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House of Representatives
The House met at 2 p.m. and was

called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. COBLE).
f

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

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

WASHINGTON, DC,
March 2, 1998.

I hereby designate the Honorable HOWARD
COBLE to act as Speaker pro tempore on this
day.

NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

f

PRAYER
The Chaplain, Reverend James David

Ford, D.D., offered the following pray-
er:

For all the gifts of life this day, it is
for thanks that we would pray. For
spirits strong and hearts aglow, an at-
titude of thanks to grow.

It is with gratitude we speak. It is
with minds and spirits so meek. Of all
the trials from which we copy, it is for
life and faith we hope.

Without such gifts we would despair,
life would flounder, not be fair. So
when we speak our words to You, may
You, O God, be ever true.

With love and joy we see Your light,
in which creation has delight, may we
and all Your people here, find thankful-
ness and daily cheer. Amen.
f

THE JOURNAL
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

Chair has examined the Journal of the
last day’s proceedings and announces
to the House his approval thereof.

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

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the

gentleman from California (Mr. COX)

come forward and lead the House in the
Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. COX of California led the Pledge
of Allegiance as follows:

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

f

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was commu-
nicated to the House by Mr. Edwin
Thomas, one of his secretaries.
f

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate having pro-
ceeded to reconsider the bill (H.R. 2631)
‘‘An Act disapproving the cancellations
transmitted by the President on Octo-
ber 6, 1997, regarding Public Law 105–
45.’’, returned by the President of the
United States with his objections, to
the House, in which it originated, and
passed by the House on reconsideration
of the same, it was resolved, that the
said bill pass, two-thirds of the Sen-
ators having voted in the affirmative.

The message also announced that the
Senate disagrees to the amendment of
the House to the bill (S. 1150) ‘‘An Act
to ensure that federally funded agricul-
tural research, extension, and edu-
cation address high-priority concerns
with national or multistate signifi-
cance, to reform, extend, and eliminate
certain agricultural research programs,
and for other purposes,’’ agrees to a
conference asked by the House on the
disagreeing votes of the two Houses
thereon, and appoints Mr. LUGAR, Mr.
COCHRAN, Mr. COVERDELL, Mr. HARKIN,
and Mr. LEAHY, to be the conferees on
the part of the Senate.

The message also announced that
pursuant to Public Law 105–83, the
Chair announces on behalf of the Ma-

jority Leader, his appointment of the
following Senators to serve as members
of the National Council on the Arts—
the Senator from Alabama (Mr. SES-
SIONS), and the Senator from Maine
(Ms. COLLINS).

The message also announced that
pursuant to Public Law 105–134, the
Chair announces on behalf of the Ma-
jority Leader, his appointment of the
following individuals to serve as mem-
bers of the Amtrak Reform Council—
Gilbert E. Carmichael, of Mississippi,
Joseph Vranich, of Pennsylvania, and
Paul M. Weyrich, of Virginia.

f

APPOINTMENT OF MEMBER TO
BOARD OF TRUSTEES FOR JOHN
C. STENNIS CENTER FOR PUBLIC
SERVICE TRAINING AND DEVEL-
OPMENT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, and pursuant to the provi-
sions of Section 114(b) of Public Law
100–458 (2 U.S.C. 1103), the Chair an-
nounces the Speaker’s appointment of
the following Member of the House to
the Board of Trustees for the John C.
Stennis Center for Public Service
Training and Development to fill the
existing vacancy thereon, the term to
expire on September 27, 1999:

Mr. PICKERING of Mississippi.
There was no objection.

f

TRIBUTE TO BRIGADIER GENERAL
THOMAS F. RILEY

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

Mr. COX of California. Mr. Speaker,
today, one of our Nation’s great lead-
ers, one of our California leaders will
be laid to rest at Arlington National
Cemetery. He is a dedicated public
servant and a gentleman.
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Brigadier General Thomas F. Riley

passed away in Orange County on Feb-
ruary 19, 1998. He was known to mil-
lions of us affectionately as just the
General. Tom Riley embodied every
virtue that we seek in our public serv-
ice.

He was born just 2 days after the 4th
of July in 1912 in Harrisonburg, Vir-
ginia. He received his training as an
engineer at Virginia Military Institute.
And he went on to serve his country for
just one year short of 30 years in the
United States Marine Corps.

He worked for another decade in the
aerospace industry. Before 1974, Presi-
dent Reagan appointed him to fill out
the remaining term of supervisor on
the Orange County Board of Super-
visors. He served for 30 years, nearly 30
years on the Orange County Board of
Supervisors, where he was its chair-
man. In those years when he was not
its chairman, he was always its most
important person. He was reelected five
times, always by large margins, to pre-
side over what he always called the
fabulous 5th District.

General Riley served his community
in many ways, not the least of which
was his service to his church. He was a
Catholic, and he was a member of the
Knights of Malta and the Order of the
Holy Sepulcher of Jerusalem.

He was always eager to assist. One of
his favorite charities was the Sisters of
the Sacred Heart. General Riley helped
establish a fashion show known as the
Gentleman’s Haberdashery, an event
that has become a beloved tradition in
Orange County.

He was never alone in his efforts. His
community was always anxious to
serve him and to help him in his serv-
ice. But most of all at his side for so
long, for over 50 years, nearly 60 years,
was his wife Emma Jane, who is with
us today. She stood with him shoulder
to shoulder in all of the hard work, and
all the victories, and all the triumphs
that he has achieved during a long life.

I know that I speak for all of us in
Orange County when I say that our
hearts and prayers are with you and
your family in this time of your grief.
But we must remember that, just as
General Riley was not alone in this
life, neither will he be in the next.

When he is laid to rest later today in
Arlington National Cemetery, he will
join the company of other American
heroes whose watchwords were always
duty, honor, and country. General Tom
Riley was one of our heroes in Califor-
nia, and we will never forget him.
f

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 1997, and under a previous order
of the House, the following Members
will be recognized for 5 minutes each.
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. PALLONE addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Puerto Rico (Mr. ROMERO-
BARCELÓ) is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. ROMERO-BARCELÓ addressed
the House. His remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)
f

WHITHER THE BUDGET SURPLUS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 1997, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. RIGGS) is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the major-
ity leader.

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to address my colleagues on where I see
our country going. I see a country
where children come first and where in-
tegrity and virtue are honored, indeed,
they are recognized and rewarded in
American life and to the extent pos-
sible through our official government
policies; an America where values and
character still matter and where the
American dream is still real and within
reach for those who strive to achieve
and succeed.

I believe I speak for most of my col-
leagues when I say that I want an
America where Americans have more
personal safety, more financial oppor-
tunity and security and more independ-
ence and freedom, and that the best
way to do that is by lowering taxes,
putting an end to judicial activism on
the Federal bench, reforming and im-
proving our education system, raising
our education standards in this coun-
try, and demanding real results from
our schools and holding our schools ac-
countable for the performance of their
pupils. I also believe that we need to
strengthen families and communities
in America and that, lastly, we need to
restore fairness and morality in Amer-
ican life. So it is those goals and it is
that vision that I would like to address
today.

I want to begin, though, my remarks
under this special order by admitting
that I never thought that I would see
the day before my House service where
I would be able to take to the House
floor and talk about a balanced Federal
budget, that I would be able to partici-
pate in a debate about the Federal Gov-
ernment actually generating an annual
budget surplus as opposed to an annual
budget deficit like the deficits that we
have run back here in Washington for
over a decade. This is all brand new,
this whole debate about surplus poli-
tics.

Let me first of all, while admitting
that balancing the budget and generat-
ing a budget surplus presents a new
challenge for those of us in positions of
elected decision-making responsibility
here in Washington, I will just again
admit the obvious, what I think most

Americans would certainly recognize in
their daily lives and in their homes and
in their businesses: that we ought not
spend the budget surplus before we ac-
tually have it in hand. That would be
too much like business as usual in
Washington. It would be, I think, con-
tinuing the very dubious and question-
able budget practices of smoke and
mirrors.

So let us say for a moment that we
are still a ways away from the Federal
Government and the Federal budget ac-
tually generating a budget surplus.
However, this idea, this age of surplus
politics does present a very new chal-
lenge for us and as the party, the Re-
publican Party, the governing majority
party in the Congress, the party of less
government and less taxes, we are
looking for ways to allow families to
keep more of what they earn so that
they can decide themselves how best to
spend it. It is a very simple, fundamen-
tal principle of Republicanism. That is
the Republican way.

So as we enter this debate in this
new age of surplus politics, we want to
make sure that those who earn the
money are able to keep more of what
they earn and that whenever possible,
while fulfilling the primary and fun-
damental responsibilities of the Fed-
eral Government, we return more
money from Washington to the people
who earn it rather than recycle it
through the bureaucracy here and then
attempt to find various ways to spend
it. The Republican way is again to
allow families to keep more of what
they earn so that they can decide how
best to use that to meet the needs of
their family.

The President and congressional
Democrats, though, seem to be hostile
to that idea. We have been able to, in
a way, force the President and force
congressional Democrats to go along
with the idea of reducing taxes, and we
were actually able to pass through this
body and get enacted into law with the
President’s signature a tax cut. But it
is clear, particularly if you hear the
President’s comments today talking
about tax simplification, the idea of
moving the country in the direction of
a simpler, fairer, flatter Tax Code and
tax system, perhaps a single rate of
taxation, where we hear the President
criticizing that as reckless, then we
know that the President continues to
resist our efforts to help families and
to help our economy.

b 1415

So, we are now going to be debating
here over the next few weeks and
months an annual budget resolution.
This would be, if you will, the budget
blueprint for the Federal Government
for the 1998 Federal fiscal year, and as
we enter that debate, I believe we
ought to be guided by several basic
principles.

First of all, the best way to save So-
cial Security is to make sure that we
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do not spend another dime of the So-
cial Security surplus on more Washing-
ton spending, more social programs.

You may recall, Mr. Speaker, that
the President stressed the importance
of putting Social Security first when
he spoke from this podium right behind
me to the Nation and to the Congress
in his State of the Nation address back
in early February. He talked about the
importance, the need of putting Social
Security first. But I think we have to
kind of somewhat doubt his sincerity
when he then, in the next breath, pro-
poses to create a host of new Federal
Government programs and to use the
budget surplus, as well as the antici-
pated settlement proceeds, the antici-
pated proceeds from the large class ac-
tion tobacco lawsuit, this is the class
action litigation that the States have
initiated against the big tobacco com-
panies, when the President talks about
using the budget surplus and these to-
bacco lawsuit settlement proceeds,
which may or may not materialize, and
he talks about using all that money to
pay for all of these new Federal Gov-
ernment programs back here in Wash-
ington, programs that when added up
in the aggregate would cost Federal
taxpayers about $60 to 70 billion more
in new Federal Government, Federal
taxpayer spending.

We believe the best way to save So-
cial Security is to take Social Security
off budget once and forever. No more
smoke-and-mirrors budgeting, as I said
earlier, no more using the Social Secu-
rity Trust Fund to mask the true size
of the Federal budget deficit and to pay
for other Federal Government spend-
ing, most of it on social programs.

If we took the Social Security Trust
Fund completely off budget, and if we
allowed the surplus in that Trust Fund
to continue to accrue and to compound
interest, we then would be able to offer
Americans the opportunity of investing
a portion of their own money, their
own payroll taxes, in a directed indi-
vidual retirement account, which
would actually earn them a better re-
turn than Social Security.

Imagine that, your money. These, of
course, are mandatory taxes imposed
on you, your FICA contributions, pay-
roll taxes, automatically withheld and
deducted from your paycheck, going
into your own individual retirements
account, an investment that you select
in order to provide you a better return
than what Social Security can provide.
The difference over the span of your
work life, your adult career employ-
ment, could be in the hundreds of thou-
sands of dollars. The net effect would
be more retirement security for all
working Americans.

So the best thing we can do with So-
cial Security is take it off budget and,
as I said, not use another dime of the
Social Security surplus on more Wash-
ington spending. To the contrary, use
that Social Security surplus to offer or
build better retirement security for
working Americans.

Secondly, when a legitimate problem
needs to be addressed, child care would

be an example, we ought to address it
by giving families more control and
more choice by allowing them to keep
more of what they earn. This means
cutting taxes. In fact, there are those
that are talking about now a targeted
tax credit for families with children
under the age of 5. The desire, the goal,
is to enable families that so choose to
have more disposable after-tax income
so that at least one spouse can remain
in the home and not be forced to work,
to be able to provide that all-important
nurturing and upbringing that children
need.

The President’s proposal with respect
to child care shows a clear bias towards
institutionalized child care and against
families that choose to have one spouse
remain in the home for child-rearing
and child-raising purposes.

So we think a better way to go, rath-
er than spend a lot more money in
block grants for child care, rather than
continuing to move the Federal Gov-
ernment in the direction of the nanny
state, where you have paternalistic big
government attempting to address all
the needs of families, is to empower
families by allowing them to keep
more of what they earn, and that,
again, means cutting taxes so that
families have more money at the end of
the day to address their concerns, in-
cluding child care, which we acknowl-
edge is one of the principal concerns of
any family where one or both spouses
have to work outside the home, and,
therefore, has to depend sometimes or
all of the time on reliable, safe, quality
child care.

Third, we have to resist pressure
from the left, particularly the more
liberal wing of the House Democrats,
to see the surplus as an excuse to build
a bigger and more intrusive Federal
Government.

We simply cannot go back to the old
ways of spending money on Washington
bureaucracies that do not work. You
had to wonder when the President gave
his State of the Union Address if it was
the same President who just 2 years
earlier stood at the same spot and had
declared the era of big government
over, because for those of us sitting in
this chamber, and for those Americans
watching and listening across the land,
it sounded like the President’s State of
the Union was a recipe for returning to
an era of big government, for expand-
ing government again, basically as-
suming money that does not exist here
today, betting on the if come and
maybe, if you will, where the President
would propose to pay for all these new
programs, again costing in the aggre-
gate somewhere between $60 and $70
billion, with a budget surplus we do not
yet have in hand, or with the settle-
ment proceeds from this large class ac-
tion tobacco lawsuit brought by the
States against the big tobacco compa-
nies.

I submit, Mr. Speaker, that if that
settlement does materialize, and if
there are proceeds that are left over
after all the attorneys who have some

piece of the action are paid off, that
that money ought to be used for health
care research. We are very committed
to biomedical research, particularly
trying to find, if you will, a cure to
cancer and some of the other chronic
diseases and illnesses that plague too
many Americans, and it should be used
for antitobacco, antidrug initiatives,
education and preventive initiatives, if
you will, aimed at our young people.
Those proceeds should not be used to
pay for a whole bunch of Washington
programs not even remotely related to
medical research or trying to prevent
our young people from using tobacco
products, or at least trying to educate
them as to the damages of using to-
bacco products.

So, the President has finally agreed
to our plan to balance the budget and
cut taxes, yet he now appears to have
done a 180, and he is attempting, we
think, to energize, to galvanize the lib-
eral wing of his party with this budget
proposal currently before the Congress.
This is really a throwback to the Presi-
dent’s first 2 years in office. It is real-
ly, if you will, a politics as usual in the
model of 1992 and 1993.

The President wants to raise taxes.
In his budget proposal, he increases the
size and scope of government, and he
rejects allowing families to keep more
of their own money. Well, it is their
money. When we are talking about
their children, we are talking about
their future as well. So it is their
money, their, if you will, lives, their
future, and they ought to, American
families, be able to keep more of their
own money.

So this is just classic vintage politics
as usual, and I wanted to come down to
the floor and set the record straight
about the Clinton budget.

We will have choices to make about
the budget surplus, there is no doubt
about that, but it is clear we will not
follow the prescription that the Presi-
dent sets out in his State of the Union
Address and in his budget proposal to
Congress, which is bigger government
supported by higher taxes and a Social
Security program that would be jeop-
ardized, not saved, by increased spend-
ing.

So, let me now talk about where I be-
lieve we can help all middle-class
working families in this country. I
think all of us in this chamber, almost
all of us in this chamber, are really
concerned that taxes in America are at
a record level. They are at a record
high, where the average two-income
family earned approximately $54,000 in
1997, last year, but paid more of their
income in Federal and State taxes, ap-
proximately 38 percent, than they paid
for food, clothing, housing and trans-
portation combined; 38 percent as op-
posed to approximately 34 percent.

So what does that say? It basically
says the IRS spends more of your
money than you do, and that is wrong,
particularly during times of peace and
prosperity as we enjoy today. We want
to lower the tax burden on working
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Americans. We believe that the tax
burden combined, at all levels of gov-
ernment, Federal, State and local,
should not exceed 25 percent during
times of peace and prosperity.

As I just mentioned, Federal and
State taxes are at 38 percent, more
than what families pay today for the
necessities of life.

We want to reduce that. Most of us
came here to Washington, we cam-
paigned for Congress as fiscal conserv-
atives, and we came here to put our fis-
cal house in order, to really redefine
the role of the Federal Government and
to replace big government with smart
government.

So the solution, unlike what the
President has proposed, is to shrink
the government by downsizing at all
levels, and to allow the American peo-
ple to keep more of what they earn.
Our responsibility here in the Congress
is to reset priorities, if necessary, to
establish national priorities. There is
no national priority greater, after pro-
viding for the collective security
through national defense and public
safety, there is no priority higher than
empowering Americans, particularly
those that are economically disadvan-
taged, by letting them keep more of
what they earn.

We feel that your tax dollars should
be spent on the things that matter to
you, because, after all, it is your
money.

So we are talking now about cutting
taxes further for the American people,
lowering taxes so that Americans have
more money, are able to keep more of
their own money at the end of the day,
and doing something about this oner-
ous tax burden, which is at a record
high 38 percent, again, Federal and
State taxes, for a median family of
four, with Federal taxes accounting for
about 21 to 22 percent, the highest level
of Federal taxation in our country’s
history.

So where could we begin to lower
taxes? I think the best way to lower
taxes is to raise the income threshold
at which the 28 percent tax bracket
would apply; in essence, putting more
people in the 15 percent, the lowest tax
bracket. That would be a tax break for
every single taxpayer, except for those
already in the lowest bracket, and for
those folks, to help reduce their taxes,
our plan would raise the personal ex-
emption from 27- to $3,400 per year, so
that more of the lowest-income earners
would pay no taxes at all.

It is a bottom up approach, if you
will, to tax relief in America that can
and will lift all boats. It is one that
those who serve in the Congress now,
those who talk about targeted tax re-
lief, and that includes, of course, the
President, it is one that they would
have a hard time attacking, because
these are the people, the practitioners
of what I call class warfare and the pol-
itics of envy. They believe in confis-
cating wealth and redistributing that
wealth, and I think that approach is
not only flawed, but failed. It has not

worked in the former Communist bloc
in Eastern Europe, and it will not work
in America, because it is inherently
anti-American.

b 1430

So what we want to do is cut taxes,
but on terms that Members of Congress
ought to be able to support on a bipar-
tisan basis.

Let me just tell the Members, as for
paying for these tax cuts, because we
have a very real fiscal discipline in
Washington nowadays, it is called ‘‘pay
as you go,’’ where you have to find a
corresponding offset. You have to find
a way, if you will, of paying for lower-
ing taxes. So as for paying for these
tax cuts, if the President has more
money to spend, we have the money to
cut taxes in Washington. There is no
question about it.

So we need to reduce spending, we
need to reduce taxes, and we need to
save Social Security. That is why I
favor the idea of letting every Amer-
ican taxpayer, beginning now, this
year, choose between paying a flat tax
on their income or staying in the cur-
rent system. We do not need to study
the flat tax or the whole concept of tax
simplification indefinitely.

That is the Washington way, to study
things to death. It is called paralysis
by analysis. Instead, we could now
begin giving taxpayers that choice,
that option of reporting their income
and paying a flat tax on that income or
staying in the current system. Like I
said earlier, we could now, if we take
the Social Security trust fund off budg-
et, start allowing working Americans
the opportunity to invest a portion of
their payroll taxes in a directed indi-
vidual retirement account so they can
earn a better return than what Social
Security provides.

This would create a retirement pro-
gram that protects current retirees,
protects seniors, older Americans, and
at the same time offers opportunity to
young workers. The combination of al-
lowing taxpayers to choose a flat tax,
on the one hand, and to invest a por-
tion of their own payroll taxes in their
own individual retirement account, as
opposed to Social Security, the com-
bination of those two ideas would not
only empower millions of Americans,
but it would lead to more take-home
pay and more retirement security in
America today.

So I wanted to share those two ideas
with my colleagues today. I talked
about a vision of a country where there
is more personal safety, more freedom,
and more opportunity.

I am also working very hard for pas-
sage of legislation that would impose
term limits on Federal judges who are
currently appointed for life. Think
about that for a moment. We have too
many judges who are activist judges,
pursuing a political agenda as opposed
to strictly interpreting and enforcing
the law. What really makes that, I
think, particularly troublesome is the
fact that so many of those judges have

lifetime appointments to the Federal
bench. They are appointed for life and
therefore they are not accountable to
we, the people.

