. All we have to do is balance the
estimates.

So the American people need to un-
derstand this. They are being told that
if this constitutional amendment to
balance the budget is adopted by the
Congress and ratified by the States,
that the budget will be balanced. That
is what article | says, no if’s, and’s, and
but’s about it.

The American people need to under-
stand this. Unlike their family budget,
which is relatively stable as far as in-
come and expenses are concerned—
most families know how much income
they will have with which to purchase
their needs from month to month and
from week to week as those individuals
who receive salaries know from week
to week and month to month how
much those salaries will amount to. So
they know how much income they can
count upon. But the Federal budget is
far from being that stable. The Federal
budget is based on myriad estimates
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that are compiled in advance of each
fiscal year by the CBO, the Congres-
sional Budget Office. These estimates
have to include such factors as cor-
porate profits and how much revenues
the Treasury will receive from cor-
porate and individual income taxes;
what the unemployment rate will be;
what the rate of inflation will be; what
interest rates will be 6 months from
now or 9 months from now; and a whole
host of other factors which we do not
have to consider as we attempt to keep
our own family finances in order.

The fact is that when it comes to the
Federal budget, we never know wheth-
er the budget for any fiscal year is bal-
anced until well after that fiscal year
is over—the clock has run its course
and the calendar has been exhausted—
and the Treasury Department has had
time to finalize its tally of receipts and
expenditures. And this usually occurs 3
or 4 weeks after the end of the fiscal
year. So we really do not know wheth-
er or not the budget is in balance; and
if not, how high the deficit is. We real-
ly don’t know what the final figures
are until 3 or 4 weeks after the end of
the fiscal year. So, in truth, therein
lies the Achilles’ heel of this amend-
ment: In no year can we know for sure
that the budget is balanced until some-
time after that year is over.

The proponents point to section 6 and
say we can balance the budget by rely-
ing on estimates of outlays and re-
ceipts. Madam President, it is dis-
ingenuous at best, and, at worst, it is a
deliberate hornswoggle to lead the
American people to believe that we can
even come close to balancing the ac-
tual budget by relying on estimates.

In fact, as | will now demonstrate in
a series of charts, these estimates vary
by billions of dollars—that is billions,
not millions, “b,” not “m,” billions,
not millions—from the actual results
in nearly every year.

Before turning to the specifics of
these charts, let me emphasize that the
data presented in them come from the
independent, nonpartisan CBO, the
Congressional Budget Office. It is inde-
pendent. It is neither Democrat nor Re-
publican. It is nonpartisan. These data
are hot off the presses of the Congres-
sional Budget Office and are taken
from CBO’s most recent publication,
entitled “The Economic and Budget
Outlook: Fiscal Years 1998-2007.""

And here it is. This is the document
that | am talking about.

I highly recommend that Senators,
our colleagues here, read this publica-
tion. | highly recommend the publica-
tion to the American public. It con-
tains an entire chapter, namely chap-
ter 3, which explains the uncertainties
in budget projections and how these
uncertainties in the economy and in
technical factors can greatly affect def-
icit projections.

In that chapter, when referring to its
latest deficit estimates, the Congres-
sional Budget Office makes these state-
ments, and | quote:

considerable uncertainty surrounds
those estimates because the U.S. economy
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and the Federal budget are highly complex
and are affected by many factors, none of
which can be projected with full confidence.

That is the Congressional Budget Of-
fice talking, the nonpartisan Congres-
sional Budget Office.

Another quotation from that book:

Growth in potential gross domestic prod-
uct (GDP) that was half a percentage point
higher or lower would decrease or raise the
deficit by $50 billion in fiscal year 2002.

Continuing to quote from that docu-
ment:

Similarly, a fairly typical swing in the
business cycle would increase or decrease the
deficit by more than $100 billion in a given
year.

Madam President, those are just two
examples of changes in economic fac-
tors which the Congressional Budget
Office says could cause huge changes in
deficits for any fiscal year.

The Congressional Budget Office also
says, and | quote:

An increase of 2 percentage points in the
annual rate of growth of Medicare and Med-
icaid alone could boost spending for those
two programs by about $50 billion in fiscal
year 2002. If such technical errors (those not
attributed to the performance of the econ-
omy or legislation) pushed the deficit in the
same direction as economic errors in a par-
ticular fiscal year, the deficit could swing by
very Iarge amounts.

That is the Congressional Budget Of-
fice talking. There you have it, Madam
President. The very office which has
the responsibility for providing Con-
gress with these annual deficit esti-
mates tells us that their own calcula-
tions can be off by very large amounts.

In fact, as this chart shows, the dif-
ference between revenues, as estimated
in the congressional budget resolution
for each of fiscal years 1980 through
1996, versus what revenues actually
turned out to be for each of those
years, varied greatly.

Let me first point out that the green
horizontal line on the chart represents
a zero difference between estimated
and actual revenues—no difference
whatsoever. That is what the green
line is for any particular year. There is
no bar above or below the green line.
That means that the Congressional
Budget Office hit it right on the head.
The green line means that the CBO got
it right on the nose. The black num-
bers above the green line depict years
in which actual revenues exceeded the
estimates—that occurred in six of
these 17 years: 1980, 1987, 1989, 1994, 1995,
and 1996—when revenues were $36 bil-
lion greater than CBO estimated they
would be.

For 11 of those 17 years, actual reve-
nues were less than CBO estimated
they would be, and in a number of
those years the revenue shortfalls were
large. In 1983, for example, the shortfall
was $65 billion; and for 1992, Federal
revenues were actually $78 billion less
than they were estimated to be by the
Congressional Budget Office for that
year.

In all, over these 17 years, revenues
never matched the estimate for any
year—not one. On average, actual reve-
nues collected by the Federal Treasury
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were off, in one direction or the other,
by $29 billion. That is a pretty big dis-
parity.

The next chart shows for the same 17
year period, 1980 through 1996, the dif-
ferences between the estimated outlays
and what actual outlays turned out to
be. For those in our viewing audience,
the term ‘“‘outlays’” is a very fancy
word for spending. Total outlays means
total spending by the Federal Govern-
ment for a given year.

Starting again on the left of the
chart, the green horizontal line rep-
resents a bull’s-eye for the CBO. They
hit it right in the eye. But you notice
there is always a variation from the
green line.

That green line represents a zero dif-
ference between CBO’s estimates of
what outlays were expected to be and
what actual outlays turned out to be
for each year. Again, as was the case
with revenues, in no year—not one—did
actual Federal outlays, or spending, ex-
actly equal the estimate. For 11 of the
17 years, actual spending was greater
than the CBO estimate. In 1990, for ex-
ample, outlays actually exceeded
CBO’s estimate by $85 billion. They
were off $85 billion. Outlays, in 1993,
were $92 billion less than they were es-
timated to be.

So the point | am making is that the
estimates are always wrong—always.

On average, over this 17-year period,
CBO missed hitting the bull’s-eye by
$36 billion per year—per year. A pretty
big ‘‘goof,”” by most folks’ standards, |
would say.

These first two charts have shown
that at no time—no time —over the
last 17 years have either revenues, or
income, or outlays, or spending,
equaled the estimate for any vyear.
About the only thing that we can ever
be sure of when we talk about these es-
timates is that they will always—al-
ways—be wrong. In fact, the whole
point of these charts is to graphically
demonstrate that these best guesses by
the best experts are consistently, al-
ways wrong. And yet, despite knowing
that the estimates we must work with
have always been wrong and will inevi-
tably continue to be wrong, they are
exactly what this section, section 6 of
this resolution says Congress may rely
on.

It is ludicrous to think that just be-
cause we adopt this constitutional
amendment—hear me out there—ludi-
crous to think that just because we
adopt this constitutional amendment
to balance the budget, somehow we will
magically have accurate estimates
every year in the future. It just will
not happen, unless, of course, someone
comes up with a crystal ball that can
accurately tell us at the beginning
now, at the beginning—that is what it
says. That is what the amendment
says, at the beginning—at the begin-
ning of each fiscal year what the gross
domestic product will be for that year,
or what the unemployment rate will be
for that year, or what the inflation
rate will be for that year, or what in-
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terest rates will be for that year, or
any of a number of other economic and
technical factors. It just cannot be
done.

In fact, during the debate on Senate
Joint Resolution 1 on Wednesday, Feb-
ruary 12, the distinguished manager of
the measure, Senator HATCH, and | de-
bated this problem of the inaccuracy of
estimates at some length and during
our debate the able manager made the
following statement. We took it down,
and | quote:

Let us be honest. There is no way anybody
can absolutely, accurately tell what the out-
lays and receipts are going to be in advance.

There it is, statement by the man-
ager.

When we say ‘‘total outlays of any fiscal
year shall not exceed,” it has to be written
that way because that is the force that says,
Congress, your estimates better be good, a
lot better than these statutory estimates we
have had in the past, because then we will be
under a constraint to balance the budget, or
vote by a supermajority vote not to balance
it. That is the difference.

That is the end of my quotation of
my esteemed colleague, Mr. HATCH.

The point is there is no difference.
There is nothing in the pending meas-
ure that will make these estimates any
more accurate in the future than they
are right now. | have already laid in
the RECORD the statements by CBO
that their estimates of deficits can be
off by tens of billions of dollars for rea-
sons totally beyond any human being’s
control. We will not do any better be-
cause we cannot do any better. The
only “difference,” if we put this
hoptoad into the Constitution, will be
that we are out of sync with the Con-
stitution of the United States if the
real budget does not balance at the end
of the year.

What are we in Congress to do then?
How do we address an unbalanced Fed-
eral budget that we are unaware of
until the very last minute, or 2 or 3 or
4 weeks after the very last minute? The
very last minute the old fiscal year has
come and gone, and then 3 weeks later
we find out, or possibly even 4, from
the Treasury Department what the ac-
tual figures were, how much the esti-
mates were off, how much the deficits
are. So how do we address an unbal-
anced Federal budget at that point?
How do we square ourselves with the
new constitutional dictate for balance?

What happens when it becomes
known that, in fact, there has been a
deficit for a year that has ended, even
though Congress did not vote to waive
the balanced budget requirement of
section 1? Will the President decide
that he is obligated to impound suffi-
cient funds to make up the difference,
make up the deficit? Or failing any ac-
tion by the President, will the courts
step in to ensure compliance with the
Constitution, albeit after the year in
question has ended? Pretty farfetched.
But the President’s impoundment of
funds, that is not so farfetched. It
seems possible that one or both of
these actions could occur. Remember,
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the President and the courts will have
their own responsibilities to ensure
that the constitutional requirements
for a balanced budget are met. We are
not going to be tinkering around with
a simple statute, you know. This is not
just a simple statute that can be re-
pealed the next day or the next month
or the next year. We will be in viola-
tion of the basic, fundamental, organic
law of this great Nation.

One thing is certain. Under this reso-
lution, even if deficits are unintended,
if they are allowed to stand, they will
cause an increase in debt and therefore
will ultimately force a vote under sec-
tion 2 to increase the debt limit. And
what does section 2 say? That section
requires a supermajority vote of three-
fifths of the whole number of each
House of Congress and the President’s
signature in order to increase the limit
on U.S. debt held by the public.

What happens if this three-fifths vote
cannot be achieved? A financial crisis
could be upon us because, at the point
when the debt limit is reached and not
raised, no more bills can be paid until
that debt limit is raised. Virtually all
Federal payments would be subject to
being withheld—I am not saying they
would all be withheld, but they would
all be subject to being withheld—Social
Security checks, veterans’ pensions,
payments on Medicare and Medicaid,
payments to contractors.

Pretty dire stuff to comprehend, may
I say to my colleagues. But, lo and be-
hold—Ilo and behold—ah, now we have
it, section 6. There it is. Section 6 pro-
vides an escape hatch. It is not going
to be so hard to do after all. Section 6
provides a way out. Whoopee. | am
thankful for the proponents having
foreseen that we would need a way out
of this dilemma so that we won’t be
caught hoisted by our own petard.

It is almost as if someone who had
something to do with writing this
amendment realized that we could
never actually balance the real budget
in the real world, so they dreamed up
the Houdini section. This is the Hou-
dini section, section 6. Take a good
look at it. The Houdini section. Take a
good look. The Houdini section lets us
go ahead and use estimates, even
though they are invariably going to be
inaccurate; therefore, it should be obvi-
ous to everyone that the Congress will
not be chained, bound or gagged by this
constitutional amendment. We will
just bring back some of our old friends
like Rosy, Rosy Scenario, or resort to
some of our well-known magic tricks
with smoke and mirrors and, lo and be-
hold, just like Houdini, escape—gone.
How sweet it is.

I am perplexed as to how section 6 is
intended to work. Will someone help
me here? The distinguished manager is
on the floor; perhaps he will help me. |
ask the manager of the pending resolu-
tion how and when do you intend to
put section 6 into effect? Let us see
what it says. Section 6, “The Congress
shall enforce and implement this arti-
cle by appropriate legislation, which
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may rely on estimates of outlays and
receipts.” Will we have to carry out
this section 6 annually? Will we have a
kind of floating definition of what the
deficit will be every year? Or will we
just declare that a discrepancy of, say,
1.4 percent of GDP is ‘“‘negligible” for
one year, and 1.5 percent is ‘‘neg-
ligible”” for the next year?

Also, sections 1, 2, 4 and 5 use the
terms—this is an interesting observa-
tion. | hope the audience and especially
my colleagues will pay close attention.
Sections 1, 2, 4 and 5 use the terms
“provided by law,” *“‘provided by law,”’
“shall become law,” ‘“‘which becomes
law.” Yet, section 6 uses a different
term. It says, ‘“by appropriate legisla-
tion.” Why the difference? Section 1,
which requires the budget to be bal-
anced, which says, ““Total outlays for
any fiscal year shall not exceed total
receipts for that fiscal year. ..” it
goes on to say, ‘‘. . . unless three-fifths
of the whole number of each House of
Congress shall provide by law for a spe-
cific excess of outlays over receipts by
a rollcall vote.” So, there is the iron-
clad language referring to law in sec-
tion 1, in section 2, in section 4 and sec-
tion 5, but lo and behold, the Houdini
section, section 6, does not say any-
thing about law. So what does it mean
by the term ‘“‘appropriate legislation?”’
Does this mean that we in Congress
can “‘enforce and implement’”’ the arti-
cle in each year’s budget resolution? If
so, would it not be possible for Con-
gress to simply estimate that the budg-
et will be in balance, in the budget res-
olution each year, or, to describe a def-
icit as ‘‘negligible” in the budget reso-
lution and then pretend that we have
met the balanced budget requirement
of section 1? What would stop the
President from stepping in and finish-
ing the job in years where Congress al-
lowed ‘‘negligible” deficits? The Presi-
dent of the United States may not
want to go along with satisfying the
requirements of this amendment by
calling a particular amount of deficit a
negligible amount.

I think it is obvious that section 6
shows this amendment to be unwork-
able. It is contradictory to the absolute
requirement in section 1 that the budg-
et be balanced each year unless waived,
and it invites continued deficits,
which, if allowed, will likely create an
automatic crisis by forcing super-
majority votes to raise the debt in
order to pay for those continuing defi-
cits.

My amendment to section 6 is quite
simple. It would modify section 6 to
read: “The Congress shall implement
this article by law.”” Not by ‘“‘appro-
priate legislation’ but “‘by law.”’

This language will disallow the use of
estimates, which | have shown are al-
ways inaccurate. It will require Con-
gress simply to comply with section 1.
It will eliminate all the gimmicks that
section 6 currently allows. My amend-
ment is to keep them honest. My
amendment is the ‘‘keep us honest”
amendment. Keep us honest. It re-
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quires ‘““truth in budget balancing.”” Do
it by law.

Without my amendment, the Amer-
ican people can expect to see all of the
budgeting tricks that are presently al-
lowed by this committee report to be,
by implication—not literally, but by
implication—inserted into the Con-
stitution. Rather than rely on my own
imagination, Mr. President, let me
read to you a few ideas for ingenious
obfuscation which come from the Judi-
ciary Committee’s own report that ac-
companies this resolution.

What does section 6 mean? On page 23
of that report, Senate Report 105-3, it
is stated that ‘““This provision,” mean-
ing section 6, ‘‘gives Congress an appro-
priate degree of flexibility * * * .”
That is what the committee report
says, ‘‘flexibility.” Right there it is.
There is the word—*“flexibility.”

It gives Congress—

I am quoting from the report—

It gives Congress an appropriate degree of
flexibility in fashioning necessary imple-
menting legislation.

What is meant by ““flexibility’’? Does
anybody still use a dictionary around
here? The Random House Dictionary
defines flexibility as ‘“‘capable of being
bent,” like a flexible piece of rubber
hose. | think that is probably a pretty
accurate definition when it comes to
this amendment. It is going to be flexi-
ble, capable of being bent.

The report of the committee contin-
ues:

For example, Congress could use estimates
of receipts or outlays at the beginning of the
fiscal year to determine whether the bal-
anced budget requirement of section 1 would
be satisfied, so long as the estimates were
reasonable and made in good faith.

Who is to be the judge? Does this
mean that if we pass a budget that is
balanced only on paper we need not
worry, if the budget becomes unbal-
anced during the course of the year, as
long as we were reasonable and exer-
cised good faith? Who knows whether
we are acting in good faith? We could
say so. In arriving at the estimates,
does that make anything we pass
hunky-dory? Is that the ideal we are
supposed to include in our implement-
ing legislation? If that is what the
sponsors of this amendment have in
mind, | suspect that it is very different
from what the American people are ex-
pecting from a constitutional amend-
ment to balance the budget.

The next sentence states:

In addition, Congress could decide that a
deficit caused by a temporary, self-correct-
ing drop in receipts or increase in outlays
during the fiscal year would not violate the
article.

Now, will someone explain to me how
one can know in advance that a deficit
will be self-correcting? And what about
the word ‘““temporary’’? Well, there is a
word one could really get his teeth
into.

Mr. President, what that sentence
says to me is that at the same time the
proponents of the amendment are tell-
ing the American people that a con-
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stitutional amendment will bring
about balanced budgets, they are tell-
ing the Congress we don’t have to prac-
tice what we preach.

Reading again from the report, the
next sentence states:

Similarly, Congress could state that very
small or negligible deviations from a bal-
anced budget would not represent a violation
of section 1.

Here we have the suggestion that the
Congress could just stand up and de-
clare that certain amounts of deficit,
as long as we determined it will be
““negligible,”” were not in violation of
the amendment. We are told, for exam-
ple, that the deficit for 1996 of $107 bil-
lion equaled only 1.4 percent of the Na-
tion’s $7.5 trillion gross domestic prod-
uct. Could we declare that future defi-
cits of not to exceed 1.4 percent of the
GDP would be ‘“‘negligible’”? Just $107
billion, that’s not much, just 1.4 per-
cent. | suppose that is the kind of thing
the proponents of this resolution have
in mind. But if we were to constitu-
tionalize the mandate in section 1, that
outlays shall not exceed receipts, any
congressional attempt to deviate from
that requirement would bring the
moral authority of the entire Constitu-
tion into question. If we could violate
this amendment with impunity, then
what other amendments of the Con-
stitution could be put at risk?

And finally, the last sentence in this
paragraph of the committee report
states:

If an excess of outlays over receipts were
to occur, Congress can require that any
shortfall must be made up during the follow-
ing fiscal year.

Now, that is a loophole that, if adopt-
ed by the Congress as part of its imple-
menting legislation, would be big
enough for Hannibal to take his 46,000
men and his 37 elephants, with which
he crossed the Rhone River in 218 B.C.,
through. Of course, he had 80 elephants
at the Battle of Zama in the year 202
B.C. But you could just take all those
elephants, all 80 of them, through the
loopholes created by those words.

What the sponsors of the amendment
are telling us is that if we cannot fig-
ure out what to do, if we run into op-
tions too difficult to swallow, we can
just require that the shortfall be made
up the next year, just roll it over, just
put it off until next year. The Amer-
ican people, are they listening to what
the committee report is telling us
about this constitutional amendment
and how the strictures may be avoided?
They are right there in the print of the
committee report. What kind of fiscal
shenanigan is this? Just put it off till
next year?

The American people think that
budget is going to be balanced every
year, but that is not what the commit-
tee report says. That is not what sec-
tion 6, the Houdini section of the con-
stitutional amendment, will allow. It
won’t be balanced, need not be bal-
anced. So much for holding our feet to
the fire. One can tell from these clever
little suggestions in the committee re-
port that Congress has no intention of
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having its feet held to the fire and get-
ting burned by this amendment.

Let me emphasize again, these little
gems about how to deal with the deficit
under a balanced budget amendment
come from the committee’s report on
Senate Joint Resolution 1. As such,
they would not become part of the un-
derlying resolution if it were to pass.
They would not have the force of law in
any respect, but, nevertheless, they
ought to give the American people
some idea of the kinds of gimmicks and
evasions that the American people can
expect to see if this amendment is
passed by the Congress of the United
States and ratified by the States.

The American people are being sold a
bag of tricks. They are not being told
about the realities of actually bal-
ancing the Federal budget each and
every year. As | listen to those who
speak in favor of a balanced budget
amendment, | do not hear them telling
the people that to comply with this
mandate, we really intend just to roll
the deficit for a given year over into
the following year. Won’t that just
compound the problem the next year?
We will end up with “‘rolling deficits,”
another term. | do not hear the pro-
ponents of this amendment telling the
public that the Congress could just
state, ““Oh, well, the deficit is neg-
ligible and so nothing will need to be
done this year about it.”” | do not hear
the proponents telling the public that
if this constitutional amendment is
passed and ratified, the implementing
legislation will only require that the
budget be balanced on paper at the be-
ginning of the year. That is not what
the American people are being told.

Mr. President, how much confidence
have even the authors of this amend-
ment, if, as is evident right in the com-
mittee report, they have already start-
ed figuring out ways to weasel around,
slip around, get around the amend-
ment? No, Mr. President, this proposal
is not worthy of being enshrined in the
Constitution of the United States. It is
little more than political pandering
thrown up to screen the real difficulty
of getting to budget balance each and
every year. And | do not think that we
should perpetrate this charade upon
the American people. If it were simply
a joke, which it is, if it were simply a
political dodge, which it is, it would be
regrettable and unwise to adopt. But it
is much, much worse than those things.

This proposal is potentially dan-
gerous. Within its murky appeal and
unsound formula for budget balance lie
the seeds for the further, rampant di-
minishment of the trust of the Amer-
ican people in their Government and in
their rulers whom they elect. The leg-
islative branch can ill-afford any more
cynicism and loss of trust. And | worry
as much about the trust deficit as | do
about the fiscal deficit. The American
people do not trust their politicians
now.

Often Members believe that doing
what seems to be the safe, popular
thing will prove also to be the right
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thing. Political correctness is the sup-
posed order of the day for many people.
Not for me. | believe that endorsing
this balanced budget amendment has
taken on the aura of a politically sa-
cred act. It has become a litmus test of
sorts—the right choice to make the po-
litical meter register 100 percent in
one’s favor.

But whether or not we amend the
Constitution in this damaging way—
and | am not against amending the
Constitution per se, because the Con-
stitution itself provides for its own
amendment—but | am unalterably op-
posed to amending the Constitution in
this way. The American people must be
made to understand that once one
takes a closer look at this idea it is far
from what it seems. | hope that each
Senator will carefully study this
amendment before voting on it. Of
course, most of them have already
made up their minds. Many are com-
mitted and probably feel that they can-
not break out of the chains of their
commitments. | believe that close and
open minded scrutiny of this proposal
shreds it, reveals its many short-
comings and unmasks its benign coun-
tenance to reveal the sinister seeds of a
constitutional crisis in the making or a
Constitution in the ruining.

Mr. President, we are told in the
Bible that Ezekiel felt the hand of the
Lord upon him and he was carried
down into the midst of a valley which
was full of dry bones. He was told by
the Lord to prophesy upon the bones
and to say that the Lord God would
cause breath to enter into the bones
and they would be covered with sinews
and flesh and skin and that they would
be filled with breath and that the bones
would come together, bone to bone, and
that they would live and stand upon
their feet and become an exceeding
great army.