My bill which I have introduced for
consideration by my colleagues would
apply term limits or impose term lim-
its on Federal judges, because it would
require the periodic renomination and
reconfirmation of all Federal judges.
So the net effect would be no more life-
time tenure for unaccountable judges
who too often pursue, as I said earlier,
an activist political agenda.

We have been particularly hard hit
by that in California, where California
voters have voted overwhelmingly for
Proposition 187, a statewide initiative,
a ballot referendum, if you will, that
addresses illegal immigration, and
more recently, the California civil
rights initiative, Proposition 209 on the
California ballot, which would elimi-
nate affirmative action preferences in
California law.

In both instances, opponents of those
ballot initiatives were immediately
able to go to Federal court and find a
friendly, sympathetic judge who, in ef-
fect, delayed the implementation of
those two ballot initiatives which had
the effect of subverting the will of a
majority of California voters. Think
about that; one person on the Federal
bench who can effectively block the
will of millions of voters, a majority of
the electorate. That is wrong, and that
is why we need term limits for Federal
judges.

I also believe, if we are truly com-
mitted to public safety in this country,
that we will end lenient release and pa-
role standards. We have a huge problem
in this country today. It is particularly
acute in California where many people,
arrested and charged with serious
crimes, are released right back out on
the streets. In fact, many times they
are back out on the streets before the
arresting officer can get back out on
the street, because arresting officers
have to, and I know this as a former
police officer and deputy sheriff my-
self, they have to complete the re-
quired paperwork.

So we have lots of people who are
being released right back out into soci-
ety in California today and in other
States around the country because of
these very lenient release practices. It
is called OR, releasing somebody on
their own recognizance and their prom-
ise to appear at a later date in court to
stand trial on those charges.

We know what happens. Too often
those individuals commit other crimes,
additional crimes, while they are free
on their own recognizance, or they fail
to appear to stand trial on the charges,
which is a crime in itself. Then they
become fugitives from justice, in
many, many cases, avoiding justice for
years and years and years, or avoiding
justice indefinitely.

We need to end those lenient release
standards in our jails. The best way to
do that is to require bail, not jail, for
those people who have been arrested
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and charged with serious crimes. That
bail requirement, the idea of a surety
bond or a bail bond, is the best way to
assure that that person will appear at
that later date to stand trial on the
charges and will be less likely to com-
mit additional crimes while they are
free in society if they are able to post
bail.

We also have to eliminate lenient pa-
role standards in American society. I
think most Americans believe that
when someone is convicted of a crime
that the time they are given should be
the time that they serve, but too often
time given is not time served. The av-
erage sentence imposed in America
today for murder, the taking of an-
other human life, is roughly 15 years.
Yet, the average sentence actually
served for someone who has been con-
victed of murder is 5 years, 6 months. I
do not believe that 15 years should
mean 5 years, 6 months.

So we need to end lenient release
standards, and we need tough sentenc-
ing and parole standards. We have to
make sure, again, that those who are
arrested and charged with serious
crimes get jail, not bail; that they go
to jail, that they are not released right
back into society, and we have to make
sure that the time given is time served.

If we are truly concerned, though,
about public safety, certainly in Cali-
fornia, we have to seal off our border
from drugs and illegal immigration. We
have about 6,600 jail beds or jail cells in
America today, and about a half a mil-
lion, a half million, illegal aliens,
many of whom commit other crimes
while in America; bearing in mind, of
course, that coming here, crossing the
border, entering America illegally, is a
crime in itself, and they then commit
other crimes while living in America.

So 6,600 jail beds, and one-half mil-
lion, approximately, or estimated, ille-
gal aliens in America. We obviously
have no way to control the problem.
We obviously have no way to incarcer-
ate those individuals. Too many of
those individuals are filling up our
jails, are occupying our available jail
cells, and as a result, we are not able to
incarcerate, pretrial, many of the peo-
ple who should remain in jail, not free
on their own recognizance or promise
to appear in court, because they pose a
very serious risk, a real menace, if you
will, to society as a whole.

We also should change Federal policy
in this country where criminal aliens,
aliens who are arrested and convicted
of serious crimes in America, I am
talking about illegal aliens, are de-
ported back to their country of origin.
Because again, our concern is we do
not have enough jail cells, we do not
have enough prison cells to ensure the
public safety, and to protect the public
from those individuals who have shown
as a result of their criminal history
that they pose a very real risk to soci-
ety as a whole.

Lastly, if we are concerned about
public safety, since children account
for the fastest growing segment of the

criminal population, we ought to pass
legislation in this session of Congress,
which is rapidly running down now,
that deals with the juvenile crime
problem in America.

I am the author of H.R. 1818, that
passed the House of Representatives by
a strong and in effect an overwhelming
bipartisan vote, that is now languish-
ing in the other body. It is languishing
in the Senate. We should not let the
other body be the graveyard for legisla-
tion that deals with juvenile crime and
delinquency prevention. I like my bill,
which is tough on punishment but
smart on prevention.

The bottom line is we have to be will-
ing to do what it takes to save our
children from drugs, violence, and fail-
ing schools. We cannot as a country af-
ford to lose another generation of
urban schoolchildren. We have to in-
vest in education, job skills, and
stronger families and communities,
and our policy should be directed there,
because there is never going to be any
way we can build enough jail or prison
cells to house the entire criminal popu-
lation.

If we do not address this growing
crime problem on the part of young
people who lack the education and the
job skills to find gainful employment
and to live a productive and successful
adult life, it is a perfectly real problem
in this country and it is one that con-
tinues to grow with every passing day.

We do have a gap in American soci-
ety, a gap between the haves and the
have nots, or the have little. That gap
is defined more by your education and
your job skills than by your financial
status or your material wealth, par-
ticularly with respect to young people.
So there is a clear need to improve our
education system in America today,
and that is why at the beginning of this
Congress I accepted the responsibility
of chairing the Subcommittee on Early
Childhood, Youth and Families of the
Committee on Education and the
Workforce in the House of Representa-
tives.

I truly believe that every American
child has the inalienable right to a
high-quality, world class, if you will,
education. For those who talk a lot
about affirmative action, even though I
believe as we enter the 21st century we
ought to be moving into the post-af-
firmative action era, where a person is
judged, as Dr. King suggested, by the
content of their character rather than
the color of their skin, but if you be-
lieve in affirmative action, as so many
people in the Congress espouse, then I
think you have to say, okay, affirma-
tive action really means equal oppor-
tunity, and equal opportunity begins in
our schools.

There is a great American tradition
of a free public education for every
child. That is the common denomina-
tor. That is where equal opportunity
begins in American society, not equal
outcome. It is equal opportunity. The
assumption is that as an American, if
you get the education and skills

through our public education system,
then you are ready. You are at the
starting line, and where you end up in
the race of life, if you will, is then up
to you. It is a matter of personal ini-
tiative and discipline and effort.

But too many of our children are not
getting that education today. They are
not getting the education they need to
be productive citizens. What are we
trying to do to improve our education
system? For the last year and a half I,
as the chairman of the Subcommittee
on Early Childhood, Youth and Fami-
lies, have focused a lot on improving
the quality of teaching, because we
need good teachers.

There are few professions, few occu-
pations, more important than the
teaching profession. It is truly a mis-
sionary calling, and there is a saying
that a teacher can affect eternity, be-
cause he or she never knows where
their influence on that child might
end. So we need to improve education
through good teachers, through a tra-
ditional curriculum in our schools fo-
cusing on the basics, the core academic
subjects, by ensuring that every child
has access to and instruction in tech-
nology, and lastly, by holding our
schools accountable. I am going to
have more to say about that in just a
moment.

We have also worked for the last year
and a half, and I am talking, now,
about the majority party, the Repub-
lican Party in the Congress, not only
forming an education task force, but
crafting a legislative agenda that
makes sure that education dollars,
your taxpayer dollars for Federal edu-
cation programs, are spent on teachers
and on students and on classrooms, not
on more bureaucracy here in Washing-
ton or at the State government level.

We want 90 cents, 90 cents minimum,
that is the minimum, the goal actually
is 95 cents, of every Federal taxpayer
dollar for education to go down to the
classroom level, ideally, to pay some-
one who knows that child’s name. That
is our goal. We are working steadily,
making sure of progress, gradual
progress, in driving more money down
to the local level and trying to make
sure that that money then follows the
child. It is the child-centered approach
to education funding.

We are also working for more local
control and more accountability
through competition and choice. We
have bipartisan legislation that has
passed, again, the House of Representa-
tives, it is pending across the way in
the Capitol, in the other body, the Sen-
ate, that would create more independ-
ent public schools, known as charter
schools.

These are deregulated public schools
that are free of a lot of the bureauc-
racy and red tape that strangles our
schools today. Those schools obviously
are a lot freer, a lot more able to exper-
iment and to innovate in education
today. Charter schools in the public
schools are the best way to ensure
local control and local decision-mak-
ing.
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They are truly autonomous. We re-
spect this tradition in America today
of local control where that locally
elected school board is responsible for
making education policy decisions,
from curriculum to personnel and ev-
erything else.

But with charter schools, we drive
that control and that accountability
down one step further, to the lowest
possible level, which is that individual
school site. And that is what we want
in education today. We want site-based
decision-making. We want local con-
trol at the individual school. That is
what we are doing by helping to create
more charter schools around the coun-
try; charter schools which, by the way,
are the first step on the road to full pa-
rental choice in education.

Full parental choice is ultimately
the best way to assure accountability
in education today, that we ought to,
as a matter of national policy, allow
parents the right to choose the edu-
cation and the schooling that is appro-
priate for their child. To do that, we
have to let them choose among all pos-
sibilities, all options in that local com-
munity. We have to give them the full
range of choice among all competing
institutions, public, private, and paro-
chial.

Mr. Speaker, we are trying to do that
at the Federal level by pursuing legis-
lation that would give parents tuition
tax credits. We are pursuing tuition
scholarships, which are also called op-
portunity scholarships or vouchers, for
low-income families who too often do
not have the same array, the same
range of choice that more affluent fam-
ilies have and whose children too often
are trapped in failing, underperforming
and even unsafe schools.

We are trying to pursue education
saving accounts where parents can in-
vest their own hard-earned, after-tax
dollars in an education savings ac-
count, a little bit like an individual re-
tirement account, and then make tax-
free withdrawals to pay for education
of any kind in primary and secondary
schools, in other words for grades K
through 12, for their children, and that
would include private school tuition.

We have literacy legislation, and the
main thrust of the literacy legislation
is to give parents what is called tuition
assistance grants if their children are
not reading at or above grade level. If
their children are falling behind their
peers, if that school cannot get that
child up to grade level in terms of their
reading skills, then we provide a tui-
tion assistance grant for that family
which can be used at other reading tu-
tors or those kinds of companies or
services in the local level.

Our belief is that every child should
be able to read and write by the end of
the first grade. The first grade, Mr.
Speaker. We hear people in this Cham-
ber and elsewhere in Washington talk-
ing about every child being able to read
and write well in English by the end of
the third or fourth grade. We believe

that every child should be able to read
and write by the end of the first grade
in English, which is the official, it is
the common and, yes, it is the commer-
cial language of our country.

So we are very, very committed to
improving the quality of education in
America today. We are also cognizant
that there is a problem with bilingual
education in America today; that too
many children are placed in bilingual
education classes and that seems to
compound some of their learning dif-
ficulties. They seem to lag even further
behind their peers. So we want to
change Federal policy, Federal law,
with respect to bilingual education so
that parents must give their consent,
must give their written permission be-
fore their child can be placed in a bilin-
gual education class. We are working
hard on legislation that would do that
now.

But when we talk about our children,
we have to ask the question: Do we
really care for our children? Do we
demonstrate by our own personal ac-
tion, and I am talking now not just to
my colleagues but to all adults, we are
role models for our children. Do we
really care for our children and do we
teach our kids the right lessons?

Mr. Speaker, I personally believe
that there is nothing more important
than personal morality in life; that the
truth matters and character does
count. I worry that with recent events
here in Washington, we send a very dif-
ferent, almost opposite, opposing mes-
sage to our children today.

Many of the problems that plague
our Nation today arise primarily from
bad moral decisions that have been
made by adults. Illegitimacy, crime,
drugs, a divorce rate that is way too
high, drug abuse, child abuse and ne-
glect, pornography, a rate of abortion
in America that is way too high. I be-
lieve that the most pressing issue af-
fecting child welfare is the breakdown
of the family. That is why I mentioned
at the beginning of my comments the
need to try to help build stronger fami-
lies and stronger communities.

Mr. Speaker, I also mentioned at the
beginning of my comments that we
have balanced the budget, or are on the
verge of balancing our budget, which
was a goal that I and many of my col-
leagues had when we were first elected
to Congress. But I really believe that
being on the verge of eliminating the
fiscal deficit in America today, we need
to address the moral deficit in America
today. We have to address the spiritual
state of the Union, which is our real
national product.

That begins, for those of us in posi-
tions of elective office, with the re-
sponsibility of being good role models
for our children. Politicians and elect-
ed officials, and I know that this goes
contrary to the grain, counter to the
grain, contrary to conventional wis-
dom in America today that holds out a
very cynical belief and there is disdain
for the political process and for those
of us who hold political office. I really

believe that politicians and elected of-
ficials should be held to higher stand-
ards, whether we like it or not.

Mr. Speaker, I speak now in a very
personal sense to some of my col-
leagues in Federal Government today
from the very top on down. Politicians
should be held to higher standards be-
cause we are and should be role models
for our kids.

So I wanted to stress that in my re-
marks today. I will have more to say
on that subject over the next few days.
I am constrained, I am told, by the
rules of this body, the rules of this
House, from commenting on the Presi-
dent’s conduct and personal character.
But I do hope that I will be able to find
a way to address the controversy here
in Washington which I worry is setting
the wrong example and sending the
worst possible message to our young
people today.

Speaking of the moral erosion of
American society, I also wanted to
share with my colleagues some com-
ments that were made by one of our
former colleagues, former California
Congressman Dan Lungren, who is the
Attorney General of California today.
He has been speaking out a lot about
the future of our country and the im-
portance of morality and restoring mo-
rality in American life. He has been ad-
dressing the moral erosion and the ne-
glect of virtues in America today.

Mr. Speaker, I think his words and
some of the things that he has written
really bear a great deal of merit,
thought, reflection and consideration
by this body here. I want to share very
quickly a column that appeared in the
Los Angeles Times talking about
former Congressman and now Califor-
nia Attorney General Dan Lungren. I
will read from the column. It says,
‘‘Attorney General Dan Lungren may
be behind the times, his values stuck in
a bygone era.’’

Mr. Speaker, let me digress for a mo-
ment just to say that if he is stuck in
that bygone era, I guess I am there and
I know many other people may be as
well. The column goes on to say.

He may be ahead of the times, far in front
of some moral pendulum. But polls indicate
he is not with the times. Lungren has this
unconventional notion that character and
virtue are important in a person’s public and
private life. He doesn’t understand how the
two can be separated.

The article quotes him as saying,
I don’t compartmentalize my life. I don’t

think most people do. To suggest you can be
honest in one significant part of your life
and dishonest in another, and that one side
never affects the other, I don’t find it pos-
sible. And if Americans really don’t under-
stand that, we are in for a sad state of af-
fairs. Because we will not have enough cops,
enough prosecutors, enough prisons to take
care of our young people if, in fact, they be-
lieve that character does not count. That if
you can get away with it, it’s okay.

That is what I worry about. I worry
that we are now teaching our young
people that somehow the truth is dis-
posable. That in the political fray, the
give and take back here in Washington,
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that the truth is something to be dis-
torted and manipulated for partisan
advantage. And, again, that is the
worst possible message we can be send-
ing to our children about the impor-
tance of personal morality and char-
acter and about the way our political
process works.

The column goes on to say that At-
torney General Lungren has been talk-
ing about morality for a long time. So
have some of the rest of us. It reminds
me of the old country song, ‘‘I was
country when country wasn’t cool.’’ A
lot of us were talking about morality
and character and talking about stress-
ing the need to talk more about char-
acter and virtue for a long time now.
We were doing that not only because
we have to be role models for our chil-
dren as elected decision-makers, but
because we think there is a tremendous
yearning for spiritual values now in
America, as this column suggests, that
is unarticulated and unfulfilled. And,
hence, here I am today in what is real-
ly sort of an ‘‘off’’ day for the Congress
talking about these particular issues.

It just, I think, cannot be stressed
enough that we should have a public
debate on character, especially the
character of politicians, and that those
of us who are in elective office should
welcome that debate and the scrutiny
that comes with it.

Two weeks ago we celebrated Presi-
dent’s Day, the day that is created to
celebrate the birthdays of Presidents
George Washington and Abraham Lin-
coln. Two weeks ago today. It is a day
when the country honors two great
men who led this country at unique
times. I certainly would not put myself
in the same category as Washington
and Lincoln, but it is their qualities of
leadership and strength of character
that I believe every person running for
elective office should try to emulate.

First and foremost, both men were
men of great integrity and fortitude.
Secondly, both men were willing to do
the right thing for their country re-
gardless of the political consequences.
If we think about that for a moment,
perhaps like I do, my colleagues will
realize that times have indeed changed.
These were men, by the way, long be-
fore the advent of modern American
politics where everything is polled and
focus-grouped, and where we can have
political operatives and handlers and
advisors and everybody is out there
spinning constantly. This was long,
long before that. Both men, though,
stood for what they believed was right.
They stood for doing the right thing
for their country, for their constitu-
encies, regardless of consequences.

Washington said, ‘‘Let prejudices in
local interest yield to reason. Let us
look to our national character and to
things beyond the present period.’’
That is, I think, very timely advice for
today. Washington said, ‘‘Let us look
to our national character and to things
beyond the present period.’’

Abraham Lincoln, in his last public
address in April of 1865, said, ‘‘Impor-

tant principles may and must be in-
flexible.’’ Both men believed in being
patriotic citizens first and politicians
second. It is called, very simply, prin-
ciple over politics. Both men tri-
umphed over adversity and numerous
setbacks. The value of courage, persist-
ence and perseverance has rarely been
illustrated more convincingly than in
the life story of these men, and both
men recognized that their perseverance
was a gift of God.

Both men realized, again, as I said
earlier, that the truth matters and
character counts. They understood the
importance of morality in American
life. They understood that our freedom,
the foundation of this country, was
built on our Judeo-Christian values,
and that it would never be possible or
desirable to separate those values from
the official actions and policies of our
government.
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George Washington said, in his Fare-
well Address, of all the dispositions and
habits which leads to political prosper-
ity, religion and morality are indispen-
sable supports. In vain would that man
claim the tribute of patriotism who
would subvert these great pillars of
human happiness.

So, Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the op-
portunity to come to the floor today to
talk about building a better America
for our children, about leading the
country to a new level of freedom and
opportunity for every citizen, about re-
pairing and rebuilding the moral fabric
of America, and about my concern for
the lessons we teach our children, the
message that we send our children if,
in fact, we really do care for our chil-
dren when we begin to become very
subjective, very relative about the
truth and about morality in American
life.

Washington and Lincoln again re-
minded us that there is no substitute
for character and morality in elective
office, and there is no shortcut for the
truth. Today, 2 weeks after the Presi-
dent’s Day holiday to celebrate their
birthdays, I thought it would be a good
idea to come to the floor and remind
my colleagues that we can learn from
the lessons of Washington and Lincoln,
that we can, by following their exam-
ple, do the right thing and put prin-
ciple over politics.
f

1998 TRADE POLICY AGENDA AND
1997 ANNUAL REPORT ON TRADE
AGREEMENTS PROGRAM—MES-
SAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF
THE UNITED STATES

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
COBLE) laid before the House the fol-
lowing message from the President of
the United States; which was read and,
together with the accompanying pa-
pers, without objection, referred to the
Committee on Ways and Means:
To the Congress of the United States:

As required by section 163 of the
Trade Act of 1974, as amended (19

U.S.C. 2213), I transmit herewith the
1998 Trade Policy Agenda and 1997 An-
nual Report on the Trade Agreements
Program.

WILLIAM J. CLINTON.
THE WHITE HOUSE, February 28, 1998.

f

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

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

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. RIGGS) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. PALLONE, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. ROMERO-BARCELÓ, for 5 minutes,

today.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. RIGGS) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. BEREUTER, for 5 minutes, on
March 4.

Mr. GUTKNECHT, for 5 minutes, on
March 4.

f

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

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

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. RIGGS) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. MCINTOSH.
Mr. DIAZ-BALART.
Mr. HAMILTON.
Mrs. MALONEY of New York.
Mr. BARCIA.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. RIGGS) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. OXLEY.
Mr. BERMAN.

f

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Speaker, I move that
the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 3 o’clock and 2 minutes p.m.),
the House adjourned until Tuesday,
March 3, 1998, at 12:30 p.m. for morning
hour debates.

f

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

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

7619. A letter from the Administrator, Ag-
ricultural Marketing Service, Department of
Agriculture, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Hazelnuts Grown in Oregon and
Washington; Reduced Assessment Rate
[Docket No. FV97–982–1 FIR] received Feb-
ruary 27, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

7620. A letter from the Administrator, Mar-
keting and Regulatory Programs, Depart-
ment of Agriculture, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule—Onions Grown in
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South Texas; Removal of Sunday Packing
and Loading Prohibitions [Docket No. FV98–
959–2 IFR] received February 27, 1998, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Agriculture.

7621. A letter from the Administrator,
Farm and Foreign Agricultural Services, De-
partment of Agriculture, transmitting the
Department’s final rule—Procurement of
Processed Agricultural Commodities for Do-
nation Under Title II, Pub. L. 480 (RIN: 0560–
AF09), pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Agriculture.

7622. A letter from the Administrator, Ag-
ricultural Marketing Service, Department of
Agriculture, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Marketing Order Regulating the
Handling of Spearment Oil Produced in the
Far West; Salable Quanitities and Allotment
Percentages for the 1998–99 Marketing Year
[Docket No. FV98–985–1FR] received Febuary
26, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Agriculture.

7623. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Myclobutanil;
Extension of Tolerance for Emergency Ex-
emptions [OPP–300620; FRL–5772–8] (RIN:
2070–AB78) received February 26, 1998, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Agriculture.

7624. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—
Hydramethylnon; Pesticide Tolerances for
Emergency Exemptions [OPP–300606; FRL–
5767–1] (RIN: 2070–AB78) received February 26,
1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Agriculture.

7625. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Pendimethalin;
Extension of Tolerance for Emergency Ex-
emptions [OPP–300621; FRL–5772–9] (RIN:
2070–AB78) received February 26, 1998, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Agriculture.

7626. A letter from the Director, Adminis-
tration and Management, Deparment of De-
fense, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Civilian Health and Medical Program
of the Uniformed Services (CHAMPUS);
TRICARE Program; Nonavailability State-
ment Requirements [Docket No. 0720–AA35]
received February 26, 1998, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Na-
tional Security.

7627. A letter from the Director, Adminis-
tration and Management, Department of De-
fense, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Civilian Health and Medical Program
of the Uniformed Services (CHAMPUS);
TRICARE Prime Balance Billing (RIN: 0720–
AA46) received February 26, 1998, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
National Security.

7628. A letter from the Secretary of De-
fense, transmitting renotification of the pro-
posed obligation of $4 million in certain FY
1994 and FY 1995 funds to implement the Co-
operative Threat Reduction Program, pursu-
ant to Public Law 104—106, section 1205; to
the Committee on National Security.

7629. A letter from the Acting Director,
Regulations Policy and Management Staff,
Department of Health and Human Services,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Indirect Food Additives: Adjuvants, Produc-
tion Aids, and Sanitizers [Docket No. 97F–
0375] received February 27, 1998, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

7630. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-

ting the Agency’s final rule—Pesticides;
FFDCA Jurisdiction over Food Packaging
Impregnated with an Insect Repellent Trans-
ferred to FDA [OPP–300605; FRL–5766–9]
(RIN: 2070–AD20) received February 26, 1998,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

7631. A letter from the AMD—Performance
Evaluation and Records Management, Fed-
eral Communications Commission, transmit-
ting the Commission’s final rule—Amends its
Table of Allotments; FM Broadcast Stations
(Brodhead, Kentucky) [Docket No. 96–202] re-
ceived February 27, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

7632. A letter from the AMD—Performance
Evaluation and Records Management, Fed-
eral Communications Commission, transmit-
ting the Commission’s final rule—Table of
Allotments; FM Broadcast Stations (Ocean
Shores, Washington) [Docket No. 97–50] re-
ceived February 27, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

7633. A letter from the AMD—Performance
Evaluation and Records Management, Fed-
eral Communications Commission, transmit-
ting the Commission’s final rule—Amend-
ment of Section 73.202(b), Table of Allot-
ments, FM Broadcast Stations (New Albany,
Mississippi) [Docket No. 97–230RM–9185] re-
ceived February 27, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

7634. A letter from the AMD—Performance
Evaluation and Records Management, Fed-
eral Communications Commission, transmit-
ting the Commission’s final rule—Amend-
ment of Section 73.202(b) Table of Allot-
ments, FM Broadcast Stations (Payson, Ari-
zona) [Docket No. 97–125 RM–9058] received
February 27, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

7635. A letter from the AMD—Performance
Evaluation and Records Management, Fed-
eral Communications Commission, transmit-
ting the Commission’s final rule—Amend-
ment of Section 73.202(b), Table of Allot-
ments, FM Broadcast Stations (Coarsegold,
California) [Docket No. 97–209 RM–9152] re-
ceived February 27, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

7636. A letter from the AMD—Performance
Evaluation and Records Management, Fed-
eral Communications Commission, transmit-
ting the Commission’s final rule—Amend-
ment of Section 73.202(b), Table of Allot-
ments, FM Broadcast Stations
(Farmersburg, Indiana) [Docket No. 97–202
RM–9129] received February 27, 1998, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Commerce.

7637. A letter from the AMD—Performance
Evaluation and Records Management, Fed-
eral Communications Commission, transmit-
ting the Commission’s final rule—Amend-
ment of the Commission’s Rules Concerning
Maritime Communications [PR Docket No.
92–257 RM–7956, 8031, 8352] received February
27, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Commerce.

7638. A letter from the AMD—Performance
Evaluation and Records Management, Fed-
eral Communications Commission, transmit-
ting the Commission’s final rule—Amend-
ment of Section 73.202(b), Table of Allot-
ments, FM Broadcast Stations (Baron and
Rice Lake, Wisconsin) [MM Docket No. 96–15
RM–8748 Rm-8798] received February 27, 1998,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

7639. A letter from the AMD—Performance
Evaluation and Records Management, Fed-
eral Communications Commission, transmit-
ting the Commission’s final rule—Amend-
ment of Section 73.202(b), Table of Allot-
ments, FM Broadcast Stations (Negaunee,
Michigan) [MM Docket No. 96–137 RM–8823]
received February 27, 1998, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

7640. A letter from the AMD—Performance
Evaluation and Records Management, Fed-
eral Communications Commission, transmit-
ting the Commission’s final rule—Amend-
ment of Section 73.202(b), Table of Allot-
ments, FM Broadcast Stations (Boonville,
Missouri) [MM Docket No. 96–229 RM–8919]
received Feburary 27, 1998, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

7641. A letter from the AMD—Performance
Evaluation and Records Management, Fed-
eral Communications Commission, transmit-
ting the Commission’s final rule—Radio
Broadcasting Services; San Angelo, Texas
[MM Docket No. 95–150, RM–8692] received
February 27, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

7642. A letter from the AMD—Performance
Evaluation and Records Management, Fed-
eral Communications Commission, transmit-
ting the Commission’s final rule—Amend-
ment of Section 73.202(b), Table of Allot-
ments, FM Broadcast Stations (Monroe,
Utah) [MM Docket No. 97–224 RM–9177] re-
ceived February 27, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

7643. A letter from the Director, Defense
Security Assistance Agency, transmitting a
copy of Transmittal No. 07–98 requesting
final approval for a memorandum of under-
standing between the U.S. and the United
Kingdom for certain research and develop-
ment projects, pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2767(f);
to the Committee on International Rela-
tions.

7644. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Management and Chief Financial Officer,
Department of the Treasury, transmitting a
report of activities under the Freedom of In-
formation Act for the calendar year 1997,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 552(d); to the Committee
on Government Reform and Oversight.

7645. A letter from the Secretary of Trans-
portation, transmitting a report of activities
under the Freedom of Information Act for
the calendar year 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
552(d); to the Committee on Government Re-
form and Oversight.

7646. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Fish and Wildlife and Parks, Department
of the Interior, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Habitat Conservation Plan
Assurances (‘‘No Surprises’’) Rule [Docket
No. 980212035–8035–01] (RIN: 1018–AE24) re-
ceived February 26, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Resources.

7647. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Fish and Wildlife and Parks, Department
of the Interior, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Migratory Bird Permits;
Establishment of a Depredation Order for the
Double-Crested Cormorant (RIN: 1018–AE11)
received Febuary 26, 1998, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Re-
sources.

7648. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Dassault Model Mystere-Falcon
50 Series Airplanes [Docket No. 97–NM–275–
AD; Amendment 39–10202; AD 97–21–16] (RIN:
2120–AA64) received February 27, 1998, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

7649. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Pratt & Whitney JT8D Series
Turbofan Engines [Docket No. 97–ANE–07;
Amendment 39–10135; AD 97–19–14] (RIN: 2120–
AA64) received February 27, 1998, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

7650. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; McDonnell Douglas Model DC–9
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Series Airplanes and C–9 (Military) Series
Airplanes [Docket No. 96–NM–95–AD; Amend-
ment 39–10176; AD 97–22–05] (RIN: 2120–AA64)
received February 27, 1998, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

7651. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Sikorsky Aircraft Corporation
Model S–61A, D, E, L, N, NM, R, and V Heli-
copters [Docket No. 97–SW–18–AD; Amend-
ment 39–10026; AD 97–19–06] (RIN: 2120–AA64)
received February 27, 1998, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

7652. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Fairchild Aircraft, Inc. SA226 and
SA227 Series Airplanes [Docket No. 97–CE–
90–AD; Amendment 39–10188; AD 97–23–01]
(RIN: 2120–AA64) received February 27, 1998,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

7653. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Boeing Model 737–300, -400, and
-500 Series Airplanes [Docket No. 98–NM–04–
AD; Amendment 39–10362; AD 98–02–51] (RIN:
2120–AA64) received February 27, 1998, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

7654. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Eurocopter France Model AS
332L2 Helicopters [Docket No. 97–SW–29–AD;
Amendment 39–10359; AD 98–04–48] (RIN: 2120–
AA64) received February 27, 1998, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

7655. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Pratt & Whitney JT8D Series
Turbofan Engines [Docket No. 98–ANE–04–
AD; Amendment 39–10351; AD 98–04–39] (RIN:
2120–AA64) received February 27, 1998, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

7656. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Revocation and
Establishment of Class C Airspace Areas;
Cedar Rapids, IA (RIN:2120–AA66) received
February 27, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

7657. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Establishment
of Class E Airspace; Poplar, Mt; and Revision
of Class E Airspace; Wolf Point, MT [Air-
space Docket No. 97–ANM–04] received Feb-
ruary 27, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

7658. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Amendment of
Class D Airspace; Twin Falls, ID [Airspace
Docket No. 97–ANM–24] received February 27,
1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

7659. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Establishment
of Class E Airspace; Hayden, CO [Airspace
Docket No. 97–ANM–13] received February 27,
1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

7660. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting

the Department’s final rule—Drawbridge Op-
eration Regulations; Connecticut River, CT
(RIN: 2115–AE47) received February 27, 1998,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

7661. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Regulated
Navigation Area Regulation: Ice Operations
in Chesapeake Bay [Docket No. CGD 05–98–
004] (RIN: 2115–AE84) received February 27,
1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

7662. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Safety Zone:
Mission Bay, San Diego, CA; Oceanside Har-
bor, Oceanside, CA [Docket San Diego, 98–
006] (RIN: 2115–AA97) received February 27,
1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

7663. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Critical Ship
Safety Systems Table and Components of a
Supplement under the Alternate Compliance
Program [Docket No. USCG 98–3324] received
February 27, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

7664. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Coast Guard
Acceptance of Resiliently Seated Valves
[Docket No. USCG 1998–3560] received Feb-
ruary 27, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

7665. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Passenger
Manifest Information [Docket No. OST–95–
950] (RIN: 2105–AB78) received February 27,
1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

7666. A letter from the Secretary of Trans-
portation, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Amendment of Class E Airspace;
Big Piney, WY [Airspace Docket No. 97–
ANM–14] received February 27, 1998, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

7667. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Election in respect
of losses attributable to a disaster [26 CFR
1.165–11] received February 27, 1998, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

7668. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Examination of re-
turns and claims for refund, credits or abate-
ment; determination of correct tax liability
(Also Part I, Section 6001; 1.6001–1) [Docket
No. 26 CFR 601.105] received February 26,
1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

f

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

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

Mr. ARCHER: Committee on Ways and
Means. H.R. 3130. A bill to provide for an al-
ternative penalty procedure for States that
fail to meet Federal child support data proc-
essing requirements, to reform Federal in-
centive payments for effective child support

performance, and to provide for a more flexi-
ble penalty procedure for States that violate
interjurisdictional adoption requirements;
with an amendment (Rept. 105–422). Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union.

Mr. GILMAN: Committee on International
Relations. H.R. 1432. A bill to authorize a
new trade and investment policy for sub-Sa-
haran Africa; with an amendment (Rept. 105–
423 Pt. 1). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. ARCHER: Committee on Ways and
Means. H.R. 1432. A bill to authorize a new
trade and investment policy for sub-Saharan
Africa; with an amendment (Rept. 105–423 Pt.
2).

DISCHARGE OF COMMITTEE

Pursuant to clause 5 of rule X the
Committee on Banking and Financial
Services discharged from further con-
sideration. H.R. 1432 referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union.
f

TIME LIMITATION OF REFERRED
BILL

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

H.R. 1432. Referral to the Committee on
Banking and Financial Services extended for
a period ending not later than March 2, 1998.

f

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

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

By Mr. CASTLE:
H.R. 3301. A bill to amend chapter 51 of

title 31, United States Code, to allow the
Secretary of the Treasury greater discretion
with regard to the placement of the required
inscriptions on quarter dollars issued under
the 50 States Commemorative Coin Program;
to the Committee on Banking and Financial
Services.

By Mr. RADANOVICH:
H.R. 3302. A bill to amend the Reclamation

States Emergency Drought Relief Act of 1991
to provide a loan to the Madera-Chowchilla
Power Authority; to the Committee on Re-
sources.

By Mr. CHABOT (for himself and Mr.
HASTINGS of Florida):

H. Res. 374. A resolution expressing the
sense of the House of Representatives regard-
ing the ongoing violence in Algeria; to the
Committee on International Relations.

By Mr. TOWNS:
H. Res. 375. A resolution supporting the ef-

forts of Dobroslav Paraga to bring about in-
creased respect for democratic and human
rights in Croatia; to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations.

f

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

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

H.R. 859: Mr. REDMOND.
H.R. 902: Mr. BRADY.
H.R. 1054: Mr. ARMEY and Mr. GOODLING.
H.R. 1372: Mr. HULSHOF.
H.R. 1401: Mr. OLVER and Mr. STUPAK.
H.R. 1841: Mr. PAUL.
H.R. 2004: Mrs. THURMAN.
H.R. 2052: Mr. BERMAN, Mr. MARKEY, Mr.

WATT of North Carolina, Mrs. MEEK of Flor-
ida, and Mrs. MINK of Hawaii.
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H.R. 2351: Mr. LEVIN, Mr. TORRES, and Mr.

KLECZKA.
H.R. 2545: Mr. PALLONE, Ms. HOOLEY of Or-

egon, Mr. MANTON, and Mr. YATES.
H.R. 2568: Mr. POMBO.
H.R. 2593: Mr. FROST, Mr. PITTS, Mr. LEWIS

of Kentucky, Mr. JONES, and Mr. GUTKNECHT.
H.R. 2639: Ms. WOOLSEY.
H.R. 2788: Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. QUINN, Mr. AN-

DREWS, and Mr. EVANS.

H.R. 2803: Mr. SESSIONS and Mr. TALENT.
H.R. 3147: Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, Mr.

GUTIERREZ, and Mr. MANZULLO.
H.R. 3166: Mr. HULSHOF.
H.R. 3270: Mr. SNYDER.
H.R. 3291: Mr. FAZIO of California, Mr.

BAKER, and Mr. METCALF.
H.J. Res. 102: Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr.

ADERHOLT, Mr. BOYD, Mr. COBLE, Mr. GREEN,
Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. HAYWORTH, Mr.

HILLEARY, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. KENNEDY of
Rhode Island, Mr. KLECZKA, Ms. LOFGREN,
Mr. REYES, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr. SABO, Ms.
SANCHEZ, Mr. BOB SCHAFFER, Mr. SERRANO,
Mr. SHAW, Mr. SHIMKUS, Mr. SKELTON, Mr.
SPRATT, Mr. STUPAK, and Mr. WALSH.

H. Con. Res. 122: Mr. ACKERMAN.
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Senate 
The Senate met at 12 noon and was 

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

PRAYER 

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

Dear God, our Father, we begin this 
new day, week, and this new month 
profoundly moved by Your amazing 
grace. You are the same yesterday, 
today, and forever; You do not change 
Your attitude toward us; Your love has 
no limits. We all need something infi-
nitely greater than selfesteem. We 
need the security and the serenity that 
come only from You. We report in for 
the duties of this day, needing a fresh 
infusion of delight in being alive and 
being assigned crucial work to do. Holy 
Spirit, be the wind under our wings. 
Lift us to new heights of effectiveness. 
We claim this promise: ‘‘But those who 
wait on the Lord shall renew their 
strength; They shall mount up with 
wings like eagles.’’—Isaiah 40:31. Lord, 
help us to soar in the jet stream of 
Your power. In the name of Him who is 
the way, the truth and the life. Amen. 

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 

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

f 

SCHEDULE 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, this morn-
ing the Senate will be in a period of 
morning business until 2 p.m. At 2 
p.m., the Senate will resume consider-
ation of S. 1173, the so-called ISTEA 
legislation, which is the surface trans-
portation authorization bill. 

As was mentioned on last Friday, 
many Members had lobbied for floor 
consideration of this very important 
legislation. I know that the chairman 
of the committee and the distinguished 
Senator from West Virginia had been 

urging that we move forward. Now we 
have the opportunity, but we are hav-
ing difficulty getting Senators to come 
to the floor and offer amendments. We 
need those amendments to be offered 
today. I believe we have had one 
amendment that has been offered and 
accepted, but we need others. We need 
to make really good progress this week 
on this important legislation. Begin-
ning on Wednesday or Thursday, we 
will also, hopefully, be able to take up 
the funding or financing amendments 
that may be offered. 

We do have some items—only a few— 
but we have some items left on the Ex-
ecutive Calendar that could be consid-
ered. Therefore, a rollcall vote is pos-
sible today. I had hoped that it would 
be on the bill itself. I understand now 
it may not be. So I am looking for an 
Executive Calendar nomination or two 
that might require a vote that we can 
take up. 

I want to make it clear to the Sen-
ators, once again, there will be votes 
on Mondays and there will be votes on 
Fridays so that we can get the ISTEA 
bill done and the other important legis-
lation we must get done in March. 

Mr. President, I see Senator KYL is 
here to seek recognition to talk on an 
issue that is very important to me and 
the country with regard to how we deal 
with the situation in Iraq. So I yield 
the floor at this time. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
HAGEL). There will now be a period for 
the transaction of morning business. 

The Senator from Arizona is recog-
nized. 

Mr. KYL. Thank you, Mr. President. 
I thank the distinguished majority 
leader for recognizing me this morning 
to speak on a subject which he ad-
dressed the Senate on last week. I 
think that I may need 15 or 20 minutes. 
I ask unanimous consent to speak for 
15 to 20 minutes this morning. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I have no 
objection, but I would like to be recog-
nized at the conclusion of his remarks. 
I will seek recognition at such time. 

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

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I might be 
shorter than that time, in recognition 
of the desire of the Senator from West 
Virginia to address the Senate as well. 

f 

IRAQ 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, we are well 
aware that an agreement was struck 
this week by the Secretary General of 
the United Nations, Kofi Annan, and 
the Iraqi Government, led by Saddam 
Hussein, with respect to the sites that 
Iraq agreed would be open to unfet-
tered inspection at the conclusion of 
the gulf war. Let me give a little his-
tory first. 

Remember that the United States 
and the allied forces were prepared to 
carry the battle further, perhaps even 
to Saddam Hussein himself, but the 
President of the United States judged 
that the battle could be called off if the 
Iraqi Government would agree to a se-
ries of commitments to abide by the 
rule of law in the future. As a result, 
we stopped our military campaign 
against the Iraqi Army, and an agree-
ment was entered into between the 
Iraqi Government and the allied forces 
under the jurisdiction of the United 
States in which the Iraqi Government 
made some very specific promises. The 
key promise was not to develop any 
weapons of mass destruction and to de-
stroy everything that they had. 

To implement that commitment, an 
inspection regime was established, and 
the Iraqi Government agreed to allow 
unfettered inspection of its country in 
order to assure that it was abiding by 
the agreement not to develop and, in-
deed, to destroy any weapons of mass 
destruction that it might already have. 
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From the day that agreement was 

signed, it has been violated repeatedly 
by the Iraqi Government and Iraqi au-
thorities, and it has been literally, Mr. 
President, a cat-and-mouse game be-
tween the U.N. inspectors under 
UNSCOM and the Iraqi Government. It 
seems that unfettered inspection has 
been permitted until the inspectors get 
warm—like the old child’s game, ‘‘Am I 
getting warm yet?’’—and as soon as the 
inspectors would get warm, then there 
would be delay and deception and de-
nial and, if it were serious enough, out-
right barring of inspectors from a site 
or facility until the offending material 
had been whisked literally out the 
back door, in some cases, and then 
when the site was clean, the front door 
would open, the inspectors would be in-
vited in and they would find, of course, 
nothing. That game went on for a long 
time. Finally, the U.N. inspector said, 
‘‘Enough, this isn’t going to work; 
every time we get warm, he stops us 
and we have to find a way to enforce 
the agreement that Saddam had en-
tered into.’’ That is when the United 
States began to consider a bombing 
campaign as a means of at least at-
tempting to degrade the weapons of 
mass destruction that Iraq had devel-
oped. 