Do not believe, however, that flesh
will grow upon the dry bones of this
constitutional amendment. The breath
of life cannot be breathed into that
carcass. It will never stand upon its
feet. It is but dry bones and it will re-
main in the valley of dry bones.

Anyone who believes that this con-
stitutional amendment will work is
really living in a fool’s paradise—a
state of illusive bliss, suspended in a
limbo of hypocrisy, double-speak, dou-
ble-shuffle, vanity, and nonsense. Sure-
ly we will not travel this road if we are
fully aware of where it may lead. In the
days ahead, let us be very sure of just
what it is we propose to do to our coun-
try and to our Constitution before we
act. Mr. President, | reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. HATCH addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. AL-
LARD). The Senator from Utah.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, as al-
ways, | enjoyed the distinguished sen-
ior Senator from West Virginia. He is
always colorful. He always uses a great
number of metaphors that are very in-
teresting. He is intelligent. He is com-
petent. And he is formidable, one of the
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most formidable Senators in history.
So it is very difficult for the Senator
from Utah to be as formidable. But |
can say this. If we are going to talk
about Ezekiel and bones, dry bones,
here is 28 years of it, 28 years of dry
bones lying over everywhere with no
sinews and no possibility of any sinews,
in other words, resurrection, unless we
do something to countermand this phi-
losophy of taxing and spending the
American people blind.

My friend talks about Hannibal
crossing the Alps. If my historical
background is correct, the discussion
of Hannibal in the Alps was by Livy,
who wrote the ‘‘History of Rome™. |
think it was a little unfair to bring in
37 elephants. Actually, as | recall the
estimate was at least 100 donkeys who,
if Hannibal was alive today, would
probably, as the good Democrat that he
was, be trampling all over the balanced
budget amendment with all of those
donkeys—not elephants. | think the
elephants would be nudging him for-
ward to try to do what is right.

What the distinguished Senator from
West Virginia seems to be saying to
me, and to the world at large, in his
comments here today is that the esti-
mates that we use in the budget sys-
tem today are faulty. They have never
been right. He does not take into ac-
count the fact that Congress has con-
tinually changed the rules in the bills
and the spending practices throughout
each year. And that is one of the rea-
sons why the estimates have not been
even close to being right in most cases.

Therefore, he seems to be making
this syllogism. We use faulty estimates
now. It appears to him that we will not
be able to prevent the use of faulty es-
timates if the balanced budget amend-
ment is passed. Therefore, rather than
do something that might put some dis-
cipline into the budgetary process, let
us retain the current faulty system.

His amendment does not address the
problem he is raising. So the distin-
guished Senator seems to be arguing
for the current unsatisfactory system,
no change whatsoever. | have to add,
these unbalanced budgets are higher
than | am, | guess, or pretty close to it.
The Senator argues for no change of
the continuation of unbalanced budget
after unbalanced budget, because there
will not be any incentives to get the es-
timates right, will not be any incen-
tives to stop Congress from continuing
to spend and raise new spending pro-
grams every year that we are in this
budget process. The balanced budget
amendment would give us incentives to
get things right.

If there is a charade, if there is a
joke, if there is a dodge, it is during
each of these 28 years. | have been here
21 of them, and | am ashamed to say
that every one of my 21 years in the
Senate, we have had an unbalanced
budget. The reason is because we do
not have a good system, we do not have
a constitutional mandate to force us to
do what is right. That is what this
amendment will do.
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Now, my friend says Americans do
not trust their politicians. | think that
is right. | think his points are well
taken. The fact of the matter is, the
reason they do not trust us is because
they have seen 28 straight years of this,
and for 58 of the last 66 years, we have
had these kinds of unbalanced budgets.

Now, is that a good argument for
keeping the status quo, for continuing
what we are doing and mortgaging the
future of our children? I do not think
so. | do not know anybody who looks at
it carefully who would think so.

There are hoptoads all over the cur-
rent system, whatever a hoptoad is, but
they are all over the current system.
The system is not working. The reason
it is not working is because there is no
incentive to make it work other than
to tax and to spend more. You get more
credit for spending around here than
you do for standing up and saying,
“Hey, where will the money come
from?”” Some of my colleagues of the
more liberal persuasion have been here
longer than | have, and | have yet to
hear some of them say, ‘“Where do we
get the money for that program?’”’ No,
they go ahead and spend away our chil-
dren’s future, spend away our grand-
children’s future. Do not worry, have a
good time now and let them pay for it.

We have reached a point where every
living man, woman, and child in this
country owes about $20,000 as their
share of the national debt right now, as
we stand here. Yet, some are arguing
for the status quo, a system that is not
working, a system that will go on as a
broken system, a system where there is
no discipline. We have tried five dif-
ferent statutory plans since 1978 and
none of them have worked.

Now, | have to say if it was up to my
friend from West Virginia and myself, |
think we could get together.

Mr. BYRD. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. HATCH. On your time, | am
happy to yield to the Senator, and if
you need extra time, | am happy to
yield.

Mr. BYRD. | thank the Senator.

The Senator continues to refer to the
present system; he says that the Sen-
ator from West Virginia apparently
prefers the present system.

Mr. HATCH. Did | say that? | am im-
plying that.

Mr. BYRD. You did not say that ex-
actly.

Mr. HATCH. | am strongly suspicious
that the Senate may prevail over the
balanced budget amendment.

Mr. BYRD. Tell me, Mr. President,
may | ask the Senator, and | am one
who believes we ought to do what we
can to balance the budget——

Mr. HATCH. | acknowledge that.

Mr. BYRD. And to reduce the defi-
cits, but | do not think we ought to go
about it by way of a constitutional
amendment. But the Senator from
Utah continues to talk about the
present system, the weaknesses of the
present system.

Section 6 is in the constitutional
amendment. That is the present sys-
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tem. That continues the present sys-
tem of working with estimates of out-
lays and receipts.

So there is nothing different, except
the Constitution of the United States
will be trivialized. There will be noth-
ing different in what we are talking
about balancing the budget for real
after the Constitution has been amend-
ed than from what the situation at
present is.

Reading section 6:

The Congress shall enforce and implement
this article by appropriate legislation, which
may rely on estimates of outlays and re-
ceipts.

Now, | have been talking all after-
noon, or for almost 1 hour, about esti-
mates of outlays and receipts and the
fact that they are never, never accu-
rate.

I hope the Senator from Utah, when
he refers to the present system, he
scores, he excoriates, and | do not
blame him for that, the ‘“‘present sys-
tem’”’—the “‘present system.”” He wants
to get away from the present system.
Well, he is not doing it in section 6, be-
cause under section 6 we are told, this
is the Houdini section, the section that
tells Congress it can do it, it can bal-
ance the budget, it can carry out the
mandate under the constitutional
amendment by relying on estimates of
outlays and receipts. So the Senator
from Utah is not getting away from the
present system when he falls back on
section 6.

May | ask the Senator this question:
What is meant in this section 6 by “‘ap-
propriate legislation’’? What does that
mean?

Mr. HATCH. The same thing that is
meant in every constitutional amend-
ment since the Civil War.

Mr. BYRD. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. HATCH. Let me answer the ques-
tion.

In addition, and | will take back my
time, in addition to the fact that we
have no strong incentives under the
current system to stay within either
the estimates or the budget that is
under the current system, Congress
often compounds the problems inherent
in using estimates by making changes
in policy that the estimates did not
foresee. There is no disincentive under
the current system for doing this with-
out great concern about the effect on
compliance with the budget plan.

Mr. BYRD. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. HATCH. If | could finish. 1 want
to answer your question, and it will
take me a second because it is an inter-
esting question, and then | will be
happy to yield.

Under Senate Joint Resolution 1,
Congress will, by necessity, need to be
more careful about its decisions
through the year in order to comply
with the constitutional directive of the
other sections. For instance, section 6
simply recognizes that to be reasonable
and workable, we will need to rely on
estimates throughout the fiscal year in
complying with the balanced budget
amendment rule.
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Mr. BYRD. That is the present sys-
tem.

Mr. HATCH. Let me finish. If there is
a minor or negligible drop below bal-
ance at the end of the year, and we find
out that has occurred after the fiscal
year has ended, we can avoid constitu-
tional problems for minor deviations.
However, we still have an incentive to
get the budget back in line because sec-
tion 2’s debt ceiling provision does not
rely on estimates.

That is where the distinguished Sen-
ator is missing the point of this amend-
ment. Section 2 does not rely on esti-
mates. It requires that we not increase
the debt without a three-fifths vote,
and to avoid hitting the debt ceiling we
have every incentive to stay at or
above balance and to ensure that small
deviations are actually made up.

All of this is substantially better
than the current system, which is not
working. The current system is where
we make our estimates and then we
immediately forget about them and
pass whatever legislation we want to,
and that is why they are always out of
balance. It has given us 28 straight
years of unbalanced budgets, and defi-
cits for 58 of the last 66 years—enough
to drive anybody who is fiscally re-
sponsible wild.

To argue that this current way of
doing things is better than having fis-
cal discipline written into the Con-
stitution, | think completely misses
the point. Senate Joint Resolution 1 is
a necessary step to give us the incen-
tives to do something about this mess
of unbalanced budgets that are going
to continue unless we have something
like this.

Mr. BYRD. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. HATCH. | am happy to yield to
the Senator.

Mr. BYRD. The Senator has not an-
swered my question. What is meant by
the words “‘appropriate legislation’ in
section 6? | want to point out the big
hole that section 6 provides for the
Congress, so that Congress can avoid
section 1 of the amendment, which re-
quires a dollar-for-dollar match be-
tween spending and income. What is
meant by ‘“‘appropriate legislation’’?

May | say as a predicate to asking
the question, as | pointed out earlier,
in section 1 reference is made to the
word ‘“‘law.”” Section 1 is really a bind-
ing section if you just stood it out
there alone: ““Total outlays for any fis-
cal year shall not exceed total receipts
for that fiscal year, unless three-fifths
of the whole number of each House of
Congress shall provide by law.”

Section 1 says Congress must ‘“‘pro-
vide by law.” Section 2 says: ‘“The
limit on the debt shall not be increased
* * * unless three-fifths of the whole
number of each House shall provide by
law.” Section 4 refers to increases in
revenue which shall become law. Sec-
tion 5 refers, and uses the words,
“which becomes law.”

Why is it, Mr. Manager of the bill,
my dear colleague, Senator HATCH, why
is it that section 6 uses the words ‘‘ap-
propriate legislation”? It does not say
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that Congress shall enforce and imple-
ment this article by law, which may
rely on estimates of outlays and re-
ceipts. It says by ‘“‘appropriate legisla-
tion.”” What is meant? Does that mean
a simple resolution? Does that mean a
concurrent resolution? Does that mean
a joint resolution? Does that mean a
bill? What is meant by ‘‘appropriate
legislation””? Why is the change made
there? It is perfectly obvious that there
must be some reason lurking behind
this change in the word ““law’ in other
areas of the constitutional amendment,
but in section 6 it uses the words “‘ap-
propriate legislation.” *““The Congress
shall enforce and implement this arti-
cle by appropriate legislation.”” What
does that mean?

Mr. HATCH. | will answer the Sen-
ator. First, how much time remains on
both sides?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah has 49 minutes. The
Senator from West Virginia has 3%
minutes.

Mr. HATCH. AIll right. | thank the
Chair. The term *“‘by law,” used in the
Senate Joint Resolution 1, sections 1
and 2 is used there in order to make
clear that Congress cannot imbalance
the budget or raise the debt limit by an
internal rule. Why? The President
must sign a bill for it to become a
“law.”” The President is not involved in
the adoption of rules in the Senate or
House.

The term ‘‘by appropriate legisla-
tion” is used in Senate Joint Resolu-
tion 1, section 6, because that is the
standard term used in all other en-
forcement clauses in the Constitution
since the Civil War. So we have fol-
lowed that which has been used. And |
believe it will be interpreted similarly
to the word “‘law.” But be that as it
may, it has not been a problem since
the Civil War, and | don’t believe it
will be a problem now.

Specifically, ‘‘appropriate legisla-
tion” means that it satisfies article 1,
passed by both Houses and is signed by
the President. But the language actu-
ally mirrors all enforcement clauses in
the Constitution since the Civil War.
So | don’t quite see the problem that
the distinguished Senator from West
Virginia does, and | don’t think any-
body else will.