A lot of people felt it probably 
wouldn’t succeed because it is difficult 
to find those caches of weapons, except 
for the ones that were disclosed when 
Saddam Hussein’s son-in-law defected 
to Jordan for a while and indicated 
where this material was and our in-
spectors were able to go in and find it 
as a result of that, Saddam Hussein all 
of a sudden remembering that he had 
forgotten to tell us that that existed. 

Except for that instance, we have 
been unsuccessful in being able to iden-
tify much of these stocks. So it was 
problematic as to whether a bombing 
campaign would actually result in the 
destruction of this material. As a re-
sult, a lot of people were pushing the 
administration prior to that bombing 
campaign to develop a broader strategy 
that would consist of a wide array of 
actions that over time could result in 
addressing the real problem here, 
which everyone agrees is Saddam Hus-
sein himself. That broader strategy 
might consist of a series of actions 
that would destabilize his regime, 
would put more pressure on him and 
would eventually perhaps result in a 
replacement of his Government, not by 
assassination, which is contrary to 
American policy, but by means of the 
assistance of the people of Iraq. 

Since the agreement by the U.N. Sec-
retary General, the need for a resolu-
tion from the Congress supporting 
military action has been, in effect, put 
on hold, but I suggest that it is only on 
hold, that there will come a time, soon-
er or later, when the United Nations 
will, again, be faced with the question, 
and the United States as the primary 
actor here, as to whether or not it is 
necessary to take some additional ac-
tion. 

As sure as we are here today, Mr. 
President, the Iraqis will violate the 
terms of either the most recently 
agreed-upon regime for inspection or 
the remaining principles of inspection 
which apply to other than the so-called 
eight Presidential sites in Iraq. That 
would probably happen if, that is to 
say, we begin again to get warm, if our 
inspectors find something that they 
want to get into further. 

At that point, we will begin to again 
see denial and deception by the Iraqi 
Government. At that point, it is going 
to be relevant again whether or not the 
American people, the world community 
and the Congress support action by the 
administration to deal with the then 
most recent crisis. If the administra-
tion has developed a broad strategy, 
the bombing campaign only being a 
part of that strategy, and everyone rec-
ognizing that it by itself is not going 
to solve the problem, but as a part of 
an overall strategy can contribute to a 
solution, then the President, I think, 
will have the support he needs to pro-
ceed with the execution of that plan. 

But the development of that plan is 
critical, and that is why I think during 
this interregnum, this period in which 
at least nominally inspections will be 
permitted and pressure of immediate 
military action has receded, it is im-
portant for us in the Congress to work 
with the administration to help it de-
velop the outlines of such a policy. 
That is not our job, and I don’t suggest 
that the Congress be the one to develop 
that broad strategy. That is the admin-
istration’s prerogative; it is the admin-
istration’s responsibility. It is its re-
sponsibility, and because many in Con-
gress feel the administration has abdi-
cated a significant part of that respon-
sibility in the past, I think we have the 
opportunity and we have the responsi-
bility to share ideas with the adminis-
tration that it could put together in a 
broader strategy. If it does that, it will 
have the support of the Congress if and 
when that time comes. That is why I 
think it is important for us to talk a 
little bit about the agreement that was 
entered into and about some alter-
native proposals that have been sug-
gested, including one which I will sub-
mit for the RECORD. A letter sent to 
the President by 28 prominent—promi-
nent—American citizens offers their 
suggestions as to what might be done, 
most of which have also been offered by 
Members of the Senate. 

Before I close with that, let me indi-
cate that when the majority leader 
took the floor last week to criticize the 
agreement that had been entered into 
between the Secretary General and 
Saddam Hussein, I supported the re-
marks that he gave and I have said 
that ever since, because I think some 
criticism of this agreement is war-
ranted. 

It is a fact that our Government was 
put in a box when the President and 
the Secretary of State, in effect, ceded 
this element of policy to the United 
Nations. It was a foregone conclusion 

we would have to then accept the 
agreement and attempt to abide by it; 
we had no choice at that point; and as 
a result, the administration has to go 
forward with it and has to nominally 
at least support it. Richard Butler, the 
chief inspector, has to support it. He is 
a man of significant qualifications and 
eloquence. In describing how this is 
going to work, he says he can make it 
work, but it is all predicated on the as-
sumption that Saddam Hussein will 
abide by the agreement. That is what 
Richard Butler himself says. 

There are a lot of criticisms of the 
agreement, about the precedent that it 
sets, about the fact that it puts the 
United Nations literally in the driver’s 
seat and reduces the UNSCOM inspec-
tors, the professionals, and the United 
States, which has been a primary coun-
try backing the agreement, to a sec-
ondary position. There has been signifi-
cant question about whether the in-
spections themselves will be com-
promised by the inclusion of a lot of 
diplomats which are essentially to act 
as chaperones to the inspectors at 
these eight Presidential sites. 

Part of the problem of the inspec-
tions is that Saddam Hussein has al-
ways seemed to have been aware of 
where we wanted to go and has been 
one step ahead of us. That is because 
his Government has significantly pene-
trated the operations and has informa-
tion in advance of the inspections. If 
the diplomats are involved in this, and 
some of them are from countries which 
are clearly supportive of the Iraqi re-
gime, it certainly is open to question 
as to whether or not the inspections 
will be compromised in the future. 

So a lot of questions that the major-
ity leader raised about this agreement, 
I think, remain as significant and 
ought to instruct us in the future as to 
how not to go about business. But it is 
done. And for the time being, we are 
going to have to at least abide by it. 

The key point about the agreement 
that I think I will make is this: We 
should have no illusions that it will be 
abided by. At some point, the Iraqis 
will, if we get close to finding some-
thing, prevent either the full inspec-
tion under the new agreement or revert 
to form under the current policies that 
apply to all of the sites other than the 
eight Presidential sites. In either case, 
we have the responsibility to act. 

Now, the administration has the view 
that this will actually make it easier 
for us to engage in military action in 
the future because in the past we did 
not have support from the world com-
munity, but this time if Saddam Hus-
sein violates it, the world community 
will be with us. Well, unfortunately, 
the world community appears to have 
an almost infinite capacity for ration-
alization not to take an action against 
Saddam Hussein because we cannot 
even get a resolution through the Secu-
rity Council that says the ‘‘severest’’ 
consequences will result from a viola-
tion of the agreement. Instead, we 
argue about words—of whether it will 
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be very severe consequences. This 
clearly means that our allies are not 
going to be backing us in terms of the 
kind of military action that we will 
want to take if and when that becomes 
necessary. 

So concluding on this point, Mr. 
President, I think it is important for 
us to look at some of the suggestions 
that are being made and for the admin-
istration to begin to develop this 
broader policy. 

I want to put two things in the 
RECORD at this point. I will ask unani-
mous consent to do so. One is a letter, 
an open letter to the President, signed 
by 28 prominent Americans, calling 
upon the President to consider a vari-
ety of specific actions that should be 
taken; and the other is a statement by 
Paul Wolfowitz who is the Dean of the 
Paul H. Nitze School of Advanced 
International Studies at Johns Hop-
kins University for the House Com-
mittee on International Relations on 
February 24. Since that was a House 
hearing, I thought it would useful for 
our Members here in the Senate to 
have it. 

So I ask unanimous consent that 
those two documents be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

OPEN LETTER TO THE PRESIDENT— 
COMMITTEE FOR PEACE AND SECU-
RITY IN THE GULF, 

February 19, 1998. 
DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: Many of us were in-

volved in organizing the Committee for 
Peace and Security in the Gulf in 1990 to sup-
port President Bush’s policy of expelling 
Saddam Hussein from Kuwait. Seven years 
later, Saddam Hussein is still in power in 
Baghdad. And despite his defeat in the Gulf 
War, continuing sanctions, and the deter-
mined effort of UN inspectors to fetter out 
and destroy his weapons of mass destruction, 
Saddam Hussein has been able to develop bi-
ological and chemical munitions. To under-
score the threat posed by these deadly de-
vices, the Secretaries of State and Defense 
have said that these weapons could be used 
against our own people. And you have said 
that this issue is about the ‘‘challenges of 
the 21st Century.’’ 

Iraq’s position is unacceptable. While Iraq 
is not unique in possessing these weapons, it 
is the only country which has used them— 
not just against its enemies, but its own peo-
ple as well. We must assume that Saddam is 
prepared to use them again. This poses a 
danger to our friends, our allies, and to our 
nation. 

It is clear that this danger cannot be elimi-
nated as long as our objective is simply 
‘‘containment,’’ and the means of achieving 
it are limited to sanctions and exhortations. 
As the crisis of recent weeks has dem-
onstrated, these static policies are bound to 
erode, opening the way to Saddam’s eventual 
return to a position of power and influence 
in the region. Only a determined program to 
change the regime in Baghdad will bring the 
Iraqi crisis to a satisfactory conclusion. 

For years, the United States has tried to 
remove Saddam by encouraging coups and 
internal conspiracies. These attempts have 
all failed. Saddam is more wily, brutal and 
conspiratorial than any likely conspiracy 
the United States might mobilize against 
him. Saddam must be overpowered; he will 
not be brought down by a coup d’etat. But 
Saddam has an Achilles’ heel; lacking pop-
ular support, he rules by terror. The same 

brutality which makes it unlikely that any 
coups or conspiracies can succeed, makes 
him hated by his own people and the rank 
and file of his military. Iraq today is ripe for 
a broad-based insurrection. We must exploit 
this opportunity. 

Saddam’s long record of treaty violations, 
deception, and violence shows that diplo-
macy and arms control will not constrain 
him. In the absence of a broader strategy, 
even extensive air strikes would be ineffec-
tive in dealing with Saddam and eliminating 
the threat his regime poses. We believe that 
the problem is not only the specifics of 
Saddam’s actions, but the continued exist-
ence of the regime itself. 

What is needed now is a comprehensive po-
litical and military strategy for bringing 
down Saddam and his regime. It will not be 
easy—and the course of action we favor is 
not without its problems and perils. But we 
believe the vital national interests of our 
country require the United States to: 

Recognize a provisional government of Iraq 
based on the principles and leaders of the 
Iraqi National Congress (INC) that is rep-
resentative of all peoples of Iraq. 

Restore and enhance the safe haven in 
northern Iraq to allow the provisional gov-
ernment to extend its authority there and 
establish a zone in southern Iraq from which 
Saddam’s ground forces would also be ex-
cluded. 

Lift sanctions in liberated areas. Sanctions 
are instruments of war against Saddam’s re-
gime, but they should be quickly lifted on 
those who have freed themselves from it. 
Also, the oil resources and products of the 
liberated areas should help fund the provi-
sional government’s insurrection and hu-
manitarian relief for the people of liberated 
Iraq. 

Release frozen Iraqi assets—which amount 
to $1.6 billion in the United States and Brit-
ain alone—to the control of the provisional 
government to fund its insurrection. This 
could be done gradually and so long as the 
provisional government continues to pro-
mote a democratic Iraq. 

Facilitate broadcasts from U.S. transmit-
ters immediately and establish a Radio Free 
Iraq. 

Help expand liberated areas of Iraq by as-
sisting the provisional government’s offen-
sive against Saddam Hussein’s regime 
logistically and through other means. 

Remove any vestiges of Saddam’s claim to 
‘‘legitimacy’’ by, among other things, bring-
ing a war crimes indictment against the dic-
tator and his lieutenants and challenging 
Saddam’s credentials to fill the Iraqi seat at 
the United Nations. 

Launch a systematic air campaign against 
the pillars of his power—the Republican 
Guard divisions which prop him up and the 
military infrastructure that sustains him. 

Position U.S. ground force equipment in 
the region so that, as a last resort, we have 
the capacity to protect and assist the anti- 
Saddam forces in the northern and southern 
parts of Iraq. 

Once you make it unambiguously clear 
that we are serious about eliminating the 
threat posed by Saddam, and are not just en-
gaged in tactical bombing attacks unrelated 
to a larger strategy designed to topple the 
regime, we believe that such countries as 
Kuwait, Turkey and Saudi Arabia, whose co-
operation would be important for the imple-
mentation of this strategy, will give us the 
political and logistical support to succeed. 

In the present climate in Washington, 
some may misunderstand and misinterpret 
strong American action against Iraq as hav-
ing ulterior political motives. We believe, on 
the contrary, that strong American action 
against Saddam is overwhelmingly in the na-
tional interest, that it must be supported, 
and that it must succeed. Saddam must not 
become the beneficiary of an American do-
mestic political controversy. 

We are confident that were you to launch 
an initiative along these line, the Congress 
and the country would see it as a timely and 
justifiable response to Iraq’s continued in-
transigence. We urge you to provide the lead-
ership necessary to save ourselves and the 
world from the scourge of Saddam and the 
weapons of mass destruction that he refuses 
to relinguish. 

Sincerely, 
Hon. Stephen Solarz, Former Member, 

Foreign Affairs Committee, U.S. House 
of Representatives; Hon. Richard Perle, 
Resident Fellow, American Enterprise 
Institute; Former Assistant Secretary 
of Defense; Hon. Elliot Abrams, Presi-
dent, Ethics & Public Policy Center; 
Former Assistant Secretary of State; 
Richard V. Allen, Former National Se-
curity Advisor; Hon. Richard 
Armitage, President, Armitage Associ-
ates, L.C., Former Assistant Secretary 
of Defense; Jeffrey T. Bergner, Presi-
dent, Bergner, Bockorny, Clough & 
Brain; Former Staff Director, Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee; Hon. 
John Bolton, Senior Vice President, 
American Enterprise Institute; Former 
Assistant Secretary of State; Stephen 
Bryen, Former Deputy Assistant Sec-
retary of Defense; Hon. Richard Burt, 
Chairman, IEP Advisors, Inc.; Former 
U.S. Ambassador to Germany; Former 
Assistant Secretary of State for Euro-
pean Affairs. 

Hon. Frank Carlucci, Former Secretary 
of Defense; Hon. Judge William Clark, 
Former National Security Advisor; 
Paula J. Dobriansky, Vice President, 
Director of Washington Office, Council 
on Foreign Relations; Former Member, 
National Security Council; Doug Feith, 
Managing Attorney, Feith & Zell P.C.; 
Former Deputy Assistant Secretary of 
Defense for Negotiations Policy; Frank 
Gaffney, Director, Center for Security 
Policy; Former Deputy Assistant Sec-
retary of Defense for Nuclear Forces; 
Jeffrey Gedmin, Executive Director, 
New Atlantic Initiative; Research Fel-
low, American Enterprise Institute; 
Hon. Fred C. Ikle, Former Undersecre-
tary of Defense; Robert Kagan, Senior 
Associate, Carnegie Endowment for 
International Peace; Zalmay M. 
Khalilzad, Director, Strategy and Doc-
trine, RAND Corporation; Sven F. 
Kraemer, Former Director of Arms 
Control, National Security Council; 
William Kristol, Editor, The Weekly 
Standard; Michael Ledeen, Resident 
Scholar, American Enterprise Insti-
tute, Former Special Advisor to the 
Secretary of State; Bernard Lewis, 
Professor Emeritus of Middle Eastern 
and Ottoman Studies, Princeton Uni-
versity; R. Admiral Frederick L. Lewis, 
U.S. Navy, Retired; Major. Gen. Jarvis 
Lynch, U.S. Marine Corps. Retired; 
Hon. Robert C. McFarlane, Former Na-
tional Security Advisor; Joshua 
Muravchik, Resident Scholar, Amer-
ican Enterprise Institute; Robert A. 
Pastor, Former Special Assistant to 
President Carter for Inter-American 
Affairs; Martin Peretz, Editor-in-Chief, 
The New Republic; Roger Robinson, 
Former Senior Director of Inter-
national Economic Affairs, National 
Security Council; Peter Rodman, Di-
rector of National Security Programs, 
Nixon Center for Peace and Freedom; 
Former Director, Policy Planning 
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Staff, U.S. Department of State; Hon. 
Peter Rosenblatt, Former Ambassador 
to the Trust Territories of the Pacific; 
Hon Donald Rumsfeld, Former Sec-
retary of Defense; Gary Schmitt, Exec-
utive Director, Project for the New 
American Century; Former Executive 
Director, President’s Foreign Intel-
ligence Advisory Board; Max Singer, 
President, The Potomac Organization; 
Former President, The Hudson Insti-
tute; Hon. Helmut Sonnenfeldt, Guest 
Scholar, The Brookings Institution; 
Former Counsellor, U.S. Department of 
State; Hon Caspar Weinberger, Former 
Secretary of Defense; Leon Wienseltier, 
Literary Editor, The New Republic; 
Hon. Paul Wolfowitz, Dean, Johns Hop-
kins SAIS; Former Undersecretary of 
Defense; David Wurmser, Director, 
Middle East Program, AEI; Research 
Fellow, American Enterprise Institute; 
Dov S. Zakheim, Former Deputy Un-
dersecretary of Defense. 

Organization affiliations given for identi-
fication purposes only. Views reflected in the 
letter are endorsed by the individual, not the 
institution. 

STATEMENT OF PAUL WOLFOWITZ 
Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the oppor-

tunity to testify before this distinguished 
committee on such an important subject as 
policy toward Iraq. 

Although I share in the general sense of re-
lief that the mission of the U.N. Secretary 
General has made it possible to avoid, for the 
time being, the necessity of U.S. military ac-
tion against Iraq, I see no reason to rejoice 
about the outcome of the latest crisis with 
Iraq. Nor do I see any reason to be optimistic 
about the agreement that has been reached. 
In fact, the events of the last several weeks 
constitute a significant political victory for 
Saddam Hussein. 

However, the course of military action 
that the Administration was preparing for 
would have been an even greater political de-
feat for the United States, accomplishing lit-
tle or nothing at the cost of the lives of 
American pilots and Iraqi civilians and also 
at great political cost to our friends and al-
lies in the region. What the United States 
needs to develop urgently is a long-term 
strategy so that we will not find ourselves in 
the same box again in a few months, forced 
to choose between an unsatisfactory diplo-
matic outcome or costly and ineffective 
military action. If we must act militarily in 
Iraq, it should be in support of a serious ef-
fort to help Iraqis to liberate their country 
from Saddam Hussein’s tyrannical grasp. 
That is also the only way to rescue the re-
gion and the world from the threat that will 
continue to be posed by Saddam’s unrelent-
ing effort to acquire weapons of mass de-
struction and to exact vengeance for the de-
feat he suffered in the Persian Gulf War. 

I would like to discuss three points in my 
testimony this morning: 

(1) Even a perfect agreement would have 
constituted a tremendous victory for Sad-
dam Hussein and left the UNSCOM inspec-
tors under an enormous handicap in their ef-
forts to uncover his weapons of mass de-
struction and delivery systems. 

(2) The agreement, or what we know of the 
agreement, leaves enormous question marks 
about whether UNSCOM will any longer be 
able to carry out its function of searching 
for Saddam Hussein’s weapons of mass de-
struction in any of the eight so-called Presi-
dential Palaces or for that matter, in any 
other locations that Saddam Hussein may at 
some later date decide. 

(3) If the agreement has not effectively 
gutted the inspection effort and if the in-

spectors are thus able to get lucky and get 
back on the trail of what they were about to 
discover when Saddam blocked inspections a 
few months ago, the United States must 
have military options that are better than 
the one that was available this time of 
bombing targets whose contents we have lit-
tle knowledge about in the small hope that 
this might ‘‘substantially reduce’’ his weap-
ons of mass destruction capability. What is 
needed is not the ‘‘major land campaign’’ 
that top Administration officials falsely sug-
gest is the only effective way to remove Sad-
dam from power. The real option is to sup-
port the many Iraqis who desperately want 
to overthrow this tyrant, but who have so far 
found the U.S. stinting and unreliable in the 
support we have provided them. What is 
needed is not a ‘‘massive U.S. ground inva-
sion’’ but political, economic and military 
support so that Iraqis can carry that fight 
themselves. 

THE LOSSES IN A RETURN TO THE STATUS QUO 
First, it is important to recognize how 

much Saddam has gained even if the present 
agreement actually did commit him to allow 
the UNSCOM inspectors the ‘‘free, full, un-
fettered access to these sites, anywhere in 
the country’’ that President Clinton de-
manded in his speech to Pentagon personnel 
on February 17. Most of the reasons to be 
skeptical about this agreement can be found 
in the President’s own speech. 

As President Clinton said, an agreement 
with Saddam Hussein on this issue means 
nothing: ‘‘Saddam has spent the better part 
of the past decade trying to cheat on [the] 
solemn commitment’’ to submit to inspec-
tion of his suspect weapons programs. 
‘‘Throughout [this] entire process,’’ as the 
President said, ‘‘Iraqi agents have under-
mined and undercut UNSCOM.’’ 

It is also true, as the President said, that 
the UNSCOM inspectors have done a remark-
able job of uncovering Iraq’s secret programs 
despite all of this lying, concealing and ob-
struction. But there is one major difference 
now if the inspectors are able to go back to 
work unhindered in Iraq: this crisis has 
bought Saddam months of time to move 
whatever it may have been that U.N. inspec-
tors were about to discover that forced Sad-
dam finally to declare key sites off limits. 
As good as the inspectors are, it is not rea-
sonable to think that they could get back 
any time soon to the point they were at 
when Saddam’s obstruction began. It could 
take many months, or even years, particu-
larly when much of the progress they have 
made in the last two years has been due, 
again as the President acknowledged, to the 
extraordinary revelations brought out by 
Saddam’s son-in-law, Hussein Kamel, when 
he defected in 1995. It is unlikely that we will 
ever get such a well-placed defector again. 

Thus, even in the best of circumstances. 
Saddam Hussein has almost certainly bought 
himself a very long time before we will have 
to face the need to obstruct the U.N. inspec-
tors again, to continue the game of ‘‘cheat 
and retreat’’ as Les Aspin called it. Long be-
fore then, we can be sure, the pressure will 
build from Russia, France and others to lift 
the sanctions on Iraq on the grounds that 
the inspectors have found nothing. And once 
again President Clinton had it right in his 
February 17 speech when he said: ‘‘Already 
these sanctions have denied him $110 billion. 
Imagine how much stronger his armed forces 
would be today, how many more weapons of 
mass destruction operations he would have 
hidden around the country if he had been 
able to spend even a small fraction of that 
amount for a military rebuilding.’’ 

What has Saddam had to pay for this long 
breathing space and for the four-month defi-
ance of the United Nations that produced it? 

Absolutely nothing. Even worse, he has been 
rewarded for it. Rewarded by forcing the 
United States into a costly military build-up 
that has strained our relations with key al-
lies in the region. Rewarded by the legit-
imacy of a meeting with the Secretary Gen-
eral of the United Nations and a formal 
agreement with him (a dignity, we should be 
remember, would never have been accorded 
to Radovan Karadzic when he claimed to be 
the leader of Serbian Bosnia). Rewarded by 
an enormous outpouring of sympathy and 
support for him in many parts of the Arab 
world. Rewarded by appearing to have stood 
up to the United States and not paying any 
price for doing so. 

Perhaps most seriously of all, Saddam has 
been rewarded by the repeated statements by 
top U.S. officials—not to mention those of 
other countries—that our goal is limited 
merely to getting the U.N. inspections re-
stored. That is to say, or rather as President 
Clinton said, ‘‘Would the Iraqi people be bet-
ter off if there were a change in leadership? 
I certainly think they would be. But that is 
not what the United Nations has authorized 
us to do; that is not what our immediate in-
terest is about.’’ Or, in the words of the Sec-
retary of Defense: ‘‘What we are seeking to 
do is not to topple Saddam Hussein, not to 
destroy his country, but to do what the 
United Nations has said in its declarations.’’ 
Of course, these are not warm endorsements 
of Saddam Hussein’s continuation in power. 
But they certainly go a long way to discour-
age opponents of his regime from thinking 
that we are seriously interested in removing 
Saddam. 

POTENTIAL WEAKNESSES IN THIS AGREEMENT 
There are also serious problems with the 

agreement itself. It does much more than 
simply provide for ‘‘diplomats’’ to accom-
pany UNSCOM inspectors in visiting sen-
sitive sites. In fact, Article 4 of the agree-
ment says that inspection of those sites will 
be conducted not by UNSCOM but by a new 
Special Group, appointed by the Secretary 
General, in which members of UNSCOM will 
simply be members. Although the language 
is ambiguous, it suggests that the Executive 
Director of UNSCOM, Ambassador Richard 
Butler, who by all reports has done a mag-
nificent job to date, would not be a member 
of this Special Group. The Special Group 
would have its own head, called a Commis-
sioner, also appointed by the Secretary Gen-
eral. 

If this means that Ambassador Butler has 
effectively been dismissed for the function of 
inspecting sensitive sites, and access to 
those sites is now to be negotiated by a Rus-
sian diplomat or someone else who is more 
sensitive to Saddam’s claims of ‘‘sov-
ereignty’’ than to the need to carry out ef-
fective inspections, then the damage to the 
inspection regime is truly fatal. If any con-
fidence is to be placed in this agreement at 
all, it is vital that the Secretary General 
move very quickly to appoint Ambassador 
Butler as the Commissioner of the Special 
Group, something which the agreement per-
mits but does not require. 

Even if the Executive Director of UNSCOM 
remains in charge of inspecting sensitive 
sites, there are other reasons for concern. 
The inclusion of ‘‘diplomats’’ in the teams 
may compromise security, a serious problem 
for UNSCOM in the best of circumstances. 
The promise by the Secretary General to 
bring the issue of lifting of sanctions to the 
attention of the Security Council, while 
seemingly vapid, could generate serious 
problems. Finally, there are serious concerns 
about the size and scope of the defined eight 
‘‘Presidential Sites’’ that are supposed to be 
defined in the annex to the agreement, an 
annex which was still not available more 
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than twenty-four hours after the agreement 
was announced. 

THE NEED FOR BETTER MILITARY OPTIONS 
It may be a long time, if ever, before the 

inspectors can get close to finding whatever 
it was that caused Saddam to start obstruct-
ing them last year. But if they do, we can be 
certain, he will block them again. President 
Clinton has said that in that case we must be 
prepared to take military action. If so, that 
military action needs to be something more 
effective than what was planned this time. 

Although the Clinton Administration de-
clared repeatedly that the air strikes they 
were planning would not be ‘‘pin-pricks’’ like 
the ones they administered in response to 
Saddam’s attempted assassination of Presi-
dent Bush in 1993 or to his attack on our 
Iraqi opposition allies in 1996, simply making 
a bigger bang is no guarantee of serious re-
sults. There is simply no way that the U.S. 
Air Force can do from the air what the U.N. 
inspectors must do from the ground. Over 
time it seemed that our objectives were 
steadily scaled back. As it began to dawn 
that bombing would probably not succeed in 
forcing the inspectors back in—indeed, it 
might well have the opposite effect—one 
heard less talk of that as a possible objec-
tive. But since we also couldn’t hope to 
eliminate Saddam’s weapons of mass de-
struction with air power alone, we finally 
ended up with the objective of ‘‘substantially 
reducing’’ that threat. In the absence of in-
spectors, it would be impossible to know 
what we had actually destroyed. Perhaps the 
thinking was that the word substantially has 
enough flexibility in it to cover a range of 
outcomes. But as Secretary Cohen dem-
onstrated with his bag of sugar, it would not 
take much left over to continue to pose a se-
rious threat. 

Thus, the U.S. would have been left trying 
to claim significant military success, with 
little evidence to back it up, while the evi-
dence of death and destruction in Iraq would 
be real and readily demonstrated by Saddam. 
Risking American lives and the lives of inno-
cent civilians is something that should be 
done only when there are serious goals to be 
accomplished by doing so. The proposed op-
eration could meet that standard only with 
the greatest of difficulty. And it would have 
imposed serious costs on our allies in the 
Arab world. 

Which brings us to the question asked by 
the elderly veteran in Columbus, Ohio: ‘‘If 
push comes to shove and Saddam will not 
back down, will not allow or keep his word, 
are we ready and willing to send the troops 
. . . and finish this job, or are we going to do 
it half-assed, the way we did before?’’ 

Secretary Cohen’s answer was ‘‘What we 
are seeking to do is not to topple Saddam 
Hussein . . . but to do what the United Na-
tions has said in its declarations.’’ At the 
same Town Meeting, Sandy Berger said that 
‘‘The costs and risks of that course of action, 
in our judgment, are too high and not essen-
tial to achieving our strategic interests as a 
nation . . . It would require a major land 
campaign, and risk large losses of our sol-
diers.’’ 

Yet Secretary Cohen on other occasions, 
has said correctly, that this is not simply 
about U.N. declarations but about real 
threats to U.S. National Security. Saddam 
Hussein has demonstrated that we will cheat 
and try to build weapons of mass destruction 
as long as he remains in power. He dem-
onstrated, by attempting to assassinate 
George Bush early in the term of a new 
American administration and by burning Ku-
wait’s oil fields as his army left that coun-
try, that he is bent on serious vengeance 
against those who opposed him in the Gulf 
War. He has demonstrated not only in 1990 

but also again in 1994 that he will pose a 
threat to Kuwait whenever he thinks he has 
a chance. He has demonstrated countless 
times that he will conduct genocide and war 
crimes against his own people including gas-
sing them with chemical weapons, machine- 
gunning them in mass graves. and threat-
ening them with starvation by diverting riv-
ers. The one effective way to cope with the 
weapons of mass destruction problem, like 
all these other problems, is to help remove 
him from power. 

As President Clinton has said, the issue of 
weapons of mass destruction is an issue that 
concerns the future of the twenty-first cen-
tury. As Mr. Berger said in Columbus, it is 
an issue worth fighting for. Why is it worth 
fighting for ineffectively with air power and 
not worth fighting for effectively, if that 
means using ground forces? Instead of decid-
ing what means it is willing to use, and then 
tailoring the goals to fit them, the Clinton 
Administration should decide what it takes 
to do the job and ask the country to support 
it. 

However, the estimates that it would take 
a major invasion with U.S. ground forces se-
riously overestimates Saddam Hussein. As 
we did for too long in Bosnia, we are in dan-
ger of painting a brutal dictator and his 
army as mighty giants when, in fact they are 
military pygmies. There was some excuse for 
overestimating the capability of the ‘‘fourth 
largest army in the world’’ before the Gulf 
War, when all we had to go on was their per-
formance against Iran in the 1980’s. There is 
no reason to be doing so today, when their 
weaknesses were exposed in 1991, and when 
the Iraqi army of today is far weaker than 
the one that we faced then. 

The notion that a large U.S. ground inva-
sion would be needed is based on the belief, 
repeated often by U.S. government officials, 
that the Iraqi opposition is feckless. But 
that Iraqi opposition rose up in large num-
bers to fight against Saddam Hussein in the 
immediate aftermath of the Gulf War. That 
Iraqi opposition, with some help from the 
U.S. Operation Provide Comfort, kept the 
northern third of Iraq out of Saddam’s con-
trol for more than five years, and even 
today, despite the serious division between 
the two major Kurdish factions, Saddam’s 
writ is weak in Northern Iraq. 

Alas, it is U.S. support for the Iraqi opposi-
tion, more than that opposition itself, which 
has been feckless. I am sorry to say that the 
single best opportunity to support the Iraqi 
opposition was during the Bush Administra-
tion, when Saddam Hussein was to use his 
armed helicopters to slaughter the rebel 
forces, while American fighter planes flew 
over head, with their pilots not allowed to 
shoot at Saddam’s gunships. But, where the 
Clinton Administration came to office prom-
ising to do more, they in fact have done less. 
We have preferred to support coup attempts 
in Baghdad, which are almost certain to be 
penetrated and to fail, than to provide open 
support to the democratic opposition. Ulti-
mately, when the Iraqi opposition was fight-
ing for its life in the North when Saddam at-
tacked Irbil in 1996, the United States made 
a few meaningless missile strikes against ra-
dars in the South, proclaiming the North to 
be of no strategic importance and aban-
doning the people whom we had promised to 
support. 

But Saddam is not ten feet tall. The bru-
tality that makes him so feared by his peo-
ple also makes him hated. And his army is 
badly weakened by its defeat in the Gulf War 
and by the effect of years of sanctions. When 
President Bush did decide to do something to 
stop Saddam’s repression of his people, by 
launching Operation Provide Comfort in 
April of 1991, it took only a small, lightly 
armed American force and ill-equipped Kurd-

ish guerillas, backed up by the threat of 
American air power, to drive the Iraqi army 
out of the northern third of the country. 
When the opposition proposed an attack on 
Iraqi forces in the North in 1995, the United 
States warned them not to and said we would 
not support them. As a result, the larger of 
the two Kurdish factions pulled out but the 
operation nevertheless succeeded in cap-
turing several large Iraqi army units with 
minimal fighting. 

Just a few days ago, Daniel Williams re-
ported in the Washington Post from Amman, 
in an article titled ‘‘Saddam May Be Weaker 
Than He Seems,’’ that: 

‘‘Diplomats, Jordanian officials and trav-
elers say that the south is dangerous terri-
tory for Saddam Hussein’s army and police. 
‘By day, things seem calm enough, but at 
night the police and soldiers retreat into 
their shelters. They are not safe,’ said a re-
cent arrival from Iraq. ‘There is lots of hit- 
and-run activity on Saddam’s security 
forces. The nighttime belongs to them,’ a 
Western diplomat added.’’ 

What saves Saddam from massive uprisings 
in this situation, a former Iraqi military of-
ficial exiled in Jordan told Williams, is that 
‘‘no one wants to be burned twice.’’ If the 
United States wants the opposition to Sad-
dam Hussein to be less feckless, then it must 
be less feckless in its support. This does not 
mean that we can guarantee their success. 
But there are certain minimum things that 
we must do. We cannot pretend to support a 
serious resistance movement when we have 
yet to give them a single rifle, much less 
antitank weapons. We cannot plan to sit by 
while helicopter gunships slaughter them 
without interference. 

What the U.S. needs to do to support effec-
tive resistance to Saddam Hussein is not a 
large ground invasion, but rather a series of 
political, economic and military measures 
that can help the Iraqi people liberate them-
selves: 

Political: We need to challenge Saddam 
Hussein’s claims to be the legitimate ruler of 
Iraq. This will be much harder to do in the 
wake of the agreement that he has just 
signed with the Secretary General. But it is 
important, nevertheless, to press to indict 
him as a war criminal and to challenge his 
claim to represent Iraq in the United Na-
tions. 

We should also indicate our willingness to 
recognize a provisional government of free 
Iraq, and the best place to start is with the 
current organization and principles of the 
Iraqi National Congress, the only organiza-
tion that has to date set forth a set of prin-
ciples on which a post-Saddam representa-
tive government could be built. 

The United States can expect to be iso-
lated at first in pushing these positions, but 
it is important to do so because they are not 
merely symbolic steps. They have real prac-
tical consequences, both political and eco-
nomic. 

Economic. One of the consequences of cre-
ating a mechanism to recognize a provi-
sional government for Iraq is that it would 
open a way to make the frozen assets of Iraq, 
reportedly in the neighborhood of $1.6 billion 
just in the U.S. and U.K. alone, available to 
support the resistance. 

Another important measure will be to lift 
economic sanctions from regions in Iraq that 
are wrested from Saddam’s control. It is in-
excusable that sanctions have been kept in 
place all this time on Northern Iraq, even 
when it was liberated territory. This 
squeezed the people in the North between a 
U.N. embargo from the north and Saddam’s 
embargo from the south, thus exacerbating 
tensions among the Kurds. 

Ultimately, the most important economic 
measure will be to make provision for the oil 
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resources of liberated areas to be made avail-
able to support the resistance to Saddam 
Hussien. 

Military: Serious military support is also 
needed from the United States, but not the 
large land invasion that is thrown up regu-
larly as a straw man. What is needed most of 
all is weapons and logistics support. Anti- 
tank weapons, in particular, could have a 
powerful equalizing effect, just as anti-air 
weapons did in Afghanistan. It is difficult to 
understand how U.S. officials can claim that 
we have tried supporting the opposition, 
when we have never tried to arm them. 

We should also be prepared to provide air 
cover for liberated areas within the southern 
and northern no-fly zones. This is of critical 
importance, not only to provide a base from 
which the resistance to Saddam can operate, 
but also to provide a secure zone to which 
units of his own army that wish to change 
sides can go. Saddam is now so unpopular 
with his own regular army and even with 
many parts of his Republican Guards that if 
a secure and honorable path can be opened 
for his army to leave, major units are likely 
to do so or to desert without a fight. This 
presents a very different scenario than the 
imagined ‘‘major land invasion’’ with U.S. 
troops marching on Baghdad against a 
fiercely resisting Iraqi army. 

CONCLUSION 
Mr. Chairman, it seems clear that the 

United States is going to have to live with 
this agreement. While we can work to clarify 
certain important details—particularly 
those that bear on the continued ability of 
UNSCOM to do its remarkable work. But no 
new agreement with Saddam Hussein is 
going to fundamentally alter the threat that 
Saddam poses to his people, his neighbors 
and the world, whether from weapons of 
mass destruction or conventional weapons or 
from terrorism. Despite the eagerness of 
some for a quick test of the new agreement, 
we can’t really know whether this new in-
spection regime is working for a long time 
(although we might learn sooner that it is 
not working). Despite the eagerness of some 
for quick military action if the inspectors 
are obstructed now, we should not be in a 
hurry to take military action as pointless as 
what we were just now planning to do. 

What we should be doing now is preparing 
for the time when we face another crisis with 
Saddam Hussein or another opportunity to 
act to help the Iraqi people liberate them-
selves. That is something that we should 
start doing now. It seems to be something 
the Administration will not do unless Con-
gress forces them to. For that purpose, I 
would urge the Congress to: 

Urge the United States government to rec-
ognize, and assist in all practicable ways, a 
provisional government of free Iraq rep-
resenting all the people of Iraq and com-
mitted to reconciliation within Iraq and to 
living at peace with its neighbors. 

Appropriate $100 for the purpose of assist-
ing the provisional government. The admin-
istration should work to recover these funds 
from blocked Iraqi assets now held by the 
U.S. treasury. 

Press for the United States to seek an in-
dictment of Saddam Hussein for war crimes 
and crimes against humanity in an appro-
priate international tribunal. 

Saddam is in a position of great weakness 
today. But the weakness will only become 
apparent if he is pushed. If we exaggerate his 
strength and thus encourage the defeatist 
mentality that seems to affect Administra-
tion strategy today, we will help him buy 
time for a later confrontation when he will 
be much stronger and the costs in blood and 
lives will be much higher. As the veteran 
said in Columbus: 

‘‘Are we going to do it half-assed? And then 
men at that time to (sic) come back and ask 
my grandson and some of these other 
grandsons to put their lives on the line, if 
we’re going to do it half-assed, the way we 
did before.’’ 

Mr. KYL. Now, this document that 
the 28 advisers—let me indicate who 
some of these people are, people like 
former Secretary of Defense Frank 
Carlucci; and Caspar Weinberger; and 
Judge William Clark, former National 
Security Adviser; Doug Feith, former 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense; 
Fred C. Ikle, former Undersecretary of 
Defense; Bill Kristol; Robert Kagan; 
Bernard Lewis; Don Rumsfeld, former 
Secretary of Defense; and Paul 
Wolfowitz, as I said; and Richard Perle. 
They are all, I think, eminently quali-
fied to offer this kind of advice. 

I urge the President to consider the 
suggestions that are made here, which 
revolve around preliminarily the prin-
ciple that military action alone will 
not force Saddam to comply, that he is 
the problem, that is, no coup d’etat is 
likely to succeed in this country and 
therefore the way to get him out is to 
create a series of conditions which will 
enable the Iraqi people themselves to 
provide the insurrection that will even-
tually depose him. This might include 
the following: 

Recognizing a provincial govern-
ment; restoring safe-haven both in the 
northern and southern portions of Iraq 
so that the people there can actually 
declare themselves free of his influence 
and control; lifting the sanctions in 
those areas so that the people can ben-
efit from the economic end, of course, 
that would result; release frozen Iraqi 
assets to the Iraqis in exile; facili-
tating broadcasts from U.S. transmit-
ters to the people of Iraq; removing 
vestiges of Saddam’s ‘‘legitimacy’’ by 
considering, for example, whether the 
United Nations should indict him as a 
war criminal; an air campaign could be 
a part of this, launched against the Re-
publican Guard divisions which prop 
him up; and tightening down on the 
embargo. 

Right now we know the sanctions are 
of primary concern to him. And if we 
tighten down on the embargo so that 
the black market oil sales cannot con-
tinue to provide him with significant 
oil revenues, it will squeeze him fur-
ther. 

All of these things could eventually 
create conditions under which the Iraqi 
people could retake the Government of 
Iraq from Saddam Hussein. 

So, Mr. President, my concluding 
point is this: The administration now 
has some time to develop a strategy 
which had not been developed prior to 
the time that it was asking for Con-
gress to support a bombing campaign. 
If that program is developed, with the 
help of the Congress—and it makes 
sense as a broad strategy to deal with 
Saddam Hussein—the President will 
have all of the authority and the back-
ing that he needs and deserves in tak-
ing action against Saddam Hussein, I 

would say, when, not if, that is called 
for, as a result of probable Iraqi viola-
tion of some part of the international 
inspection regime. 

It is a serious business, Mr. Presi-
dent, for us to decide to move beyond a 
policy of containment to a policy of 
rollback. It is one which ought to be 
debated by this body and by the admin-
istration. But the time for it has come 
because, as we have seen, neither the 
American people nor the Congress were 
willing to support a half-measures kind 
of action against Saddam Hussein. We 
felt something more was required to 
really deal with the problem. 

As we learned in Vietnam, and as we 
have learned elsewhere, halfway meas-
ures—calibrated bombing attacks, and 
the like—do not seem to solve the 
problem. When you go to war, I think 
the maxim from the gulf war, from the 
Vietnam war, and the new thinking of 
military strategists in this country is: 
When you go to war, you’d better mean 
it; you have to be able to succeed at 
what you are doing. 