Mr. BYRD. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. HATCH. | will be happy to.

Mr. BYRD. There is a massive prob-
lem here. For some reason —and |
think the distinguished manager has
put his finger on it —the constitutional
amendment refers to actions by the
Congress that constitute laws—until
we get down to section 6. Section 6 is
an alternative to section 1. Section 1 is
a rather binding section, which says,
“Total outlays for any fiscal year shall
not exceed total receipts * * *'—
“shall” not, not ‘“may’ not, not
“ought’ not, but ‘‘shall”” not exceed—
“* * * for that fiscal year, unless
three-fifths of the whole number of
each House of Congress shall provide
by law. * * *”
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That is pretty binding. If that sec-
tion stood by itself, it would be pretty
hard to get around it. But, lo and be-
hold, the authors of the amendment
have come along with the Houdini sec-
tion —section 6—which as much as says
you don’t have to do it by law, and you
can do it by relying on estimates of
outlays and receipts.

Now, if you had to do it by law, under
section 7 of Article | of the Constitu-
tion, which is the presentment clause,
whatever we do in section 6 would have
to be presented to the President of the
United States. He could veto it. But we
have a way out here. Section 6 allows
us, by ‘‘appropriate legislation,” to
avoid section 1. And appropriate legis-
lation can be a concurrent resolution
between the two Houses. It is kind of
an agreement or an understanding, or a
“‘shake hands’ deal between the two
Houses. It doesn’t go to the President.
It isn't presented to the President
under section 7, the presentment
clause. He has no voice in the matter—
none. He can’t veto. And so section 6
allows Congress, in the concurrent res-
olution on the budget, to put in what-
ever standards it wants. It can write
into the resolution that so long as the
deficits do not exceed, say, 1.5 percent
of the gross—it used to be gross na-
tional product, but now it is gross do-
mestic product—as long as it doesn’t
exceed 1.5 percent or 1.4 percent. To
some, that would be considered neg-
ligible. But, as we have seen, with a
$7.5 trillion GDP, 1.4 or 1.5 percent can
amount to over $100 billion. But the
President won’t have any voice in that.
It won’t have to go across his desk. He
can’t veto this little Houdini section.
What we do there is all that we will do,
but we don’t have to do—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator from West Virginia has
expired.

Mr. HATCH. Does the Senator need
more time?

Mr. BYRD. | will finish my sentence.
| thank the Senator from Utah for his
usual courtesy. We will not be bound
by section 1. We can do it by way of
section 6, which does not require a
three-fifths vote for a waiver. And we
will be complying with section 6 if we
do it in a simple resolution, which is
only an action by the Senate concern-
ing the Senate, or on a concurrent res-
olution, which is an action between the
Houses and which doesn’t have to go to
the President for signature.

I thank the distinguished Senator
from Utah. It seems to me that the
words in section 6 should give Senators
pause. | am sure they would give the
American people pause if they under-
stood what Congress can do under that
section.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, | don’t
want to spend a lot of time on this be-
cause | don’t think that is a good
point. Ever since the Civil War, the
13th, 14th, 15th, 19th, 24th, and 26th
amendments have used the language
“‘appropriate legislation,” which, under
the Chadha decision of the Supreme
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Court, is interpreted as a law as signed
by the President. It has to be submit-
ted to the President.

Mr. BYRD. Will the Senator yield
briefly?

Mr. HATCH. Sure.

Mr. BYRD. Has Congress ever passed
any civil rights statutes by concurrent
resolution, or by a simple resolution?

Mr. HATCH. Not that | know of.

Mr. BYRD. No, indeed, but by a joint
resolution or a bill, which have the
force of law and go to the President for
signature.

Mr. HATCH. Under the Supreme
Court decision in Chadha, appropriate
legislation has to go to the President
and become a law. | think it is a moot
point, to be honest with you. Frankly,
we are using the language of the Con-
stitution itself, and appropriately so,
in my opinion.

I notice the distinguished Senator
from Wyoming is here. He would like
to speak for 8 minutes. | yield to him,
and then | would like to have the time
back so I can finish my statement. |
want to respond to my dear colleague’s
thoughtful comments. They are intel-
ligent comments, and | always enjoy
listening to him as one of the true ex-
perts in this body. | mean every word |
am saying, as well. | don’t agree with
him on much of what he is saying here
today, but so what. The fact is, | re-

spect him.
| yield 8 minutes to the Senator from
Wyoming.
PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR
Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, | ask

unanimous consent that the new coun-
sel on my committee staff, Brian
Jones, be granted floor privileges for
the remainder of the day on the bal-
anced budget constitutional amend-
ment.

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

The Senator from Wyoming is recog-
nized.

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, | thank the
Senator from Utah for granting me
this time.

Mr. President, | rise in opposition to
the amendment that is sponsored by
my distinguished colleague from West
Virginia, Senator BYRD. The amend-
ment would strike the language from
section 6 of the balanced budget con-
stitutional amendment that permits
Congress to rely on budget estimates
when drafting the implementing lan-
guage pursuant to the ratification of
the amendment.

As the only accountant in the U.S.
Senate, | know that no budget can be
predicted to the penny more than a
year in advance. | would like to see
that extended out to 2 years in ad-
vance. If we demand better estimates,
we will get better estimates. If more is
riding on the estimates, the estimates
will be better. The estimators’ per-
formance and ours will be judged. The
very heart of budgeting means making
estimates before the money is spent.
There is no way to do it after the
money is spent. You have to do it in
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advance. Advance means estimates.
Without the use of the estimates of fu-
ture outlays and receipts, we will be
unable to draft implementing legisla-
tion that keeps us within the bound-
aries of the balanced budget amend-
ment.

As an accountant, | am fascinated
with the budget discussion because we
are talking about numbers. We are
talking about balancing budgets. We
are talking about formats that will
provide us with the most information
possible. And we are doing it in the
context of a real budget, dealing with
real people. We are doing it in the con-
text of a history where we have only
had one balanced budget in 40 years.
We have not balanced the budget in 28
years.

Some very valid accounting concerns
have been raised here in the debate by
opponents of the balanced budget con-
stitutional amendment. | have heard
reference to the need for capital budg-
ets. | have heard reference to a need for
Social Security to be off budget. | have
heard reference to the need to take
care of accounting problems that hap-
pen during recessions. As an account-
ant, | applaud this insight into the
need for new accounting methods. We
need to have cash flow budgets so that
as cash arrives the purchases can be
made without extensive deficits. It is
just good business. A balanced budget
amendment will force us to have a bet-
ter accounting system and to even
have better estimates.

I have heard debate about the con-
cern with the Judiciary Committee’s
definitions for estimates. The commit-
tee stated that estimates, for example,
‘“means good faith, responsible and rea-
sonable estimates made with an honest
intent to implement section 1.”” | would
add that generally accepted principles
would also ask that they be conserv-
ative estimates. We all know that
there is no way to be absolutely accu-
rate about estimates. We have to do
the best we can to estimate outlays
and receipts and do it routinely at the
same day each year.

If we really want to talk about prob-
lems with definitions, “‘off budget’ is a
fascinating accounting term. In fact, in
my accounting references | couldn’t
even find that term. | have to say from
listening to discussions that there
doesn’t seem to be a lot of consensus
on what that really means.

It looks like we found another catch-
word that scares senior citizens and
scares people and gives us a hook not
to vote on this. As one who daily ap-
proaches being a senior | want to see us
get that rhetoric out of that term. We
give the impression that Social Secu-
rity has enough money at the moment.
We talk about the surpluses going into
Social Security and being used in the
budget. Without estimates of outlays
and receipts, it would be impossible to
gauge the problems that currently af-
fect the very existence of the Social
Security system.

Let’s talk a little bit more about
definitions. | think that accountants
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frown on the Federal term ‘“‘surplus”
revenue. Surplus implies more than
what is needed. That is definitely not
the case with Social Security. Social
Security is a trust fund. But we give
the impression that that money is
being set aside in a special account for
seniors so that when they retire there
will be money to be drawn out in their
name. That is not even close to what
actually happens.

We don’t have a crystal ball, only
reasonable estimates from which to
work. The President and Congress cur-
rently use estimates and budget plan-
ning. The Congressional Budget Office
and the Office of Management and
Budget already give budget estimates
each year. It has been pointed out how
accurate they are. One is more conserv-
ative than the other. They correct the
estimate twice during the year to en-
sure their accuracy. Congress ulti-
mately decides how to balance the dif-
ference between the estimates.

We need to have a system where we
can see how far in debt we are. And we
need to do that not just for Social Se-
curity but for every single trust fund
that we have, and the budget. We ei-
ther have to change the accounting
system, account for funds honestly and
show how much deficit there is, or re-
name them so that they are not called
trust funds. Perhaps we should do both.

We are not snake oil salesmen here.
Meeting the requirements of the bal-
anced budget constitutional amend-
ment will require Congress to go about
their business with a great level of ac-
countability. Spending and borrowing
decisions must be deliberate because
every decision will impact the require-
ment of this balanced budget constitu-
tional amendment.

I think those people who are oppos-
ing the balanced budget constitutional
amendment know in their hearts that
this one will pass and will also have
more swift ratification by the States
than most of the other amendments to
the Constitution.

Why will that happen? First, most of
the States already have a balanced
budget constitutional amendment.
They work under them, and they know
that they work. And, incidentally,
those work with estimates. They know
their limitation and the type of prob-
lems that develop from it. The States
understand that problems are not a
detriment to the United States having
a balanced budget -constitutional
amendment.

The concern of the inaccuracy of the
estimates is overblown. The data that
are often used are generated months to
over a year in advance to the end of the
fiscal year. In fact, the Federal Reserve
uses its own estimates to help set its
own policy. It also makes mistakes.
For example, in the July 1996 Hum-
phrey-Hawkins banking deregulation
hearing, Chairman Alan Greenspan pre-
dicted the GDP would grow at about 2.5
to 2.75 percent. Instead, it grew by
about 3.4 percent. Quite a difference;
billions in difference. Is that to say
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that the Fed should not use estimates
because they do no more than identify
the economic trends and provide
decisionmakers with useful informa-
tion? Yes, an estimate is an educated
guess. Where else would we start?
Where else would the Fed start in de-
termining its policy?

| think that most people in this body
realize that a constitutional amend-
ment will pass and get ratified by the
States. If we didn’t believe that it
would be ratified by the States, this
would be a real easy debate. But we
know that the people of the States
want it and the States will respond. If
just those States with one or more
Senators opposing the balanced budget
constitutional amendment did not rat-
ify the constitutional amendment, it
would never become a constitutional
amendment. So if those Senators’
States did not ratify it where one or
more Senators were opposing it, we
wouldn’t have the constitutional
amendment. If we did not have appro-
priate legislation, those people in those
States would not have to raise the con-
fusion that we are having raised right
here today; that is, to get a hook so
that they can explain a vote that is
very difficult to explain back home.

The people understand from their
own experience that you can’t spend
more than you take in. Almost every
school kid above third grade is able to
explain that to me—that, if you spend
more money than you take in, you go
broke. By third grade they have al-
ready had enough experience to realize
this fact of life. It has been said that
we can learn much from children. Chil-
dren focus on problems in more simple
terms. There is a difference between
being simplistic and being simple.

If you went to your banker and said,
“l want to borrow money to buy a
house, and | don’t want to have to pay
anything but the interest for the rest
of my life,”” do you think you would get
that loan? No, you wouldn’t. But that
is what we are doing right now with
the national debt. By not balancing the
budget, the Federal Government has
not been good about limiting or dis-
ciplining itself in any way.

How does this relate to the constitu-
tional amendment? | am suggesting
that, if we limit ourselves by a bal-
anced budget constitutional amend-
ment, we will concentrate more on
what we really do well. We will have
more people participating and less peo-
ple expecting Government to do things
for them, more caring concern for our
elders, and more concentration on our
children’s and grandchildren’s welfare,
if we have a balanced budget amend-
ment.

Thank you.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I am
going to try to reserve some time out
of my time for the Senator from West
Virginia to make closing remarks here
today. If that is all right, | will reserve
some time for the distinguished Sen-
ator from West Virginia to make clos-
ing remarks out of my time.
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Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator is very kind and generous. It is
most characteristic of him.