That probably requires the imposi-
tion of overwhelming force and it re-
quires a broad strategy that will get 
you where you are going. That is why 
the administration needs to develop 
this policy, with the assistance of the 
Congress, and be able to implement it 
if and when the time for action comes. 

Mr. President, I ask, how much of 
that remaining time do I have, because 
I have one more thing I would like to 
say? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has consumed 16 and a half min-
utes. 

Mr. KYL. Fine. Mr. President, I know 
I can conclude these remarks in the 
time allotted. 

Mr. President, I want to change the 
subject in this remaining 2 or 3 min-
utes to discuss the issue of balancing 
the budget for American families. 

f 

BALANCING THE BUDGET FOR 
AMERICAN FAMILIES 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, Milton 
Friedman once said he would rather 
have a $1 trillion budget that is way 
out of balance than a $2 trillion budget 
that is in balance. I think his point is 
even more poignant now than when he 
made it several years ago. 

If we manage to balance the unified 
budget this year—and most recent rev-
enue trends suggest we will—we will do 
so by taxing and spending at a level of 
about $1.75 trillion. That is a level of 
spending that is 25 percent higher than 
when President Clinton took office just 
5 years ago. 

Despite the claim President Clinton 
made in his State of the Union Address 
that we have the smallest Government 
in 35 years, the fact is that the Govern-
ment has never been bigger—never. 
And it will continue to grow by leaps 
and bounds if Congress approves the 
myriad of new spending proposals that 
President Clinton is proposing in his 
latest budget. 
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It seems to me that although we may 

have succeeded in balancing the budg-
et, we still have two very different vi-
sions of where we should be headed in 
this country. Is it a balanced budget 
that is the paramount goal, even if it 
comes with substantially higher taxes 
and more spending? Or is the real goal 
of a balanced budget to be more respon-
sible with people’s hard-earned tax dol-
lars—to limit Government’s size and 
give the people more choices and more 
control over their lives? Before we try 
to answer those questions, let us give 
them a little context. 

As I mentioned, the Federal Govern-
ment has grown 25 percent larger in 
just the last 5 years. It spends the 
equivalent of $6,700 for every man, 
woman, and child in the country every 
year. And that is the equivalent of 
nearly $27,000 for the average family of 
four. But all of that spending comes at 
a tremendous cost to hard-working 
taxpayers. 

The Tax Foundation estimates that 
the median income family in America 
saw its combined Federal, State, and 
local tax bill climb to 38.2 percent of 
income last year—up from 37.3 percent 
the year before. That is more than the 
average family spends on food, cloth-
ing, and shelter combined. Put another 
way, in too many families one parent is 
working to put food on the table while 
the other is working almost full time 
just to pay the bill for the Government 
bureaucracy. 

Perhaps a different measure of how 
heavy a tax burden the Federal Gov-
ernment is imposing would help shed 
some light here. Consider that Federal 
revenues this year will claim about 19.9 
percent of the Nation’s income, its 
gross domestic product. Next year, the 
tax take will climb to 20.9 percent, ac-
cording to the administration’s projec-
tions. That would be higher than any 
year since 1945. It would be only the 
third year in our Nation’s entire his-
tory that revenues have exceeded 20 
percent of the national income. 

As if taxes were not high enough, 
President Clinton is proposing to raise 
them again. He is proposing a tax in-
crease of $98 billion, which would more 
than offset the modest amount of tax 
relief that we approved just 7 months 
ago. It is worth noting that the new 
taxes the President proposes are not 
needed to balance the budget. We have 
more than enough revenue to do that 
given the economy’s performance in 
the last year. The tax increases are in-
tended to finance dozens of new spend-
ing programs—$125 billion worth of new 
spending over the next 5 years. 

More taxes, more spending, and more 
Government. That is just the opposite 
of where I believe we ought to be head-
ed. For me, there is no great achieve-
ment in balancing the budget if it 
means that hard-working families con-
tinue to be overtaxed. There is no great 
achievement in a balanced budget if 
the Government continues to grow, 
seemingly without limits, taking 
choice and freedom away from the peo-
ple in the process. 

Mr. President, this is the point that I 
think Milton Friedman was making. A 
balanced budget is not the only goal, or 
even the highest goal. A balanced budg-
et is merely the means of right-sizing 
the Government so that it is more re-
spectful of hard-working taxpayers’ 
earnings and their desire to do right by 
their own families. That is where our 
paramount concern should be—with 
families. 

To those who are suggesting we aban-
don plans for another tax relief bill 
this year, I say this: Let us not lose 
sight of our true objective. Families 
are overtaxed. The Government is still 
too big. We were sent here to help 
hard-working families, not to keep 
them saddled with high taxes or to add 
to that burden with more spending and 
more taxes. We will do the right thing 
by limiting the size of Government so 
that families have more freedom and 
more income left in their pockets. 

Mr. President, thank you. And I 
thank the Senator from West Virginia 
for being patient. 

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

ator from West Virginia. 
Mr. BYRD. May I assure the distin-

guished Senator that this Senator is 
always patient, never in too big a 
hurry. I thank the Senator. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO ABRAHAM RIBICOFF 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, as I grow 
older I am obliged to bid farewell to 
some friend almost every day, and thus 
does the circle gradually and all too 
rapidly diminish. That great New Eng-
land poet James Russell Lowell said it 
well: 
As life runs on, 
The road grows strange 
With faces new, 
And near the end 
The milestones into headstones change, 
‘Neath everyone a friend 

Mr. President, it is with sadness that 
I take the Floor today to pay tribute 
to the memory of a departed former 
colleague, Abraham Alexander 
Ribicoff, with whom I served from Jan-
uary 3, 1963, to January 3, 1981. Senator 
Ribicoff was a man of many talents. 
And he was a man who had been hon-
ored by the people of his State and 
country many times and in many ways. 
After graduating from the University 
of Chicago Law School in 1933, he was 
admitted to the bar the same year. He 
became a hearing examiner, under the 
Connecticut Fair Employment Prac-
tices Act in 1937, and he became a 
member of the Connecticut legislature 
in 1938, a judge of the Hartford Police 
Court in 1941, Chairman of the Assem-
bly of Municipal Court Judges for the 
State of Connecticut in 1941, and he 
was elected to the 81st and 82nd Con-
gresses, a service which extended from 
January 3, 1949 to January 3, 1953. He 
was Governor of Connecticut during 
the years 1955–1961, and he was sworn in 
as Secretary of the Department of 

Health, Education, and Welfare in the 
cabinet of the late President John Ken-
nedy. 

Abraham Ribicoff was elected to the 
U.S. Senate in 1962, reelected in 1968 
and again in 1974, and served until Jan-
uary 3, 1981, not being a candidate for 
reelection in 1980. During this period of 
Senator Ribicoff’s service in the Sen-
ate, I served in the Senate leadership 
as Secretary to the Democratic Con-
ference, Democratic Whip, and Senate 
Majority Leader, during which time 
Abe Ribicoff was my close friend and 
valued advisor. 

Abraham Ribicoff was a man of high 
character, great character, sterling in-
tegrity, excellent judgment, with an 
unusual sense of history and with ex-
cellent political instincts, and with un-
common ability. 

His advice was widely sought by 
other Senators, and it was always 
kindly given. He was a popular Sen-
ator, and could easily have won reelec-
tion to a fourth Senate term. His ca-
reer of public service spanned 42 years. 

Abe Ribicoff had a very rare sense of 
timing and political judgement. He was 
among the first to endorse Senator 
John F. Kennedy for President. He 
nominated John F. Kennedy for Vice 
President in 1956, and was his conven-
tion Floor Manager for the, now leg-
endary, successful presidential nomina-
tion in 1960. 

Abe Ribicoff had the air and dignity 
of a Senator in a classic sense. He al-
ways dressed impeccably, he possessed 
faultless manners, and he was a gen-
tleman in every sense of the word. Yet, 
he spoke forcefully, and he was 
unafraid of advocating politically dif-
ficult positions—unafraid. He was 
among the first to break with the 
strong-armed tactics of certain Israeli 
lobby groups, and he willingly paid a 
political price for his courage. In 1978, 
he conducted the first major Senate in-
vestigation, and produced the first Sen-
ate report on the difficult problem of 
global warming. His report on the sub-
ject could well have been written 
today, some 20 years later, when global 
warming has now become fashionable 
as an issue. He was also an expert on 
international trade. 

I have spoken of his service during 
the time I was Majority Leader. He was 
then the Chairman of the Senate Gov-
ernmental Affairs Committee, as well 
as second ranking Democrat under 
Senator Russell Long on the Finance 
Committee. I relied heavily on Abe 
Ribicoff’s advice on a broad range of 
issues, from the creation of the cabinet 
level Department of Education to the 
fashioning of major energy legislation 
during the energy crisis of the late 
1970’s. 

Abe Ribicoff was a persuasive speak-
er, and always gave as well as he got in 
Senate debates, during the days when 
the Senate really did debate issues. 
Yet, his strength was as much in his 
ability to sense the appropriate com-
promise, and he knew how to build con-
sensus, and to craft sound solutions to 
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highly contentious issues in Com-
mittee and on the Senate Floor. 

His passing, at a ripe old age, is an-
other chapter, rounding out a history 
of remarkable men who have graced 
this chamber, and who have made their 
individual marks on the minds and 
memories and hearts of their col-
leagues and they have done it on the 
basis of their character, their instincts, 
and their talents. Senators would do 
well to read the story of Abraham 
Ribicoff’s life. He came from humble 
beginnings and he made a success from 
his own resources, his own grit, and his 
own instincts. His life was one which 
can be used as a model by others on 
both sides of the aisle. He stood his 
ground when it really counted, and 
consequently he claimed the high road 
in his political life. I have missed Abe 
Ribicoff’s counsel since his retirement, 
and I wish he had remained longer in 
this body. I wish he were here today. 

Abe Ribicoff waged many political 
battles in life. The battle with death he 
finally lost, as we must all finally suc-
cumb to the onslaught of that grim and 
unrelenting enemy: death. But though 
that grim reaper may lay claim to end-
ing the battle of this life, the claim of 
victory has always and will always 
elude death, even though it stalks each 
of our lives from the cradle to the 
grave. How sweet the words of thy 
great Apostle Paul in his first epistle 
to the Corinthians: 
O death, where is thy sting? O grave, where 
is thy victory? 

Mr. President, man was not created 
an animal, as we are taught in our uni-
versities and our high schools. Man was 
not created an animal, but as a living 
soul within which there is embedded a 
spark of the Divinity, a nexus with the 
Creator. It is that spark that lives on, 
a soul that an animal does not have, a 
soul that goes back, when one departs 
this earthly life, to the presence of his 
Maker. And we all have that journey to 
travel. Great Grecian and Roman phi-
losophers, by pure reason and logic, ar-
rived at the conclusion that there is in-
deed a creating, directing, and control-
ling Divine power, and an immortality 
of the soul. Throughout the ages, all 
races and all peoples have instinctively 
so believed. It is the basis of all reli-
gions, be they heathen, Mohammedan, 
Hebrew, or Christian. It is believed by 
savage tribes and by semicivilized and 
civilized nations, by those who believe 
in many gods and by those who believe 
in the one God. Atheists are and always 
have been few in number. But beyond 
all credulity is the credulousness of 
atheists, who believe that chance can 
make the world, when it cannot build a 
house! 

So, Mr. President, as Longfellow 
said: 
There is no death! What seems so is transi-

tion; 
This life of mortal breath 
Is but a suburb of the life elysian, 
whose portal we call death. 

Mr. President, we have heard the 
story of an old king in the Middle Ages 

who had his barons at a great banquet. 
They were quaffing their bumpers of 
ale. It was a bitter night outside. The 
storm raged. The snow was falling furi-
ously. Suddenly, into the rude chamber 
in which they were gathered there flew 
through some crack or crevice in the 
roof a little bird. Blinded by the light 
and perplexed, it flew wildly here and 
there and beat itself against the rude 
beams. Finally, it found another crev-
ice and out it went into the night 
again. The old king, advanced in years, 
spoke to his barons and said: 

That bird is like a life; it comes from out 
of the night, it flits and flies around a little 
while, blinded by the light, and then it goes 
back out into the night again. 

So, Mr. President, my friend Abra-
ham Ribicoff has gone to what Hamlet 
said was ‘‘the undiscovered country 
from whose bourne no traveler re-
turns,’’ but I have no doubt that the 
Creator, who stoops to give to the rose 
bush whose withered blossoms float 
upon the autumn breeze the sweet as-
surance of another springtime, has re-
ceived into His bosom a man who was 
my friend, who loved his country, and 
who loved his fellow man—rich and 
poor, high and low, who neither looked 
up to the rich nor down on the poor— 
Abraham Alexander Ribicoff. 

To his dear wife Casey, a graceful, 
charming, and noble woman, my wife, 
Erma, and I extend our sympathy and 
our love. 
Let fate do her worst, there are relics of joy, 
Bright dreams of the past that she cannot 

destroy, 
That come in the night-time of sorrow and 

care, 
And bring back the features that joy used to 

wear. 

Long, long be my heart with such memories 
filled, 

Like the vase in which roses have once been 
distilled, 

You may break, you may shatter the vase if 
you will, 

But the scent of the roses will hang round it 
still. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

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

f 

SENATE VOTES 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, as I sug-
gested this morning and had been pre-
dicting for the last couple of weeks, we 
are going to start having Monday 
votes—not before 5, usually, unless 
there is plenty of notice. But we need 
to make some progress on the highway 
transportation bill and also to further 
clear the Executive Calendar. 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREE-
MENT—NOMINATION OF RICHARD 
YOUNG, OF INDIANA, TO BE U.S. 
DISTRICT JUDGE 
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, as in exec-

utive session, I now ask unanimous 
consent that at 5:20 today, the Senate 
lay aside the pending business and turn 
to executive session to consider the 
nomination of Richard Young, of Indi-
ana, to be U.S. District Judge for Indi-
ana, that the time be equally divided 
between the chairman and ranking 
member, and the Senate proceed to an 
immediate vote on the nomination, 
without further debate, at 5:30. 

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

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that it be in order for 
me to order the yeas and nays on the 
nomination. 

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

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 

f 

SENATE SCHEDULE IN MARCH 
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, for the in-

formation of all Senators, a rollcall 
vote will occur at 5:30 this evening 
with respect to the nomination of 
Richard Young of Indiana. I repeat, 
Senators can now expect votes every 
Monday and more than likely on every 
Friday throughout the month of 
March, so that we can complete the 
highway infrastructure bill, have de-
bate and votes on the NATO enlarge-
ment issue, so that we can take up the 
budget resolution, the Internal Rev-
enue Service reform, and possibly even 
a supplemental that could include 
funds for Bosnia, Iraq, and IMF. We 
need to do those issues, plus the COVER-
DELL A-plus education issue. There is 
no way we can do all of those in March 
without a much more aggressive sched-
ule than we have had so far. So it is my 
intent to do that, and I believe I have 
the cooperation of the Democratic 
leader in that effort. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

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

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

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak as if in 
morning business. 

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

f 

LOSING OUR WAY 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, there 

is an old saying that reminds us that 
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when you have no idea of where you’re 
going, any road will get you there. 
Well, that wisdom explains a lot about 
our current national drug strategy. It’s 
a poor little lamb that has lost its way. 
The administration has never made 
drug control a serious element in its 
policies. Oh, we have had all the right 
sound bites. But we have not had the 
sound efforts. Not now, not from the 
beginning. We are paying the price for 
this inattention. In this and a subse-
quent statement, I will explain in more 
detail why I believe our national drug 
efforts are in disarray. Why they need 
more attention, more oversight, and 
more consistency. 

I remind you, Mr. President, that 
this administration opened its doors 
for business with a move to gut the Of-
fice of National Drug Control Policy. It 
then began a process of cutting support 
to law enforcement, interdiction, and 
international control efforts. That 
process continued until the Congress 
reversed the trend in 1995. Even then, 
the administration did not change its 
tune on drug policy until the 1996 cam-
paign. To those who might believe that 
none of this made any difference any-
way, let me remind you of some dis-
turbing facts. 

Let me begin with a reminder of why 
we have a drug policy. We have a drug 
control policy because this country has 
a big appetite for illegal drugs. We 
have a major problem with addiction 
because we have a lot of hardcore users 
and new initiates. We have the hard-
core user problem because we ignored 
all the warning signs about drug use in 
the 1960’s and 1970’s and early 1980’s. It 
was not until we woke up one morning 
to find many of our kids hooked and 
out streets war zones for traffickers 
that we understood our mistake. Al-
though we began late, we did begin to 
address the problem of drug use, pro-
duction, and trafficking. 

Despite what many believe, the war 
on drugs in the late 1980’s and early 
1990’s was not a failure. Indeed, there is 
not a single other major social pro-
gram into which we put money and ef-
fort that can demonstrate the signifi-
cant progress we made in reducing teen 
drug use. We were less successful with 
hardcore addicts. But, as anyone who 
knows who has dealt with well-estab-
lished addiction, there is no cure. Even 
success is measured in multiple treat-
ment episodes. 

Treatment can stretch over a life-
time with limited results. A typical ad-
dict may go through treatment a dozen 
times, and success does not always 
mean ending addiction—only the mod-
eration of use. Thus, our folly in the 
1960’s and after in ignoring the dangers 
of drug use, laid the foundations for an 
addict population that remains a prob-
lem today. But we had made great 
strides in convincing a new generation 
of kids to say no to drugs. The results 
were dramatic and, if sustained, prom-
ised to return us, gradually, to a large-
ly drug-free community. 

But, as I have noted here before, we 
did not sustain the successes. We did 

not sustain the effort. The present ad-
ministration shifted our priorities and 
our messages. We were told that we 
needed more focus on treatment. We 
were told we needed less talk about en-
forcement. We were told all these 
changes would be better. We were as-
sured drug use would stay down. What 
happened? Well, the results are in. 
They have been accumulating for 
years. 

They tell a revealing tale: Teen drug 
use reversed the downward trend. It is 
now on the rise and getting worse. The 
age of onset of use dropped to younger 
kids. Negative attitudes about the dan-
gers of drug use went south. The legal-
ization movement found a bag man to 
fund its efforts and is active on many 
fronts all over the country. We now see 
Hollywood and our music moguls back 
to pushing drug themes in movies and 
music. We see our major companies and 
advertisers dropping support to drug- 
free advertising. We see our major net-
works give less attention to this adver-
tising. And now we know what hap-
pens. The consequence has been a grow-
ing drug crisis among our kids. This is 
no accident. We saw decisions made on 
wrong assumptions that have got us to 
this state. It’s embarrassing and it’s 
frustrating. And the administration 
still is lagging behind. It is just not se-
rious. Having said this, let me give you 
just a few examples to illustrate the 
point. 

I started by noting the cuts at the 
drug czar’s office from the early days 
of the administration. That was not an 
isolated event. We saw the problem be-
ginning with the White House’s whole 
cavalier attitude toward drug use and 
drug testing among employees there. 
We saw it continued by the I-didn’t-in-
hale atmosphere. As a result, we lost 
the ‘‘Just Say No’’ message from the 
start. But there was more than this. 
The administration also began to re-
duce support to interdiction and law 
enforcement. This has been well docu-
mented and I won’t repeat that now. 
Suffice it to say that the administra-
tion substituted reducing supply reduc-
tion for reducing supply. The legacy of 
neglect and indifference continues. 

Let me illustrate my point with a 
number of concrete examples. What 
these various cases I am going to talk 
about illustrate, when added together, 
is the lack of seriousness by the admin-
istration on drug policy. They are il-
lustrative of the fragmented, incoher-
ent thinking that has contributed to 
our growing crisis of teenage use. 

In these remarks, I will focus on do-
mestic issues. Later, I will discuss 
international problems. In either case, 
we have a peck of trouble. 

Let me begin with some of those 
troubles. In the past 5 years of this ad-
ministration, drug use among kids has 
doubled over the levels before it took 
office. Those increases came on top of 
almost a decade of declines. Although 
the use numbers are from every major 
survey of drug use, many the govern-
ment’s own numbers, the administra-

tion continues to argue that drug use is 
down. The President did this most re-
cently in releasing the National Strat-
egy and his State of the Union Address. 
He takes credit for this. How does the 
administration explain the difference 
between the claims and the facts? Sim-
ple. It charts drug use trends from the 
1980’s, when the numbers were getting 
better, in order to disguise present 
trends, when the numbers are getting 
worse. It also plays fast and loose with 
the figures. 

They make the numbers work for 
them by doing what is called ‘‘data 
slicing.’’ What that means is that you 
focus on only one part of the data 
while ignoring the whole. Thus, in dis-
cussing the most recent teenage drug 
use survey, the administration makes 
much of the fact that use among eighth 
graders went down. What the adminis-
tration did not say, however, is that 
use was up in every other category. 
And, it failed to note that the indica-
tors of use being down among eighth 
graders was not statistically signifi-
cant. 