Mr. HATCH. How much time would
the distinguished Senator like to have
to close out at the end?

Mr. BYRD. Two or three minutes.

Mr. HATCH. Let me reserve 5 min-
utes for the distinguished Senator.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, | thank
the Senator.

Mr. HATCH. | thank my colleague. |
have great respect for him, as | have
said. | have been around here a long
time, and | have seen Senators come
and go. This Senator is one of the
greatest of all time, and | have respect
for him. | do not agree with him here
today, but | do have respect for him.
And | want his amendment to be given
every consideration.

Mr. President, today we begin our
third week of debate on the balanced
budget amendment. Our national budg-
et as of right now is going to $5.4 tril-
lion. That is about $20,000 for every
man, woman, and child in America.

Believe me, when we are talking
about the debt we are placing on the
backs of our children and grand-
children, we are truly playing with
fire, and we have been getting burned
for 28 years, the 28 years represented by
these unbalanced budgets—these
stacks are obscene, and yet that is
what we face ad infinitum if we do not
have this balanced budget amendment.
These stacks will reach all the way to
the ceiling of this Chamber. And it is
time to do something. We have been
getting burned for 28 years now—actu-
ally, 58 of the last 66 years. That is
what those two towers of debt mean.
There is only one way to scale this
tower of debt and only one way we will
ever reach and remain at a balanced
budget. There is only one cure that |
can think of for this addiction that we
have for debt. That is this balanced
budget constitutional amendment.

Everybody knows it is a bipartisan
amendment. Everybody knows it has
been worked out with Democrats and
Republicans. Everybody knows it is the
only one that has a chance of passage.
Everybody knows we have to keep
amendments off or we lose Senators
here or Senators there. Everybody
knows it is the best possible language
we can arrive at and still have it be bi-
partisan.

There are Senators over here who
want to have a three-fifths vote to in-
crease taxes. We cannot do that and
have it bipartisan, even though the
Senator from Utah may have some
sympathy for that attitude. We have
Senators on the other side who wish
that we did not have a constitutional
majority to raise taxes, and that cer-
tainly they would like us not to have a
three-fifths majority to increase the
debt. But in order to have a bipartisan
amendment and satisfy people on this
side of the aisle—and, by the way, peo-
ple on the other side—we have come to
this conclusion. So anybody who says
that they have to have their one little
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amendment or they cannot vote for
this, they are for balanced budgets and
they are for a balanced budget amend-
ment but they cannot vote for this,
they may be sincere, but, in most
cases, they are obfuscating. The fact is,
they knew at the beginning of this de-
bate if we cannot pass this amendment
as it is, there will never be a balanced
budget amendment and there will
never be, at least | do not think there
will ever be, a fiscal mechanism put
into the Constitution that will require
us to at least do what is right here.

This afternoon we are resuming the
consideration of the Byrd amendment,
which would remove the ability of the
Congress to rely on estimates in imple-
menting the balanced budget amend-
ment.

Let me just say a few things about
this proposal, keeping in mind | want
to reserve some time for my colleague
on the other side. If there are any Re-
publicans who want to speak, | hope
they will get over here soon, because |
am going to reserve the last 5 minutes
for my colleague from West Virginia.

Estimates are a necessary tool to be
used by a more vigilant Federal Gov-
ernment living under current law or
under the balanced budget amendment.
The very first step in the perennial
budgeting process is the presentation
of the budget estimates of OMB and the
CBO, the Office of Management and
Budget and the Congressional Budget
Office.

We have just seen this process in ac-
tion this last month as the President
proposed his budget and the Congres-
sional Budget Office came out with its
latest deficit predictions, predicting
that even though the President is try-
ing to balance the budget—of course, 75
percent of the cuts are in the last 2
years after he has left office—even at
that, it is $49 billion in debt come the
year 2002.

This process has not been the subject
of intense scrutiny or recriminations. |
do not understand why, if it is satisfac-
tory now, some have argued it is insuf-
ficient under the balanced budget
amendment.

Now, we all know that no budget can
be predicted to the penny more than a
year and a half in advance, particularly
not the $1.6 or $1.7 trillion Federal
budget. Even | am amazed at how high
it is now. The bottom line is that we
have no crystal ball, only reasonable
estimates upon which to work. The
President and the Congress use esti-
mates now in budget planning. They
are a necessary part of the process.
They will continue whether this passes
or not. But there will be some incen-
tives to be more careful if the balanced
budget amendment passes. The bal-
anced budget amendment accepts the
plain truth that the President and Con-
gress use estimates in the budget proc-
ess and that they are a necessary part
of the process and that they will have
to have continued use.

The difference is that the balanced
budget amendment provides new incen-
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tives for Congress to be more vigilant
in actually getting to balance or being
more deliberate and accountable in our
spending and borrowing decisions. In
the past, estimates have been off target
at least in part because there was no
incentive to get them right in the first
place and no real sanction for getting
them wrong or failing to live within
them. It is ultimately up to Congress
to determine the estimates that we
use, and, more importantly, it is up to
Congress whether they will work to
stay within Congress’ projected budget
or the estimates’ projected budget.

Under current practice, once the Con-
gress passes a budget resolution, it
never looks back at these predictions
with an eye to adjusting its behavior to
accommodate new information. Wheth-
er the estimates were in fact right or
wrong, high or low, Congress is never
held accountable under the current
system for the accuracy of its esti-
mates or its failure to stay within the
stated budget based on those esti-
mates. Under the balanced budget
amendment, we would have to be much
more vigilant. If the estimates are in-
correct, then we, the Congress, will
have to set things right to get back on
track. Failure to do so would force the
Congress to muster a three-fifths vote
to approve the deficit and announce to
the American people that we have
failed to do our job. That is what it
will mean. In other words, Congress
will be held accountable for its own
predictions. This incentive can only
help us make more realistic projec-
tions and to work to abide by our stat-
ed budget goals.

Further, we have only heard part of
the story on the accuracy of estimates.
The statistics most often cited to show
that the CBO is frequently off target
when trying to predict the budget are
the earliest estimates that the CBO
compiles, often a full 20 months before
the end of the fiscal year they are pre-
dicting. But there are many other
sources of updated information
throughout the year. Both OMB, the
President’s Office of Management and
Budget, and the CBO, the Congres-
sional Budget Office, update their
budget statistics for the current year
and their estimates for the next year
every February and every August. Fur-
ther, the Treasury Department issues
monthly statements showing detailed
information on receipts, outlays, and
borrowing. These multiple reports and
any additional ones we might require
under the balanced budget amendment
give the Congress increasingly accu-
rate information, providing the ability
to anticipate a trend towards a deficit
and to make appropriate adjustments
to the budget.

Let us also recognize that the early
estimates are often distorted by the
subsequent volitional acts of the Gov-
ernment. Life under a balanced budget
amendment can use estimates more ef-
fectively than they are now. The first
thing the Congress and the President
will do is pass a budget resolution lay-
ing out the general scenario for outlays
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and receipts in the fiscal year. This
resolution will be based on estimates,
as is now the case.

At this stage, the wisest policy is to
shoot for a budget which is in surplus,
which would be a very wonderful thing
compared to what it has been over the
last 66 years, shoot for a budget that is
in surplus to provide a margin for error
in case outlays are in fact greater or
revenues less than expected during the
year. That would become the norm
rather than to not do anything, which
is the norm today.

Over the course of the fiscal year, the
Congress will need to monitor outlays
and receipts. While it is not required
that the budget remain in balance dur-
ing every moment of the year, Con-
gress must work to get its budget back
in balance by the end of the year unless
it votes, by a three-fifths vote, to au-
thorize a specific deficit. If a trend to-
wards an unintended deficit is ob-
served, Congress should adjust its
budget in order to rectify the problem.
Indeed, the reconciliation process was
originally created for the purpose of
adjusting outlays and receipts, if nec-
essary, before the end of each fiscal
year.

Should it be determined that cir-
cumstances are serious enough to war-
rant deficit spending, the Congress
could approve an appropriate deficit
and raise the debt ceiling, if necessary,
as provided for in the balanced budget
amendment.

As the fiscal year comes to a close,
Congress will have a very good idea of
whether the budget is likely to be out
of balance or out of line. This is where
Congress will be held accountable for
the accuracy of the estimates it adopt-
ed earlier. Sloppy estimates will re-
quire more work to keep the budget in
balance. Realizing this potential dif-
ficulty will keep Congress honest in its
budget estimates.

If the budget is balanced or is in sur-
plus, the country will have prospered
from disciplined fiscal policy. On the
other hand, if it appears that there
may be an unintended deficit due to
unexpected economic conditions or
events, a deficit could be approved but
it would take a three-fifths vote to do
it. Even if the precise size of the deficit
is unknown at the close of the fiscal
year, budget forecasts will certainly
provide a range in which the deficit
will fall. In order to anticipate all con-
tingencies, the Congress would simply
approve a deficit at the high end of the
projections. That way, the Government
would continue proper operations even
in the worst case scenario.

So you see, the Federal budget proc-
ess can work smoothly and efficiently
under the terms of the balanced budget
amendment. Further, it will provide
the strong incentives towards fiscal re-
sponsibility, reasonable budget fore-
casts, and, most important, a balanced
budget. The reality is that under a bal-
anced budget amendment, the Govern-
ment will have increased accountabil-
ity for its decisions and increased in-
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centives to act responsibly throughout
the year to get to a balanced budget at
the end of the year. This is a real
change from the system we now have
that has given us an unbroken chain of
unbalanced budgets for each of the past
28 years.

Each of the past 28 years—I| don’t
care who you are, you have to be
shocked by that. I am so afraid of
knocking these over for fear 1 will
crush somebody, but literally, these
stacks really tell it all. There is just no
real argument against this, other than
the argument that you want to spend
more, you want to tax more, and that
old argument, let us just have the will
to do what’s right. Come on, give me a
break. We haven’t had the will for 28
years, we are not going to have it for 28
more if we don’t put some fiscal dis-
cipline into the Constitution. It is
about time to end this game and do
what’s right.

And, yes, | have to admit | am very
loathe to amend the Constitution. It is,
to me, an inspired document. Those
Founding Fathers never thought for a
minute, they never thought for a
minute that we would have 28 straight
unbalanced budgets and 58 out of 66
years of unbalanced budgets. They
never thought that for one minute.
They thought the only way you would
ever have an unbalanced budget is dur-
ing time of war or serious, real serious
economic distress, and they could un-
derstand that. But you would imme-
diately get in balance once the econ-
omy picked up or you got out of war.
The Founding Fathers knew that, and
nobody ever thought in their wildest
imaginations that we would be brought
to the pitiful, or should | say pitiable,
position that we are in today.

Nonetheless, some proponents of the
Byrd amendment contend that the reli-
ance on estimates somehow turns the
balanced budget amendment into a
gimmick. That claim is simply untrue.
And, to paraphrase the distinguished
senior Senator from Maine, basically
she said, “I'll tell you this, if a bal-
anced budget amendment were a gim-
mick, Congress would have passed it
long ago.”

I think that says it all. ““If the bal-
anced budget were a gimmick, we
would have passed it a long time ago,”’
because we love gimmicks around here,
the biggest of which, and the biggest
hoax of which, is saying that you have
to take the largest item in the Federal
budget, Social Security, out of the pur-
view of the balanced budget and then
let it sit out there all naked so it can
be attacked, manipulated, poked at,
taken apart.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. HATCH. | will be happy to.

Mr. LEAHY. Will the Senator ac-
knowledge that the deficit has come
down, now, 4 years in a row and the
projected budget will for a 5 year?

Mr. HATCH. Of course | will. And I
will also acknowledge it is still $107
billion in debt. If I can just finish, it is
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amazing to me—I give credit for that.
We had what some think is the largest
tax increase in history and the deficit
has come down. But the fact of the
matter is, only in Washington would
people say that a $107 billion deficit is
making real headway.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, as | re-
call, the tax bill actually lowered taxes
for the vast majority of Americans. |
can understand some concern for some
who may have had it higher, those who
serve in this Chamber, because they
are in the highest income bracket any-
way. They may have felt their taxes go
up slightly. But the vast majority of
people we represent saw their taxes go
down.

| raise this, however, the fact that
without all the rhetoric that we have
been hearing for years, rhetoric about
balancing the budget at a time when
the national debt was tripled in the
two previous administrations, we have
had a President who has brought down,
with very tough votes and very tough
action, brought the deficit down 4
years in a row. | would only suggest to
my good friend and colleague from
Utah, the President laid it out very
well in the State of the Union message.
He said all that’s needed for a balanced
budget: We vote it, he signs it.