This is what the Wall Street Journal 
had to say: 

Clearly, the recent data from the Moni-
toring the Future Study are far more dis-
couraging than the president has implied. If 
the president and his administration insist 
on talking credit for negligible improve-
ments in relatively small cohorts, then they 
must accept responsibility for the overall 
dismal record that they have complied over 
five years. 

The figures are there for anyone to 
look at. The Washington-based re-
search organization, the Statistical As-
sessment Service, did just that in their 
annual survey of the abuse of research 
and statistics. As this research organi-
zation noted, someone has being play-
ing with the numbers. I offer a Wash-
ington Post story noting their findings 
and ask unanimous consent it be print-
ed in the Record at the end of my re-
marks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, is so ordered. 

[See exhibit 1.] 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, this 

playing with the numbers is of a piece 
with another fact. The administration 
has consistently avoided providing 
Congress and the public with account-
able standards of performance on drug 
control as required by law. Although 
the law creating the national drug 
strategy requires annual quantifiable 
performance measures, this adminis-
tration has not complied with the law 
from its first day. Although the 
present drug czar has repeatedly prom-
ised such standards, we have yet to see 
them. And what they propose to send 
us is not a report on performance but a 
methodology for reporting on perform-
ance. 

If that system is ever put into place, 
we won’t seek any accountability based 
on them until after this administration 
leaves office. Does this oversight strike 
you as paying serious attention to drug 
policy? Not to mention the law? 

But this is not all. What the adminis-
tration has also proposed is a formula 
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for downgrading the whole effort to 
have a national strategy. The adminis-
tration’s proposal for reauthorizing the 
drug czar’s office drops the idea of a 
national strategy for an annual report. 
It proposes a 10-year strategy docu-
ment instead. The effect of this 
sleight-of-hand is to reduce the drug 
strategy to a proforma exercise, which, 
by the way, is another means to dodge 
accountability. This administration 
will leave office without ever having 
provided a serious accounting for its 
drug policy. If present trends continue, 
it will leave office having presided over 
a renewed drug epidemic. 

It is in keeping with a number of 
other things the administration has 
done to signal its real feelings about 
the war on drugs. 

In keeping with this pattern, this ad-
ministration has one of the worst 
records I know of in responding to con-
gressional requests. I am not talking 
about responding to all the requests for 
information in response to major inves-
tigations. I am talking about responses 
to the normal business of Government. 
I am still waiting for the Immigration 
and Naturalization Service and the 
Justice Department to respond to ques-
tions from a hearing last May. Lest 
you think the questions were a burden, 
I only asked three. I am still waiting. 

We only recently received responses 
from the administration to a hearing 
from last October, and not even all 
those are in. I also have requests of or 
correspondence to the Department of 
Defense, Health and Human Services, 
Justice, and others that are months 
old. It routinely takes this administra-
tion, 3, 4, 5, even 6 months to answer a 
letter, respond to a request, or provide 
answers to complete the record of hear-
ings. And the answers are often pretty 
slim and uncommunicative. This is an 
administration that needs to do a lot of 
explaining. 

The administration is now proposing 
to undermine the laws on cocaine sen-
tencing. Let me note at the outset, 
that contrary to the impression in 
some quarters, the United States does 
not, I repeat, does not fill its jails with 
nonviolent drug offenders. It does not 
fill its jails with simple users. The ma-
jority of felons in our jails for drug 
crimes are there for trafficking and 
violent crimes. In the face of the drug 
epidemic, Congress passed and the pub-
lic supported tougher sentencing for 
dealers and traffickers who pushed 
crack to our kids. 

Now, however, the administration is 
planning to walk backwards on crack. 
The administration plans to deal with 
a disparity in crack and powder co-
caine sentencing by reducing sen-
tencing for crack. Instead of lowering 
the boom they’re lowering the stand-
ards. This is hardly a message to be 
sending at a time when use of drugs is 
on the rise. But it is in character with 
what we have seen. 

From our borders to our streets, we 
see a similar image. We see disarray 
and a lack of seriousness. Let me share 

with you one last example to illustrate 
why I am a little frustrated. Recently, 
$3.5 million was set aside on ONDCP’s 
budget to assist parent groups in pre-
vention work with youth. Keep that 
number, $3.5 million in mind. Remem-
ber, it was intended to support parent 
groups. Also keep in mind that these 
groups have a long track record of 
working with parents on drug preven-
tion. Now, here goes. Of that $3.5 mil-
lion, ONDCP pocketed $500,000 that did 
not go to the parent groups. That 
leaves $3 million. So far so good. That 
money was transferred to the Center 
for Substance Abuse Prevention 
(CSAP) at HHS. Of that, it appears 
that CSAP kept $600,000, presumably 
for administrative costs. That leaves 
$2.4 million for parent groups. Of that, 
CSAP awarded a private contractor, 
with no experience in parent move-
ments and drug prevention, some 
$900,000. The purpose was to develop a 
program for parent groups. Never mind 
that the parent groups were the ex-
perts. Never mind that the contractor 
then had to spend its money talking to 
these same parent groups on how to 
help parent groups. Never mind that 
the parent groups have disavowed the 
resulting study and the proposed pre-
vention effort as unworkable. That left 
roughly $1.5 million for the parent 
groups. That is to be spread over 2 
years. It is to be shared by several dif-
ferent groups. The result? Each group 
will receive less than $70,000 a year, 
hardly enough to cover their costs. Is 
it any wonder that so many prevention 
groups have a hearty dislike for CSAP. 
This is hardly a reassuring story. It is, 
unfortunately, not atypical. It is a 
small example that explains a lot. 

These are only some of the examples 
of problems in our drug control pro-
gram. I will have more to say about 
failures and shortcomings in our inter-
national efforts later. The story there 
is just as grim. 

EXHIBIT 1 
DUBIOUS DATA MADE HEADLINES IN 1997 

Each year at this time, the Statistical As-
sessment Service, a Washington research or-
ganization that abbreviates itself STATS, re-
leases its annual list of the most absurd, 
amusing and alarming science and statis-
tical news stories of 1997. 

Herewith, a few of the group’s choices. The 
full list may be found on the World Wide Web 
at www.stats.org. 

Study Links Cancer Deaths to Site—Asso-
ciated Press, Sept. 11. 

The AP reported on a new study that 
linked low levels of radioactivity to cancer 
deaths among nuclear workers. The re-
searchers found that 29 percent of all deaths 
among former employees of the Rocketdyne 
Santa Susana Field Laboratory were attrib-
utable to cancer. 

Sounds pretty scary, but compared to 
what? For the general population, 35 percent 
of all deaths of those between 44 and 65 years 
of age are attributable to cancer, as are 25 
percent for all deaths of those over 44, ac-
cording to the National Center for Health 
Statistics. So the workers died from cancer 
at about the same rate as anyone else. 

YOUR CHILD’S BRAIN ON DRUGS 
Teen Drug Use Dips Down—Associated 

Press, Aug. 7. 

Drug Use Rising Among Young Adults—As-
sociated Press, a few hours later the same 
day. 

These dueling headlines were based on the 
same National Household Study on Drug 
Abuse survey, which found that illicit drug 
use among the young was up, alarmingly in 
some cases. The AP’s first headline and the 
story accompanying it illustrate the perils of 
data slicing—focusing on only one segment 
of the study population—and a failure to ap-
preciate a concept called statistical signifi-
cance. According to the study, young people 
between ages 12 and 15 did report a slight de-
cline in the use of marijuana. 

But another age bracket, dubbed ‘‘young 
adults’’ 18 to 25, showed a significant in-
crease in marijuana use. More importantly, 
the drop among younger people was not sta-
tistically significant, which means there’s a 
fair chance that the apparent decrease was 
due to sampling error. 

YOUNGER THAN SPRINGTIME 

Premature Puberty: Is Early Sexual Devel-
opment the Price of Pollution?—E–The Envi-
ronmental Magazine, Nov./Dec. issue. 

In April, a study published in the medical 
journal Pediatrics reported that the mean 
age of onset of menstruation occurred at 12.2 
years for African American girls and 12.9 
years for white girls. 

As The Washington Post correctly re-
ported, this meant that American girls were 
‘‘developing pubertal characteristics at 
younger ages than currently used norms,’’ 
which were based on a study of British girls 
in the 1950s. 

But many journalists interpreted the find-
ings as an alarming new trend toward lower 
ages for puberty. 

This produced scary headlines such as 
‘‘Girls Facing the Perils of Puberty Earlier’’ 
(Hartford Courant), ‘‘Puberty Find Could 
Point to Danger’’ (Pittsburgh Post-Gazette) 
and ‘‘Girls Hitting Puberty at an Earlier 
Age; Some Worry Environmental Estrogens 
Could be Behind a New Study’s Findings’’ 
(Des Moines Register). 

These fears of pollution-induced puberty 
ignored the fact that, as The Post reported, 
‘‘the age at which girls first menstruate 
hasn’t changed much since 1950.’’ 

Mr. GRASSLEY. I yield the floor and 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll 

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

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

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

f 

NATO EXPANSION 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, my at-
tention was called to an article, an op- 
ed article, in the New York Times for 
Wednesday, February 4, of this year en-
titled: ‘‘NATO: A Debate Recast.’’ It 
was authored by Howard Baker, Sam 
Nunn, Brent Scowcroft and Alton Frye. 

I read the article with great interest 
and asked the question of whether this 
had been inserted in the RECORD at the 
time it was written. I am informed 
that that was not the case, that it has 
not been put in the RECORD, not been 
called to the attention of the Members 
of the Senate. 

I call the attention of the Members 
in the Senate to this article because I 
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think it makes some very good points 
about NATO expansion. I particularly 
want to quote this one provision. These 
writers said: 

The Senate would be wise to link NATO 
and European Union expansion. If that link 
is made, it is essential to stipulate that ad-
mission to the European Union is not suffi-
cient qualification for entry into NATO. 
NATO should weigh any future applicant 
against the contributions and burdens its 
membership would entail. What is called for 
is a definite, if not permanent, pause in this 
process. 

Mr. President, we soon will be, I as-
sume, taking up the debate on NATO 
expansion. I do ask that Members pay 
attention to the words of our two 
former colleagues, Senator Baker and 
Senator Nunn; and also Brent Scow-
croft, who was the National Security 
Advisor to Presidents Ford and Bush; 
and Alton Frye, who is senior fellow of 
the Council on Foreign Relations. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that this article be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

[From the New York Times, Feb. 4, 1998] 
NATO: A DEBATE RECAST 

(By Howard Baker, Jr., Sam Nunn, Brent 
Scowcroft and Alton Frye) 

The looming Senate debate over NATO en-
largement marks a historic encounter be-
tween good intentions and sound strategy. 
Despite momentum toward admitting three 
more members—Poland, Hungary and the 
Czech Republic—the fundamental interests 
at stake demand probing examination of the 
specific candidacies, the approach that has 
brought the alliance to this fateful juncture 
and the troubling implications of that ap-
proach. Along with many who have worked 
to build a strong NATO, we harbor grave res-
ervations about the pending expansion and 
the direction it points. 

Far from being a cold war relic, NATO 
should be the cornerstone of an evolving se-
curity order in Europe. It provides the infra-
structure and experience indispensable to 
coping with instabilities—Bosnia today, and 
other troublespots tomorrow. NATO is vital 
to insuring arms control and maintaining 
the kind of industrial base that provides a 
solid defense. Perhaps most important, 
NATO provides the institutional home for 
coalitions to meet crises beyond Europe. 

But a cornerstone is not a sponge. The 
function of a cornerstone is to protect its 
own integrity to support a wider security 
structure, not to dissipate its cohesion by 
absorbing members and responsibilities be-
yond prudent limits. A powerful NATO 
undergirds other institutions, including the 
Organization for Security and Cooperation in 
Europe and the Western European Union. It 
makes possible the Partnership for Peace to 
promote cooperation among countries that 
are not NATO members. 

The rush to expand the alliance has put the 
cart before the horse. Advocates and skeptics 
of NATO enlargement agree that the trans-
formation of Europe’s security structure 
should be related to the transformation of 
its economy. As James Baker, the former 
Secretary of State, has testified, European 
Union membership ‘‘is just as important as 
membership in NATO for the countries in-
volved,’’ and ‘‘we must make clear that 
NATO membership for the countries of Cen-
tral Europe is not a substitute for closer eco-
nomic ties to the E.U.’’ 

In our view, it would have been preferable 
not to invite more countries to join NATO. 
At the very least, it would be desirable for 
the European Union to proceed with its 
planned expansion before NATO completes 
the acceptance of the new members. 

The European Union has now decided to 
begin negotiations with six aspirants, includ-
ing the three candidates NATO is consid-
ering. Linking NATO expansion to the ex-
pansion of the European Union would accom-
plish several things: 

It would underscore the connection be-
tween Europe’s security and its economy— 
and offer certification that entrants to 
NATO could afford to meet its defense obli-
gations. 

It would permit the Partnership for Peace 
to demonstrate that it should be the proper 
association for countries outside NATO. So 
long as the option to join NATO remains 
open, it utterly undercuts the partnership as 
the preferred mode of cooperation. 

It would allow the United States and Rus-
sia to focus on the gravest security problem 
still before us, the formidable hangover of 
nuclear and other weapons of mass destruc-
tion. The cooperative framework provided by 
the NATO-Russia Founding Act may be use-
ful, but frictions over NATO distract Moscow 
and Washington from profound common dan-
gers. Even if everything goes right in ex-
panding NATO, we will have misplaced our 
priorities during a critical window of oppor-
tunity to gain Russian cooperation in con-
trolling nuclear arsenals and preventing pro-
liferation. Russian antagonism is sure to 
grow if the alliance extends ever closer to 
Russian territory. 

The Senate would be wise to link NATO 
and European Union expansion. If that link 
is made, it is essential to stipulate that ad-
mission to the European Union is not suffi-
cient qualification for entry into NATO. 
NATO should weigh any future applicant 
against the contributions and burdens its 
membership would entail. What is called for 
is a definite, if not permanent, pause in this 
process. 

By leading the charge for NATO expansion, 
the Clinton Administration may well elicit 
hasty proposals and considerable pressure to 
admit other countries. Other Central and 
East European countries are hoping that 
they, too, will soon be welcomed into allied 
ranks. 

But a military alliance is not a club, and 
the Administration’s rhetoric and policy risk 
converting NATO into an organization in 
which obligations are diluted and action is 
enfeebled. Pursuing that path may simulta-
neously spur Russian animosity and weaken 
the alliance’s capability to contain it, if re-
quired. William Perry, the former Defense 
Secretary, and Warren Christopher, the 
former Secretary of State, acknowledge the 
problematic situation in which the country 
finds itself. In their words, ‘‘there is no con-
sensus on the wisdom of the path taken so 
far by the alliance and spearheaded by the 
Clinton Administration.’’ 

While Mr. Perry and Mr. Christopher state 
that NATO should remain open ‘‘in prin-
ciple,’’ they contend that no additional 
members should be designated until the 
three current candidates ‘‘are fully prepared 
to bear the responsibilities of membership 
and have been integrated into the alliance.’’ 
That reads to us like advice to slow this 
train down. We are in accord with that view, 
and with their argument that NATO should 
make the experience of Partnership for 
Peace membership for non-NATO members 
‘‘as similar as possible to the experience of 
NATO membership.’’ 

We are dubious, however, that consensus 
can be found on the Administration’s 
premise that NATO should be receptive to 

many additional members. That is a pre-
scription for destroying the alliance. It guar-
antees future discord with present allies, few 
of whom are prepared to follow the Clinton 
policy to its logical end, the inclusion of 
Russia. 

The task is to build a security structure in 
which Russia assumes a place commensurate 
with its geostrategic importance and its 
progress toward democracy and a market 
economy. With due respect, those cam-
paigning to expand NATO confuse the longer 
term challenge of shaping a comprehensive 
security system with our continuing respon-
sibility to sustain a robust NATO as our 
principal security bulwark. 

The question confronting the Senate is not 
only whether to enlarge NATO, but how, 
when and on what terms. The imperative 
now is for the Senate to bring to bear the 
independent assessment mandated by the 
Constitution. In that assessment it has sev-
eral options, including linking alliance ex-
pansion with enlargement of the European 
Union and laying down a marker against an 
excessively elastic NATO. 

The Senate has constructive leverage to 
shape a wiser outcome than simple acquies-
cence in the President’s plan. The wide-
spread grumble that ‘‘NATO expansion is a 
bad idea whose time has come’’ is no basis 
for policy. This is not a dose of medicine one 
can swallow and be done with. It is a funda-
mental extension of American security guar-
antees, an ill-defined invitation for new 
members unrelated either to military 
threats or military capabilities. 

A final caution to the Administration: It is 
no service to candor or consensus to invoke 
the shadow of Versailles, implying that re-
sistance to NATO enlargement would be 
comparable to Senate rejection of the 
League of Nations. One doubts that senators 
will respond well to overdrawn analogies. As 
John Maynard Keynes noted at the time, the 
central failure of Versailles lay in the fatal 
miscalculation of how to deal with a demor-
alized former adversary. That, above all, is 
the error we must not repeat. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

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

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

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

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I be-
lieve we are in morning business, is 
that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. 

f 

READ ACROSS AMERICA DAY 
Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I rise 

today to speak about the key to our 
children’s future, and to commemorate 
an individual who dedicated his life’s 
work to this great cause. Through a 
resolution sponsored by my good friend 
Senator CHUCK ROBB, and co-sponsored 
by myself and 91 other Senate co-spon-
sors, today has been proclaimed Read 
Across America Day. The day to cele-
brate the 94th birthday of Dr. Seuss 
and a day when all across the country 
adults will be reading out loud to chil-
dren. 

In fact, Senator ROBB is unable to 
join me right now because he spent the 
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morning reading to kids at a local ele-
mentary school, but I know that you 
will be hearing from him later. First, I 
would like to say a few words about the 
crisis we face as a nation if we don’t all 
work toward improving literacy in this 
Nation. 

Reading is the key to our children’s 
future. There is an easy way to think 
about this: from first to third grades 
you learn to read—from third grade on 
you read to learn. Now, we have heard 
some frightening statistics as of late, 
about our children’s performance in 
various subjects compared to other na-
tions. I want to remind my colleagues 
and everyone in every community 
around the country—we have a 51 per-
cent functional illiteracy rate in kids 
who are graduating from high school. 
That means, these kids can’t read a 
newspaper, balance a checkbook or 
read a bus schedule to get themselves 
to a job, let alone hold down a good 
job. This, in America, is a tragedy. And 
we must stop it. We must all be a part 
of the solution. 

Reading aloud to children, beginning 
at the youngest age, is a big part of the 
solution. A national commission on 
reading found that reading out loud to 
a child for at least 30 minutes a day is 
the single most important factor to the 
child learning to read and loving to 
read. And so, on what would have been 
his 94th birthday, I say thank you to 
Dr. Seuss, whose given name was Mr. 
Theodor Geisel, for all the fantastic, 
creative and wonderful books he gave 
to countless numbers of parents and 
children to enjoy in this most signifi-
cant activity for a child’s success. 

Many pro-literacy groups have spon-
sored activities so that every child in 
the country is read aloud to by an 
adult for at least a half hour today. I 
endorse this activity whole-heartedly— 
and I try to lead by example by read- 
ing to my reading partner in the Ev-
erybody Wins! program that I launched 
here in Washington three years ago. 

The Everybody Wins! program pairs 
adult reading mentors with young chil-
dren in elementary schools to foster a 
love of reading and of learning and to 
provide that critical reading aloud ac-
tivity. I am so proud of all the Congres-
sional Members and staff participating 
in the program—now totaling more 
than 450 reading every day of the week 
during lunch hour at two schools here 
on Capitol Hill. In all we now have 10 
schools and 1200 reading partners and 
students participating in the Every-
body Wins! program. But we must 
reach many, many more children. We 
need 10 times that if we are going to do 
what we should be doing in the District 
of Columbia. 

The Everybody Wins! program has 
benefitted enormously from corporate 
support to help us reach more children. 

As it happens, tomorrow night is the 
third annual event that makes expan-
sion of Everybody Wins! possible—it is 
called Links to Literacy and takes 
place just a stone’s throw from here in 
Union Station. With complete bi-par-

tisan support, and sponsored by the 
PGA tour we hope to be able to impact 
many more children in the year to 
come. I want to thank all of my col-
leagues who joined with me in lending 
their names to Links to Literacy and I 
look forward to seeing all of you to-
morrow night. 

Also, I want to commend some ex-
traordinary programs at work in my 
home state of Vermont: Mother Goose 
Logs On, a collaborative effort between 
Nynex and IBM that improves literacy 
through interactive technology; the 
America Reads program that so many 
of our college students are tutoring in 
and the Vermont Center for the Book 
which has worked to improve access to 
books for kids in so many ways. When 
everyone in the community becomes 
involved and when adults read aloud to 
children—Everybody Wins! 

I thank all my colleagues who helped 
pass this resolution. 

I just want to indicate we have a 
number of these Links to Literacy ’98, 
Everybody Wins invitations available 
to those who would like to participate 
tomorrow night. The Singing Senators 
will be there to make sure the event is 
enjoyable for everyone. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

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

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

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 

also ask unanimous consent that Debra 
Ladner, an intern in our office, be al-
lowed to be on the floor. 