The Republicans are in the majority
in the Senate. The Republicans are in
the majority in the House. All they
have to do is bring up the various
spending bills, entitlement bills or
anything else. They should have the
votes.

Mr. HATCH. Let me just respond. |
guess | will do it again. | will stand be-
hind these two stacks of unbalanced
budgets for the last 28 years and | will
just repeat what the Senator said, the
distinguished Senator from Vermont.
All you have to do is sign the bill and
send it to the President, but we have
not been able to do it for 28 years, or 58
out of the last 66. And, by the way, I
will give the President credit for bring-
ing down the deficit from around $170
billion to $107 billion, but in each of
the next 4 years, according to his budg-
et, the deficit goes up until we are al-
most back to where we were until you
reach 2001 and 2002, after he leaves of-
fice, when 75 percent of the cuts are
going to take place. And everybody
knows that is impossible. | should also
mention that there were a lot of fac-
tors that helped lower the deficit that
had nothing to do with the President.
So he deserves some credit, but cer-
tainly not all of it.

So, the same game is still going on,
saying all you have to do is present the
budget to him and he will sign it. If
you believe that, you don’t believe that
these are real. Anybody who makes
that argument just does not know what
has gone on for 28 years and they just
don’t believe these books are real. | am
telling you they are real. This is Amer-
ica, this is where we are going. We are
in a fiscal deficit like you cannot be-
lieve and only in Washington, DC do
people believe that a $107 billion deficit
for a fiscal year is wonderful.
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And, by the way, even the poor are
paying more under the so-called tax
cuts that the distinguished Senator is
talking about. When you look at the
Social Security tax they are paying,
they pay more in Social Security taxes
than they do income taxes; user fees,
various user fees; they are paying more
for pharmaceutical products because of
user fees. | was not very happy with it
at the time. They are paying higher
gas taxes, at least 4 cents or 5 cents a
gallon more. That hits the poor harder
than anything else. You can go right
on down the line. There are an awful
lot of extra taxes that people are pay-
ing that we hide around here every
year because we don’t have to be re-
sponsible under the current system.

We have shared responsibility for our
debt. | am not just blaming colleagues
on the other side. There are colleagues
on our side—all of us are responsible
for it. And we have shared responsibil-
ity for our recent gains because some
of the cutbacks in programs and re-
straint of growth occurred from this
side of the aisle.

The tax increase did occur from that
side of the aisle. We did not support
that.

I think we should stop the partisan
bickering and do what we need to do. |
think what we need to do is adopt Sen-
ate Joint Resolution 1, the balanced
budget amendment, and if we do that,
I really believe we will be able to make
real headway in a joint effort and in a
bipartisan way to solve the problems of
this country, especially the fiscal prob-
lems.

As | have pointed out, common-sense
reliance on estimates is the best way
to apply the balanced budget rule. Fur-
ther, the opponents’ claim focuses only
on the deficit vote in section 1 of the
balanced budget amendment, but ig-
nores the debt ceiling vote that is re-
quired in section 2.

Under the balanced budget amend-
ment, if we want to raise the limit on
the debt, we need a three-fifths vote of
both Houses of Congress. The debt is
not an estimate. It is the real, cold,
hard fact. The bottom line is, regard-
less of what the estimates say, under
the balanced budget amendment, our
children cannot be saddled with more
debt unless there is a vote under the
appropriate provision, and, in this case,
it is section 2.

There are no loopholes here. Reliance
on estimates is both reasonable and
sound. If we did not permit a reliance
on estimates, someone on the other
side would be arguing that the bal-
anced budget amendment would be un-
workable because it does not let us rely
on estimates. You can just bank on it.
Indeed, on the one hand, some oppo-
nents argue that the balanced budget
amendment would be a straitjacket,
while this proposal by my friend from
West Virginia argues that it is not
stringent enough. If this pending
amendment of the distinguished Sen-
ator from West Virginia were adopted,
this balanced budget amendment would
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be much harder to work with, and you
could bet that we would hear from the
critics then.

Mr. President, this balanced budget
amendment that we are debating is the
real thing, and that is why so much
noise is being made about it. If it
wasn’t important, there would not be
this colossal fight every time we bring
it up. It would shake things up in
Washington, and there are some who
are afraid of that. Personally, I think
this town could use a good shaking by
its neck. I am not one of those who is
afraid of what the balanced budget
amendment would do. | am not willing
to add many more books to this pile.
Even if we pass the balanced budget
amendment and it is ratified by 38
States, or three-quarters of the States,
we will still have another 5 years lead-
ing up to a balanced budget, but at
least we know the game is over; we will
have to get there.

I am not willing to ruin this coun-
try’s economy, and | am most certainly
not willing to increase that $20,000 in
debt that every man, woman, and child
in America currently owes as their
share of the national debt. | hope our
colleagues will defeat the pending
amendment and move on to passing
Senate Joint Resolution 1, the bal-
anced budget amendment.

Mr. President, how much time do I
have?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah has about 6% minutes.

Mr. HATCH. | yield 5 minutes to the
distinguished Senator from West Vir-
ginia. I will reserve 1 minute.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, | thank my
friend.

Mr. President, section 1 of the con-
stitutional amendment to balance the
budget lays it out in a very straight-
forward way. It says in plain English
that outgo shall not exceed income.
“Spending shall not exceed income in
any fiscal year unless three-fifths of
the whole number of each House of
Congress shall provide by law for such
an excess of outlays over income.”

Now, that is a pretty tough section
to comply with, and Congress, | think,
would be in great difficulty if it sought
to follow that mandate. But Congress,
by this constitutional amendment, has
provided a way around section 1, so
that we really don’t have to comply
with section 1.

Section 6 says that ‘“The Congress
shall enforce and implement this arti-
cle by appropriate legislation, which
may rely on estimates of outlays and
receipts.” So, Congress, as anyone will
know, because it is plain as the nose on
one’s face, Congress is just going to
forget section 1, that will be too hard
to comply with. Congress will choose
section 6 as a way out, because then it
does not have to balance dollar for dol-
lar, it does not have to have a three-
fifths vote, as section 1 would require,
for a specific excess of outlays over re-
ceipts. It can forget about that. No real
balancing of the budget. No three-fifths
vote. Just doing it by appropriate leg-
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islation, which could be a simple reso-
lution or concurrent resolution. So this
is the way out, this is the dishonest
way out—section 6. That is the Houdini
section.

What would | do? My amendment
strikes the last words in section 6. My
amendment says: ‘“The Congress shall
implement this article by law.”” Period.
You can’t get around that.

What does it mean when we say the
Congress shall implement this article
by law? It means that Congress will do
by law what it says it will do in section
1; namely, it will have to balance the
budget dollar for dollar, and the only
way it can get out of doing that then
will be to have the three-fifths vote to
waive the requirement.

So in order to keep us honest, in
order to keep the proponents honest,
and | include myself—I am not a pro-
ponent—in order to keep all of us hon-
est in Congress, we strike out this Hou-
dini language, which allows Congress
to weasel around and avoid the impact
of the amendment, and we say ‘‘the
Congress shall implement this article,”
which means section 1, balance the
budget, and it has to do it by law.

So this is the ‘““to keep them honest”’
amendment, Mr. President, and | hope
Members of the Senate will support my
amendment.

The American people have a pretty
low estimate of politicians. They don’t
believe us. They don’t believe that we
mean what we say. They don’t have
much faith in Congress. It isn’t just
Congress, but we are talking about
Congress now because Congress has to
enforce this article. They don’t have
faith in Congress, and we are going to
confirm their lack of faith in Congress
by enacting this article in the Con-
stitution and, more specifically, by in-
cluding in it section 6, which provides
the loopholes by which we can avoid
the strictures and the commandment
of the language of section 1. We are
merely going to compound and add to
and solidify and fortify the American
people’s low estimate of Congress and
of politicians in general.

So that is why | am offering this
amendment. Let’s clean up section 6 to
say, ‘“No, no, we are not going to have
this sleight of hand.”” Congress will en-
force this article, and Congress will
have to do it by law.

Unless we approve my amendment,
this section 6 will allow Congress to
avoid the three-fifths vote, which is re-
quired if outlays are going to exceed
income in any fiscal year, and will
allow Congress to use estimates,
sleight-of-hand estimates, in order to
fool the American people.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator from West Virginia has
expired.

Mr. BYRD. | thank the Chair, and |
thank Senator HATCH.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, | say in
relation to section 6, the term *‘appro-
priate legislation” has appeared in
every enforcement clause that has been
adopted since the Civil War. But in
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order for appropriate legislation to be-
come a law, it must be passed by both
Houses of Congress, presented to the
President, and signed by him into law.
I do not think there is any question
about it. | yield back the balance of my
time. | move to table and ask for the
yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second? There appears to be
a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
to lay on the table the Byrd amend-
ment No. 6, as modified. The yeas and
nays have been ordered. The clerk will
call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. NICKLES. | announce that the
Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT], the
Senator from North Carolina [Mr.
FAIRCLOTH], the Senator from Okla-
homa [Mr. INHOFE], and the Senator
from Pennsylvania [Mr. SPECTER] are
necessarily absent.

Mr. FORD. | announce that the Sen-
ator from Hawaii [Mr. INOUYE] is nec-
essarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 61,
nays 34, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 12 Leg.]

YEAS—61
Abraham Frist Moseley-Braun
Allard Gorton Murkowski
Ashcroft Graham Nickles
Baucus Gramm Reid
Biden Grams Robb
Bond Grassley Roberts
Brownback Gregg Roth
Bryan Hagel Santorum
Burns Harkin Sessions
Campbell Hatch Shelby
Chafee Helms Smith, Bob
Coats Hutchinson Smith, Gordon
Cochran Hutchison H.
Collins Jeffords Snowe
Coverdell Kempthorne Stevens
Craig Kyl Thomas
D’Amato Lott Thompson
DeWine Lugar Thurmond
Domenici Mack Warner
Enzi McCain Wyden
Feinstein McConnell

NAYS—34
Akaka Feingold Levin
Bingaman Ford Lieberman
Boxer Glenn Mikulski
Breaux Hollings Moynihan
Bumpers Johnson Murray
Byrd Kennedy Reed
Cleland Kerrey Rockefeller
Conrad Kerry Sarbanes
Daschle Kohl Torricelli
Dodd Landrieu Wellstone
Dorgan Lautenberg
Durbin Leahy

NOT VOTING—5

Bennett Inhofe Specter
Faircloth Inouye

The motion to lay on the table the
amendment (No. 6), as modified, was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senator from
Nevada is recognized to offer an
amendment.

Mr. REID. Will the Chair bring order
to the Chamber, please.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order.
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AMENDMENT NO. 8

(Purpose: To require that the outlay and re-
ceipt totals of the Federal Old-Age and
Survivors Insurance and the Federal Dis-
ability Insurance Trust Funds not be in-
cluded as a part of the budget totals)

Mr. REID. Mr. President, | send an
amendment on behalf of myself and
Senators DORGAN, DASCHLE, KENNEDY,
FEINSTEIN, CONRAD, FORD, HOLLINGS,
and WYDEN and ask for its immediate
consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID] pro-
poses an amendment numbered 8.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, | ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

On page 3, line 19, after the period inset
“The receipts (including attributable inter-
est) and outlays of the Federal Old-Age and
Survivors Insurance and the Federal Disabil-
ity Insurance Trust Funds (as and if modi-
fied to preserve the solvency of the Funds)
used to provide old age, survivors, and dis-
abilities benefits shall not be counted as re-
ceipts or outlays for purposes of this arti-
cle.”.

The

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, | ask unan-
imous consent that on Wednesday, Feb-
ruary 26, immediately following the
vote on Senator FEINSTEIN’S amend-
ment, Senator TORRICELLI be recog-
nized to offer an amendment relating
to capital budgeting. | further ask con-
sent that there be 3 hours for debate,
equally divided in the usual form, with
no amendments in order to the amend-
ment. | finally ask that following the
expiration or yielding back of the time,
the Senate proceed to a vote on or in
relation to the Torricelli amendment.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?
Without objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. REID. Mr. President, in the early
1930’s, this country faced what was
called the Great Depression. That was
a time that in the history books is
even hard to understand. But banks
had their doors locked and depositors
could not get into the bank to get their
money. Banks were formally closed and
informally closed. Factories were ei-
ther slowed down or stopped com-
pletely. Homes were foreclosed upon.
Families moved in with each other.
You had brothers living with brothers
and everyone living with each other. It
was such that books were written
about what was taking place. It was
the “Grapes of Wrath,” as indicated in
the book by John Steinbeck, where the
State of California, to stop people from
migrating to California, actually tried
to close its borders, as people were flee-
ing from the economic hardship they
found in the States east of California.
We were a rich nation. We are a rich
nation. But the rich nation we knew
had collapsed. Mines were closed.
Farms became dust bowls. Trees were
not cut in our forests. It was the stuff
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of which songs were written. The trou-
badour of the Depression, Woody Guth-
rie, wrote many songs dealing with the
Depression—‘‘Dust Bowl Blues,” ““End
of the Line,” ‘““Hey, Buddy, Have You
Got a Dime.” These are a few of the
songs Woody Guthrie wrote.

There was much written, Mr. Presi-
dent, that capitalism had failed, and
maybe even democracy was failing. We
had soup kitchens, bread lines, people
scavenged the dumps to find the bare
necessities of life. The rules and laws
that said kids should go to school were
not enforced. Some say that up to 25
percent of children were malnourished.
We have terms that were originated
during the Depression, such as
“tramps,”” “‘bums,” “*hitchhikers,” and
“railriders.” More than 30 percent of
the people were out of jobs. Those with
jobs, many times, wished they had no
jobs because they worked endless
hours, for almost no pay. Only about 15
percent of the people of that day had
pensions. It was during this time of ca-
lamity, this time of depression, that
people said we have to do something
else.

Mr. President, one of the things that
was done was, we adopted during the
Great Depression in 1935 a program we
call Social Security. It was a noble ex-
periment. It has come to be the finest
social program in the history of the
world. What was said during that de-
bate 60 years ago or more? Among
other things, President Roosevelt said,
on August 14, 1935, when he signed the
bill:

Today, a hope of many years standing is,
in large part, fulfilled. The civilization of the
past 100 years, with its startling industrial
changes, has tended more and more to make
life insecure. Young people have come to
wonder what would be their lot when they
came to old age. The man with a job has
wondered how long that job would last. The
Social Security measure gives us at least
some protection, and protection to as many
as 30 million of our citizens who will reap di-
rect benefits through unemployment com-
pensation, old-age pension, and through in-
creased services for the protection of chil-
dren of the prevention of ill health.

We can never ensure 100 percent of the pop-
ulation 100 percent of the vicissitudes of life.
But we have tried to frame a law which will
give some measure of protection to the aver-
age citizen and to his family against the loss
of a job and against poverty-ridden old age.

He went on to say:

If the Senate and the House of Representa-
tives in this long, arduous session. . .

Remember, Mr. President, this was in
the throes of the Great Depression.

If the Senate and House of Representatives
in its long, arduous session have done noth-
ing more than pass this bill, the session will
be regarded as historic for all time.

Said President Franklin Roosevelt.

Mr. President, at that time we lived
by the radio—not TV, but by radio. The
President gave a radio address where,
among other things, he said, on August
15, on the fifth anniversary of Social
Security:

Five years ago the term ‘‘Social Security”’
was new to American ears. Today it has sig-
nificance for more than 40 million men and
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women workers whose application for old age
insurance accounts have been received. This
system is designed to ensure them an income
for life after old age retires them from their
jobs.

He went on to say in this same ad-
dress to the American public:

The millions of today want and have a
right to the same security their forefathers
sought—the assurance that with the health
and willingness to work they will find a
place for themselves in the social and eco-
nomic system for the time. Because it is be-
coming increasingly difficult for individuals
to build their own security singlehanded,
Government must now step in to help them
lay the foundation stones. Just as Govern-
ment in the past has helped lay the founda-
tion of business and industry, we must face
the fact that in this country we have a rich
man’s security and a poor man’s security,
and that the Government owes equal obliga-
tions to both. National security is not half
and half. It is all or none. The Social Secu-
rity Act offers to all our citizens a workable
and working method of meeting urgent
present needs and future needs. It utilizes
the familiar machinery of a Federal-State
government to promote the commonwealth
and the economic stability of the Nation.
The act does not offer anyone, either individ-
ual or collectively, an easy life, nor was it
ever intended to do so. None of the sums of
money paid out to the individual in assist-
ance or insurance will spell anything ap-
proaching abundance, but they will furnish
that minimum necessary to keep a foothold,
and that is the kind of protection Americans
want.

Mr. President, these were some state-
ments made by Franklin Roosevelt.
These statements that he made were
visionary because we have established
in this country a program that people
depend on.

I received a letter in my office today
from one Helen Collins who lives in Las
Vegas. | wrote her a letter to talk
about the balanced budget. She wanted
to know about it. So | answered her re-
quest.

She wrote on the bottom of my letter
a handwritten note dated February 18,
1997.

Dear Senator REID: Thank you for the up-
date and for supporting a balanced budget
amendment which expressly exempts the So-
cial Security trust fund. | have been a widow
since age 21. | never considered applying for
any kind of welfare assistance. | worked, and
raised and educated my son. He got a mas-
ter’s degree. Sad to say, at age 71, | am to-
tally on my own on quite a limited budget.
By being very careful, I get by. However, | do
worry about getting more seriously ill and
losing Social Security. For many of us, these
are not the golden years. But I, for one,
thank God that good people like you are
helping us maintain our dignity and inde-
pendence. Sincerely, Helen M. Collins.

Mr. President, this is what the Presi-
dent of the United States said more
than 60 years ago. He said, “The act
does not offer anyone’’—not Helen Col-
lins or anyone else—‘either individ-
ually or collectively, an easy life, nor
was it ever intended to do so * * * but
they will furnish the minimum nec-
essary to keep a foothold, and that is
the Kkind of protection Americans
want.”’

I repeat, the most successful social
program in the history of the world is
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Social Security. This amendment is an
effort to save Social Security.

I have listened to the arguments for
the last several years about this bal-
anced budget amendment and why it is
important. 1 agree. But | agree, Mr.
President, that the balanced budget
amendment should pass only if it ex-
empts Social Security.

I think we should have a balanced
budget the hard way, the right way.
Why should we use $80 billion this year,
as an example, in surplus in Social Se-
curity to help disguise and offset the
budget? We should not.

When 1 first started this matter a
number of years ago—3 years ago, to be
exact—I was a lone voice crying in the
wilderness. That is not the way it is
anymore. We have gained support. In
the last year we gained support from
people like courageous Republican
Congressmen in the House of Rep-
resentatives who have said they will
support a balanced budget amendment,
but they want the opportunity to ex-
clude Social Security because they be-
lieve also that, if we are going to bal-
ance the budget, it should be done hon-
estly. It should be done the hard way.

This Social Security Program that
was set up 60-plus years ago was a fair-
ly simple and principled experiment.
They said what we will do is have the
employer and the employee pay into a
trust fund those moneys that will be
saved so that people when they retire
can have some money. Remember, Mr.
President, we are talking about a So-
cial Security trust fund.

Before coming to Congress, | was a
practicing lawyer. | represented people
who had problems and needed guidance.
In some of the work that | did, | dealt
with my clients’ money. | established
in my office trust accounts for my cli-
ents. And in this trust account, | would
put my clients’ money. If | took any
part of that money, $10, $100, $1,000,
$10,000, any portion of it for personal
use, to buy my wife a coat, to make a
car payment, to make a house pay-
ment, or to go to dinner, | would be
subject to disbarment. They could take
my license to practice law. Not only
could they do that, but if the activities
that | had committed were egregious
enough, | could be prosecuted crimi-
nally. | do not see why the Social Secu-
rity trust fund should be any different.
What right do we have to pilfer those
trust funds?

I have heard arguments made here on
the floor of the Senate by people say-
ing, “Well, that is what we have been
doing in the past.” Well, isn't that
great? Does that mean we should place
in the Constitution or enshrine in the
Constitution of the United States the
fact that we have been taking money
wrongly in the past from Social Secu-
rity? It is an easy way to balance the
budget. It adds billions, coming to tril-
lions of dollars by the year 2029 to bal-
ance that. It is an easy way to balance
the budget. No wonder there is a rush
to balance the budget when you are
going to violate and take money out of
the Social Security trust fund.
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I have heard people say, “Well, there
may be a little confusion here with So-
cial Security. What we will do after we
pass the constitutional amendment is
we will then come back and pass a stat-
ute that says you can’t use Social Se-
curity.” That is really stretching, be-
cause we all know you can’t pass a
statute to override an expressed provi-
sion in the Constitution. A promise
like that is really meaningless. Pro-
ponents know the calamity of passing
it. | say if we want to pass a constitu-
tional amendment to balance the budg-
et, just exclude Social Security. This
would pass with 85 votes in the Senate
and probably at least 350 votes in the
House. Social Security is not a give-
away. It is not an entitlement pro-
gram. It is a program, though, that re-
quires sacrifice by an employer and
employee, and because of that | believe
we should do everything within our
power to make sure that Social Secu-
rity remains strong for the foreseeable
future.

There are some who say that if we
have this amendment, then people can
claim everything as Social Security.
You can claim that building highways
is Social Security. That is so fallacious
and wrong. Social Security is en-
shrined in the law. We know what So-
cial Security is. The underlying
amendment diverts Social Security
revenues for other uses. It could force
future Social Security cuts to resolve
frequent budget crunches, and | think
more positively would force future So-
cial Security cuts to resolve frequent
budget crunches. It will force Social
Security into an early funding crisis.

Also, this is a little off the point, but
I have heard arguments today saying,
well, States balance their budgets; why
don’t we? | have been a constitutional
officeholder in the State of Nevada,
served three legislative sessions. Peo-
ple go around saying Nevada has a bal-
anced budget, just like most States.
They do not have a balanced budget.
What they do is put capital expendi-
tures off budget. They bond for that.
There is no balanced budget in the
State of Nevada or most other States.
But I am willing to go for a balanced
budget. 1 am saying we will keep the
capital expenditures off. All I want is
to exclude Social Security. My amend-
ment seeks a balanced budget that pro-
tects Social Security. It keeps Social
Security revenues in the trust fund. It
protects Social Security from cuts. It
preserves the 1983 long-term rescue of
Social Security. It protects Social Se-
curity.

In 1983, Tip O’Neil, Ronald Reagan,
Claude Pepper, and a number of others
got together to determine what they
could do to fund Social Security in the
foreseeable future. Social Security was
in a time of crisis. They got together in
a bipartisan fashion and funded Social
Security, they thought at the time, to
go to the year 2060. We know now that
fund will likely go to the year 2029 or
thereabouts. But they did excellent
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work. In 1983, they reformed Social Se-
curity to preserve it for future genera-
tions. We can preserve it long after 2029
with some minor adjustments. | served
as a member of the entitlement com-
mission where we studied this and
other issues for more than a year.

So to finance Social Security bene-
fits, low- and middle-income wage
earners now pay a heavier payroll tax
than wealthier Americans. The largest
single tax that people pay is Social Se-
curity. It would seem to me that it
would be logical and fair to do what we
can to secure those benefits.

The wunderlying amendment would
abandon our commitment to future re-
tirees. No funds could be reserved for
future use. The constitutional amend-
ment would supersede the statutory
transfer of bonds into the Social Secu-
rity trust fund. If we adopt the current
underlying balanced budget amend-
ment, we remove the obligation to
eventually use the Social Security sur-
pluses to pay benefits.

The underlying amendment would
force Social Security cuts. It will force
crisis. It will encourage deadlock.

In a letter to Tom DASCHLE from the
President of the United States, Janu-
ary 20 of this year, the President said:

In the event of an impasse in which the
budget requirements can neither be waived
nor met, disbursement of Social Security
collections would cease or unelected judges
could reduce benefits to comply with this
constitutional mandate. No subsequent im-
plementing legislation would protect Social
Security with certainty because a constitu-
tional amendment would override statutory
law.

That is pretty specific. Would there
be a crisis? Of course there would be a
crisis. We would have three alter-
natives: have deep cuts in Social Secu-
rity or deep cuts in other programs we
have already cut to the bone. Alter-
natively, we could have massive tax in-
creases. | think any one of those is not
something | look forward to. | think we
should pass my amendment and then
pass a real constitutional amendment
to balance the budget. The Democratic
alternative, the one that I am offering,
would allow the trust fund to spend
surpluses, keeping Social Security via-
ble for many years.

We have heard a lot in this past week
about the need to protect Social Secu-
rity. It is important to recognize in a
little more detail the history of Social
Security and appreciate why some of
us are fighting so hard for this express
exemption. | have said and | believe
that Social Security is the most suc-
cessful social program in the history of
the world. It was enacted on August 14,
1935, at a time this country was in the
throes of the greatest depression this
country has ever felt and perhaps the
greatest worldwide depression ever. It
was enacted to provide for the general
welfare by establishing a system of
Federal old age benefits and by ena-
bling the several States to make more
adequate provision for its old.

The real significance of this act is
that it was this country’s first major
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Federal program to deal directly with
the economic security of its citizens.

Before then, this matter was handled
by States and private sources. In those
days we had what were called
poorhouses. Each county had a poor-
house where they woul put poor people
They were not pleasant. Some were
better than others. There were no
standards. Whatever the counties could
provide with State assistance is where
people went.

Social Security took away county
poorhouses. Federal action became
necessary because neither the States
nor private charities had the financial
resources to cope with the growing
need during the depression years. The
balanced budget amendment now be-
fore this body radically alters in one
fell swoop this program. It shifts the
burden for ensuring the economic secu-
rity of our Nation’s senior citizens. It
puts us on the course of turning this
responsibility back to individual
States and private charities, and it
does so, in my opinion, in a very de-
ceitful way.

Balancing the budget is very hard. It
is made significantly easier by having
these Social Security surpluses. If
those surpluses were not available, we
would really have to bite the bullet. We
would have to make some significant
changes, but we would at least have an
honest balanced budget. This is not an
honest balanced budget. And there is
no wonder that the Helen Collinses of
the world write and say, ‘“We are afraid
of our little security you are going to
take away from us.”” They have reason
to be afraid.

I have talked on this Senate floor a
number of times about my grand-
mother. The first time | ever heard of
Social Security was from my grand-
mother. | never knew my grandmother
as a young woman. | knew my grand-
mother as short and somewhat heavy.
She did not get around very well. She
had eight children. She lived in a very
rural part of Nevada, in a very de-
pressed place, but my grandmother had
dignity because she was able every
month to get her old age pension
check, and she was proud of that. It
gave her dignity and independence
from her eight children. She did not
have to be a ward to her family, and
she was one of the lucky ones because
she had a family. Think of how much
more insecure a person who had no
family would feel.

So Social Security is an important
program. People like Helen Collins
should be worried, because if this
amendment passes, Social Security as
we know it is gone. It will be de-
stroyed.

What is the recent history of Social
Security? We have talked about it a
little bit. We have talked about what
happened in 1983 in this bipartisan
commission. But we have also had a
current commission. Included were
former majority leader Dole and cur-
rent Federal Reserve Chairman Green-
span, a notable opponent of the bal-
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anced budget amendment. But these
people studied what should take place.
The panel charted a course to long-
term solvency. This contract that we
have, the Social Security contract, is
really a Contract With America, the
first Contract With America, one that
means something to people on the
street. People on the street may not
understand the importance to them in-
dividually of term limits, of line-item
veto, of prayer in school. But they do
understand the importance of getting a
Social Security check. Separate and
apart from the merits that | have just
spoken of, Social Security is a Con-
tract With America.

So, in short, we must protect what
happened in 1935 and how it was again
protected in 1983. The only way to do
that is to pass this amendment.

In 1990, there was an amendment of-
fered on this floor. It was an amend-
ment offered by Senator HOLLINGS. It
became known as the section 13301
amendment. The effect of this amend-
ment was that it took Social Security
off budget. It passed overwhelmingly
out of committee. All but one person
voted for it out of committee. All but
two Senators voted for it in the Sen-
ate. It got 98 votes. The author of this
amendment has spoken on this floor
eloquently on a number of occasions.
The junior Senator from South Caro-
lina said he offered this amendment for
the purpose of protecting the integrity
of the trust funds of the Social Secu-
rity system. The purpose of the Hol-
lings amendment was to separate So-
cial Security from the unified budget.

After we established the payroll tax
we wanted to ensure the money was ex-
cluded from the unified budget. It
passed by a vote of 98 to 2. It was a
strong statement of congressional in-
tent to protect Social Security.

The balanced budget amendment now
before this body repeals something we
passed 98 to 2. The plain language of S.
J. Res. 1, the underlying amendment
here, makes it clear that Social Secu-
rity should be treated as part of the
unified budget and should be used to
bring down the deficit. It is ironic that
some would suggest that this should
occur after we voted just a few years
ago by a vote of 98 to 2 to pass the Hol-
lings amendment. The real inconsist-
ency is that voting in 1990 to remove
Social Security from the budget and
then voting in 1997 to again include it.

I do not think there are many people
in this body who would say that the
senior Senator from New Mexico does
not understand budgetary matters. In
fact, |1 think he has had a wide ranging
experience, not only serving on the
Budget Committee but serving on the
Appropriations Committee, where |
have had the pleasure of serving with
him during my tenure in the Senate.
The senior Senator from New Mexico,
during the time that the debate took
place on the Hollings amendment, said,
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among other things, “‘I voted for Sen-
ator HOLLINGS’ proposal because | sup-
port”—this is a direct quote—‘‘l sup-

port the concept of taking Social Secu-
rity out of the budget deficit calcula-
tion. But | cast this vote with reserva-
tions.”

Now, listen to his reservation:

The best way to protect Social Security is
to reduce the Federal budget deficit. We need
to balance our non-Social Security budget so
that the Social Security trust fund surpluses
can be invested . . . instead of used to pay
for other Federal operating costs. We could
move toward this goal without changing the
unified budget, a concept which has served
us well for over 20 years now.

So what the chairman of the Budget
Committee today said back in 1990 is
that we have to support the Hollings
amendment. And he voted for it. The
only reason he did not like it is it was
not strong enough.

Again:

I voted for Senator Hollings’ proposal [this
is the senior Senator from New Mexico talk-
ing] because | support the concept of taking
Social Security out of the budget deficit cal-
culations. But | cast this vote with reserva-
tions.

And here | say, what are his reserva-
tions? It was that the provision, the
Hollings amendment, was not strong
enough. He wanted to build a firewall.
He, Senator DOMENICI, went on to say:

We need a firewall around those trust
funds to make sure those reserves are there
to pay benefits in the next century. Without
a firewall or the discipline of budget con-
straints, the trust funds would be unpro-
tected and could be spent on any number of
costly programs.

Now, please, someone tell me how we
can go forward now, 7 years later, after
the chairman of the Budget Committee
said this in 1990? | mean, is this
misspeak?

Many of us spent a great deal of time
reviewing the recent report by the Ad-
visory Council on Social Security, and
I mean within the past few months.
This panel of experts was charged with
providing recommendations to Con-
gress on the long-term solvency of the
trust funds. There were 13 members
from all walks of life, chaired by a pro-
fessor from a university in Michigan.
They were not unanimous, but all 13
said that Social Security trust fund
moneys should be invested in some
fashion; part of them. Six felt one way,
five another way, one another way, but
they all felt these moneys should be
partially invested in the private sector.

Now we are saying, if this amend-
ment passes, that this 13-member com-
mission, their work would go for
naught, because you cannot invest
moneys if there aren’t any. And there
would be no moneys if this amendment
passed because the surpluses would be
used to offset the deficit. So, should we
now vote to utilize the trust funds for
balancing the budget that will place at
risk our ability to pursue these propos-
als suggested by the 13-member com-
mission just a matter of few months
ago? One proposal calls for investing a
portion of the current trust fund in the
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equities market. You cannot invest in
the equities market unless there is
some money left over, so you could not
do that.

We need to understand the impor-
tance of the mission of the advisory
panel. We paid this group of experts to
find solutions that will bring about
long-term solvency of the funds. By in-
cluding Social Security in a balanced
budget amendment, we are, in fact, ad-
mitting that we care not about the
long-term solvency of the trust fund.
What we are really saying is that the
short-term goal of balancing the budg-
et is all that matters.

I am saying the American public
wants us to stop playing games back
here. If we are going to have a balanced
budget amendment, let us do it the
right way, let us do it the honest way:
Exclude Social Security and not use
those huge surpluses that will be going
on for the next 30-plus years.

We are not simply negating their
findings by passing this underlying
amendment. In fact, we are negating
the whole reason we organized this
Commission in the first place. And we
are negating the need for Social Secu-
rity.

There are some people who do not
want Social Security. | believe that
there are people who would rather So-
cial Security fail. | need look no fur-
ther. | pull this out. | carry this with
me all the time. This is a quote from
the majority leader of the House of
Representatives, House Majority Lead-
er DICK ARMEY:

Social Security is a rotten trick. | think
we are going to have to bite the bullet on So-
cial Security and phase it out over time.

Does that sound like somebody who
wants to save Social Security? | think
not.

Mr. President, there is a need for an
express exemption of Social Security.
It is Congress’ obligation to ensure
both parties perform their obligations
under the terms of the contract we
have with the people of America. This
will not be possible if the underlying
balanced budget amendment passes. It
can only happen if we exempt Social
Security.

Social Security is a program that is
working. It is a Government program
that works. The poverty rate for to-
day’s seniors is about 10 percent, the
lowest in the history of this country.
What was it prior to the adoption of
Social Security? It is obvious that
someone like Helen Collins would be in
one of those poor houses. A widow
since age 21, who struggled and worked
to put her only child through college,
now is pleading with us: “All | have is
Social Security. | have never had to go
to welfare. Social Security is not a wel-
fare program. Can’t you do something
to make sure you protect Social Secu-
rity?”’

That is all we are asking. Adopt this
amendment and then go ahead and pass
a balanced budget amendment. But I
say to my friends, please, don’t pass
the underlying amendment unless we
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exclude Social Security. The poverty
rate today for seniors is 10.5 percent,
the lowest in the history of this coun-
try. We don’t need poorhouses any-
more. We don’t need people, like my
friend who wrote me this handwritten
note, in a poorhouse.

Why don’t we have poorhouses? Why
do we have a poverty rate of seniors at
10.5 percent? We have it because of one
reason, and that is Social Security.

Are we concerned about the raiding
of this surplus by those intent on en-
forcing the balanced budget amend-
ment? Maybe so. This is not a Demo-
crat or Republican issue, | hope. | hope
my colleagues on the other side of the
aisle would recognize that Social Secu-
rity is a program that is important to
both Democrats and Republicans. We
need Republican support to adopt this
amendment, and | plead with my
friends, adopt this amendment. We
have some courageous Members in the
House of Representatives, sophomore
Republican Members of the House, who
are leading the fight over there to ex-
clude Social Security from a balanced
budget amendment. | think we should
all be proud of them. We need some Re-
publican Senators to join with them.

What we can’t support is an attempt
to use Social Security as a means of
achieving this short-term goal. To do
so would be a breach of our obligation
under the terms of the Social Security
contract with America that we have. In
short, people pay into the Social Secu-
rity trust fund through a lifetime of
their employment in the labor force
with the guarantee that they will get
their money back upon retirement. It
is a simple contract to understand. To-
day’s workers support today’s retirees,
and tomorrow’s workers support to-
morrow’s retirees. This simplicity be-
lies the high regard and faith that the
American worker has for this guaran-
tee.

So, at a time when so many are at-
tacking this institution, questioning
their faith in the system, it is impera-
tive we provide Americans with the
guarantee that while we all will sac-
rifice to balance the budget, we will all
sacrifice equally, we won’t do it on the
back of Social Security, because to do
so would just be another gimmick, an-
other thing that was referred to as
smoke and mirrors.

This amendment s