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

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, it is my understanding 

that we are in morning business. Is 
that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank the Chair. 
(The remarks of Mr. MACK and Mr. 

WELLSTONE pertaining to the submis-
sion of S. Res. 187 are located in to-
day’s RECORD under ‘‘Submission of 
Concurrent and Senate Resolutions.’’) 

f 

THE VERY BAD DEBT BOXSCORE 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, at the 
close of business Friday, February 27, 
1998, the federal debt stood at 
$5,520,668,318,465.51 (Five trillion, five 
hundred twenty billion, six hundred 
sixty-eight million, three hundred 
eighteen thousand, four hundred sixty- 
five dollars and fifty-one cents). 

One year ago, February 27, 1997, the 
federal debt stood at $5,349,403,000,000 
(Five trillion, three hundred forty-nine 
billion, four hundred three million). 

Twenty-five years ago, February 27, 
1973, the federal debt stood at 

$454,020,000,000 (Four hundred fifty-four 
billion, twenty million) which reflects 
a debt increase of more than $5 tril-
lion—$5,066,648,318,465.51 (Five trillion, 
sixty-six billion, six hundred forty- 
eight million, three hundred eighteen 
thousand, four hundred sixty-five dol-
lars and fifty-one cents) during the 
past 25 years. 

f 

IN MEMORY OF SENATOR 
ABRAHAM RIBICOFF 

Mr. HOLLLINGS. Mr. President, 
today I would like to pay tribute to my 
friend Senator Abraham Ribicoff and 
his remarkable legacy. His passing has 
left a void in public service that will be 
difficult to fill. Over more than 40 
years of public service, he set a stand-
ard for integrity, dedication, and wis-
dom that is difficult to match. 

Abe Ribicoff’s journey to the Senate 
was an arduous one. He was born not to 
power, but rather to poverty. His fa-
ther was a Polish Jewish immigrant 
who worked in a factory and as a ped-
dler. After graduating from high 
school, young Abraham Ribicoff 
worked for a year at a zipper and buck-
le factory in New Britain, Connecticut, 
to earn money to attend New York 
University. After a year, he transferred 
to Chicago. There, he was such an as-
siduous and gifted student that he was 
admitted to the University of Chicago 
law school—one of the most prestigious 
in the nation—without an under-
graduate degree. 

After graduating from law school, 
Abraham Ribicoff realized his calling 
was that of the public servant. He en-
tered politics at an early age, but with-
out the benefit of well-placed connec-
tions or cronies. He worked his way up 
from the lower house of the Con-
necticut legislature by mastering com-
plicated legislation and earning the re-
spect of his peers, and after ten years 
he was elected to the U.S. House of 
Representatives. In 1954, Abraham 
Ribicoff was elected Governor of Con-
necticut. 

His personal experience of poverty in-
stilled in Sen. Ribicoff a compassion 
and a desire to serve the public good 
that never faded. The desire to help the 
unfortunate and marginalized members 
of our society was the hallmark of his 
political career. As Governor of Con-
necticut, he established a strong, pro-
gressive record. As the Secretary of the 
Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare in the Kennedy administra-
tion, he promoted policies to improve 
the living conditions, working environ-
ment, and health care of all Americans. 
And as a Senator during the 1960s and 
’70s, he was one of the strongest sup-
porters of Medicare, education funding, 
environmental protection and regula-
tion, and auto safety standards. 

Most of all, I remember Abe Ribicoff 
as a man of integrity who never 
wavered from his convictions or sac-
rificed his principles for political expe-
diency. He was a statesman who dis-
regarded opinion polls and governed by 
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conscience. His death marks the pass-
ing of a great public servant, and it re-
minds us that America could use many 
more like him today. 

f 

NEW MEXICO’S CUARTO- 
CENTENARIO CELEBRATION 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to speak briefly about a very 
special anniversary this year in New 
Mexico, and to share a message from 
President Clinton to everyone cele-
brating the state’s Cuartocentenario. 

The date July 1, 1998, marks 400 years 
since a small group of Spanish pioneers 
ventured north from Mexico, up the 
Rio Grande Valley and settled in what 
is now North-Central New Mexico. The 
settlers, led by Don Juan de Onate, es-
tablished a small mission at the con-
fluence of the Rio Chama and the Rio 
Grande and next to an Indian Pueblo 
the inhabitants called ‘‘Ohke’’. The 
Spanish settlers named their mission 
San Gabriel de los Espanoles. 

This year is not just about recog-
nizing these early Spanish settlements, 
but about celebrating the Hispanic peo-
ple themselves and the many contribu-
tions they have made to the history of 
this continent and this country over 
the last 400 years. Indeed, we can point 
to all aspects of American culture, 
from literature to sports, and identify 
many Hispanic individuals who have 
made significant contributions. 

I look forward to celebrating this an-
niversary and the Hispanic culture 
throughout this year in New Mexico. I 
ask that a copy of President Clinton’s 
message to all who are celebrating this 
historic occasion be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The message follows: 
THE WHITE HOUSE, 

Washington, February 24, 1998. 
Warm greetings to everyone celebrating 

New Mexico’s Cuartocentenario. 
In 1598, when Juan de Oñate led a band of 

soldiers and Franciscan priests to the land 
we now know as New Mexico, few could have 
foreseen the impact of their expedition. The 
chain of events that would ultimately lead 
to statehood for New Mexico in 1912 had 
begun and would change our country forever. 

This year’s celebration of the 400th anni-
versary of New Mexico reminds us all of the 
long and rich history of this beautiful place. 
Today’s New Mexicans live with that his-
tory. The state’s original peoples, who are 
represented by 21 pueblos and tribes ranging 
from Apache to Zuni, would consider four 
centuries a blink in time, for their ancestors 
arrived more than 10,000 years ago. And the 
remains of earlier civilizations can still be 
seen in New Mexico. 

Our 47th state is a fascinating mixture of 
old and new, deserts and forests, mountains 
and valleys, small towns and urban centers, 
cattle ranches and microprocessor plants, 
scientists, artists, and farmers. While taking 
pride in their colorful past, New Mexicans 
also look to the future with vision and con-
fidence. With a strong dedication to quality 
education and a clean environment, with 
thriving agriculture, expanding industry, 
and a growing, ethnically diverse population, 
New Mexico is approaching the 21st century 
with energy and enthusiasm. This milestone 
anniversary offers a wonderful opportunity 
to reflect on the extraordinary achievements 

of New Mexico’s people, remembering their 
accomplishments in the past and celebrating 
the promise of the future. 

Best wishes to all for a memorable celebra-
tion. 

BILL CLINTON. 

f 

INTERMODAL SURFACE TRANS-
PORTATION EFFICIENCY ACT OF 
1997 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
resume consideration of S. 1173. 

The clerk will report. 
The bill clerk read as follows: 
A bill (S. 1173) to authorize funds for the 

construction of highways, for highway safety 
programs, and for mass transit programs, 
and for other purposes. 

The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill with a modified committee 
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute (Amendment No. 1676). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, this as 
you know is the so-called surface 
transportation legislation, sometimes 
called the highway bill, sometimes 
called ISTEA II. We are ready to do 
business here. Anybody who has 
amendments I hope will come over and 
present them. We are ready to take 
them up. There is no waiting. There is 
plenty of opportunity. So I hope those 
within listening distance will heed this 
very kind invitation to please report 
for duty. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that further pro-
ceedings under the quorum call be re-
scinded. 

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

The Senator from Texas. 
Mr. GRAMM. Let me ask Senator 

CHAFEE a question. Did Senator 
CHAFEE want to outline the agreement 
we have reached? 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

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

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

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I wanted 
to come to the floor this afternoon to 
talk about an agreement that has been 
reached with regard to the highway 
bill, to talk about where we are and 
what the highway bill is going to look 
like, and, obviously as each of us will 
do, I want to talk about the impact on 
my own State of this very important 
agreement. 

Let me give people a little history to 
sort of define how we came to the mo-
ment of reaching this agreement. First 
of all, last year in the tax bill I offered 

an amendment to take the 4.3-cent-per- 
gallon tax on gasoline that had, under 
the 1991 budget agreement, gone into 
general revenue and been spent. It was 
the first tax on gasoline since we had 
the Highway Trust Fund that went to 
general Government. What my amend-
ment in the tax bill last year did was it 
took that 4.3-cent-per-gallon tax on 
gasoline and took the money away 
from general revenue and put it back 
into the trust fund where it belonged. 

All over America, when Americans go 
to the gas pump and put that nozzle 
into their tank and pump gas, right on 
the gasoline pump it says there is bad 
news and there is good news. The bad 
news is that roughly a third of the 
price of a gallon of gasoline is taxes; 
the good news is that the money goes 
to build roads. The only problem is, 
prior to today the good news was not 
true. Between 25 cents and 30 cents out 
of every dollar of gasoline taxes was 
being siphoned off to spend on things 
other than roads. We have reached an 
agreement today that will, over the 
next 6 years, end that process. We have 
reached an agreement today that will 
guarantee that over the next 6 years 
every penny collected in the 4.3-cent- 
per-gallon tax on gasoline will go to 
build roads and only to build roads. 
What that will mean is that we will 
raise the total level of spending in the 
bill that is before the Senate, in terms 
of committed obligations, by $26 bil-
lion. 

For people who are trying to figure 
out what that means to them and their 
State, let me give you a couple of num-
bers. That will mean that over this 6- 
year highway bill, we will spend on 
roads roughly 45 percent more than we 
spent in ISTEA, our previous highway 
bill. For my State, because of the lead-
ership of the chairman of this com-
mittee, Senator CHAFEE, in trying to 
eliminate the unfairness to donor 
States, when you combine the new 
funds that are available with the fact 
that under the CHAFEE bill donor 
States will receive a minimum of 91 
cents out of every dollar they send to 
Washington in gasoline tax back to 
their States, what it will mean is that 
my State will, under the new bill, re-
ceive 54 percent more funding than it 
received under the last bill. 

That, in Texas, will mean an oppor-
tunity to rebuild our crumbling high-
way system. We have 31,000 miles of 
substandard highways. We have tens of 
thousands of substandard bridges. That 
54 percent increase in funding for Texas 
will mean our ability to improve our 
highways. It will mean that thousands 
of people who are dying because of poor 
roads won’t die. It will mean an im-
proved infrastructure that will mean 
more jobs, more growth, more oppor-
tunity all over the country. It will 
mean that people will spend less time 
in traffic and, obviously, have the op-
portunity to spend more time at work 
or more time with their families or 
more time doing what they choose to 
do. 
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So, I believe that this is a major step 

forward. It is a step forward in terms of 
building roads. It is a step forward in 
people seeing the Government do what 
they believed it has committed to do. 
Now that we have all the gasoline 
taxes going into the highway trust 
fund, we will, under this bill, for the 
first time, be in a position to say to 
people that every penny we are col-
lecting in gasoline taxes under this bill 
will be spent on highways; that money 
will not be siphoned off to pay for 
other programs; that we will not use 
the trust fund as a slush fund for other 
forms of Government spending; and 
that when Americans pay gasoline 
taxes, the bad news is, a third of the 
cost of a gallon of gasoline in America 
is taxes, but the good news will be 
that, for the first time in a long time, 
every penny of those taxes will end up 
being spent on roads. I believe that is a 
very good piece of news. 

Finally, let me say there is one addi-
tional piece of good news that I think 
every Member should understand, and 
that is this agreement does not bust 
the budget. We have agreed to use the 
gasoline tax to fund highways and only 
to fund highways for that portion that 
goes to roads. And we have agreed that 
in writing a budget, we will offset this 
dollar for dollar, so that we will not 
bust the spending cap. 

I hope that the House will decide to 
do it this way as well and that we will 
have an opportunity to use gasoline 
taxes, that portion that goes to high-
way construction in the highway trust 
fund, for roads and only for roads. 

So I thank the majority leader. I 
thank Senator CHAFEE, Senator BAU-
CUS and Senator WARNER. I thank Sen-
ator BYRD for his leadership. I believe 
that this amendment, which is now 
scheduled to come up tomorrow, will be 
adopted by an overwhelming vote. I be-
lieve, based on that vote, that 85 or 90 
percent of the pending amendments 
will go away. I believe it will put us on 
the road to passing a highway bill that 
will benefit everybody in America, and 
we are doing it the way families make 
decisions about priorities. We are doing 
it by deciding that this is a high pri-
ority. 

We collected the tax for the purpose 
of building roads, and we are going to 
build roads with those taxes, and we 
are going to pay for it by not spending 
as much on other things. It seems to 
me that this is a rare example of Gov-
ernment really working the way people 
believe it should. I congratulate every-
one involved. I yield the floor. 

Mr. CHAFEE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. COL-

LINS). The Senator from Rhode Island. 
Mr. CHAFEE. Madam President, I 

congratulate the Senator from Texas 
for his hard work in connection with 
this highway legislation. He was right 
when he said that it was his efforts 
that brought what was considered the 
4.3-cent gasoline tax, that then went in 
the general fund, into the highway 
trust fund. 

I have to confess that I was not an 
enthusiastic supporter of that effort, 
but I can certainly see the rationale 
behind it. The Senator had the votes 
and, as I recall, won that vote rather 
overwhelmingly. 

The Senator has been intensely inter-
ested in the situation that not only af-
fects his State but a series of States 
leading to the border, the additional 
traffic that has been generated by a 
program I was for, he was for and that 
I believe has been a great benefit over-
all for our country but has been very 
difficult on his State and some of the 
neighboring States, and that is the so- 
called NAFTA truckloads, where these 
trucks are rumbling down into Mexico 
and from Mexico up into the United 
States carrying goods, which was the 
whole objective of what we sought 
when we passed the North American 
Free Trade Agreement. 

The distinguished senior Senator 
from Texas has worked very hard to 
provide some extra money to take care 
of those roads that are taking an in-
credible pounding from the NAFTA 
trucks. In the agreement that we have 
reached, we have provided, as a result 
of the pressing of the Senator from 
Texas, some $450 million, which we will 
be presenting to the committee tomor-
row, and it is my hope and belief that 
the committee will approve that addi-
tional money. 

I tip my hat to the Senator from 
Texas. He is a veritable bulldog in con-
nection with these matters. When he 
and the senior Senator from West Vir-
ginia team up, it is a formidable aggre-
gation. I salute both of them. As a 
matter of fact, they came away with 
everything they sought. But in the 
agreement that we reached, they made 
some concessions to other programs 
that they might not have been too en-
thusiastic about. So the whole thing 
was a compromise. All of us had to 
give, and I think the result is a good 
one for our country. 

What will happen next, Madam Presi-
dent? I and the distinguished ranking 
member of the Environment Com-
mittee will take this to our committee 
tomorrow. We are both for it. We will 
be salesmen for it. We are not just mes-
sengers; we are salesmen for this pro-
gram. The staffs have met and appear 
to be enthusiastic about what we are 
undertaking here. We look forward to 
our meeting tomorrow. If all goes well, 
we could report it out, and then I be-
lieve that we cannot bring up financial 
matters until Wednesday, that is, 
amendments that deal with financial 
matters to this bill. But that can be 
changed, and we can, hopefully, bring 
up this amendment that the Senator 
from Texas was discussing. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, will the 
distinguished Senator yield or if I may 
have some time? 

Mr. CHAFEE. Yes. Yes, I yield the 
floor, Madam President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia is recognized. 

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, we 
have completed today what I consider 

to be one of the most remarkable group 
of meetings that I have participated in 
during my nearly 40 years in the Sen-
ate. Those meetings were called by the 
distinguished majority leader, Mr. 
LOTT. 

What brought us to the meetings 
were these circumstances: A 6-year 
highway authorization bill had been re-
ported to the floor. Numerous Senators 
came to me and said to me, ‘‘Senator, 
we need more money.’’ I am not on the 
Environment and Public Works Com-
mittee. I am not on the Budget Com-
mittee. So I suppose I am a player who, 
in a way, has just come in from the 
outside. 

But working with the distinguished 
Senator from Texas, Mr. GRAMM, whose 
amendment in the Finance Committee 
last year effected the transfer of the 
4.3-cent gas tax into the highway trust 
fund, he and I and Senator BAUCUS and 
Senator WARNER joined together in an 
amendment which would have provided 
$30.9 billion in additional contract au-
thority for highways and bridges. Am I 
correct? 

It was our desire to see this money 
that was building up in the highway 
trust fund spent on highways and 
bridges. Now, of the 4.3-cent gas tax 
that goes into the highway trust fund, 
3.45 cents is intended to go for high-
ways and bridges and 0.85 cents goes for 
mass transit. 

Senators GRAMM, BAUCUS, WARNER, 
and I worked hard last fall in an effort 
to get cosponsors of our amendment. 
As a final result, we got 50 other co-
sponsors which, added to the four of us, 
made a total of 54 cosponsors of the 
amendment. And we had a good many 
Senators who told each of us that they 
would vote for the amendment even 
though they would not cosponsor it, if 
and when it came to a vote. 

The majority leader then made the 
highway bill the pending business, and 
called certain Senators to meetings in 
his office, and we have had several such 
meetings. The participants have been 
the majority leader, Mr. DOMENICI, Mr. 
GRAMM, Mr. WARNER, Mr. CHAFEE, Mr. 
BAUCUS, and myself. On at least one oc-
casion, Mr. D’AMATO was included. 

In any event, those were difficult 
meetings. In the final analysis, every-
body sacrificed something. In the end, 
we agreed to increase the amount in 
the bill $26 billion for highways. I ask 
my colleagues, am I correct? 

Mr. GRAMM. Twenty-six. 
Mr. BYRD. Twenty-six. All right. I 

thank from the bottom of my heart my 
friend, that old crusty New Englander 
who wins our admiration and respect, 
Mr. CHAFEE. He and I have gone round 
and round about this, but in the final 
analysis, we have joined hands. So, the 
people of Appalachia, who constitute 22 
million people in 399 counties of 13 
States—those people who have been 
promised these corridors now for 32 
years—can now see the light at the end 
of the tunnel, because what we have 
agreed to here will be the $300 million 
that is already in the reported highway 
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bill, plus $1.89 billion, which will be 
added according to our agreement, thus 
making a total of $2.19 billion, which 
conforms to the President’s request. 

For the entire cycle 1998–2003, then, 
there will be $2.19 billion for Appa-
lachian highways. That is not going to 
be earmarked money. That money is 
going to those 13 States on the basis of 
the Appalachian highway mileage that 
remains to be constructed and consid-
ering the costs of completion. Through-
out the region, of the total Appa-
lachian development highway system, 
78 percent of the system has been com-
pleted or is under construction. 

Beside and beyond the Appalachian 
portion, this agreement will benefit 
every State in the Union in terms of 
additional dollars for highways. I be-
lieve I am making a correct statement. 
The distinguished Senator from Rhode 
Island, Mr. CHAFEE, is nodding his head 
in the affirmative. 

Let me close by thanking him again 
and by thanking the majority leader, 
by thanking Mr. GRAMM of Texas, Mr. 
BAUCUS, Mr. WARNER, and Mr. DOMEN-
ICI. It has been a beautiful exercise in 
give and take and finally coming to a 
consensus and shaking hands and say-
ing, ‘‘We are going to stand by this 
agreement.’’ 

I thank all Senators, and I thank the 
Chair. 

Mr. CHAFEE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Rhode Island is recognized. 
Mr. CHAFEE. Madam President, I sa-

lute the distinguished senior Senator 
from West Virginia for the tremendous 
work he did in connection with this, 
not only just the Appalachian regional 
highway portion of this bill but the 
overall bill. 

As the Senator mentioned, he was in 
on all the negotiations and pressed for-
ward to conclusion. He outlined vigor-
ously the needs of, and I don’t want to 
say just West Virginia, because West 
Virginia is just part of the Appalachian 
region, he stressed the needs for all the 
Appalachian regional area and pre-
vailed. I salute him for the work he 
did. 

If he can fit it in, I would like to be 
asked down to the dedication of one of 
those roads. I have never seen them, to 
tell you the truth. I think I will go 
down and take a look. I have heard 
about them. 

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. CHAFEE. Yes. 
Mr. BYRD. He will receive an invita-

tion. 
Mr. CHAFEE. Thank you. Thank 

you. 
If it is anything like when we used to 

build roads at home when I was Gov-
ernor, we would have a ribbon-cutting 
about every 2 miles of road we built. In 
any event, I look forward to it. And I 
salute the distinguished Senator with 
whom I have had such pleasure serving 
in the Senate ever since I came here. 
He had been here long before I ever got 
here. It has been one of the real treats 

of my experience in the Senate to have 
served with Senator BYRD. 

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, I 
thank my friend. 

Mr. BAUCUS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Montana. 
Mr. BAUCUS. I can only but add to 

the remarks that have already been 
given, first, on the substance of the 
agreement and, second, in my thanks 
to all the Senators who have partici-
pated so intensely, so vigorously in the 
last week, or so. 

The amendment that has been agreed 
to, first, is a significant amendment. It 
is an increase of about $26 billion in 
contract authority over 6 years, from 
$145 billion to about $171 billion for 
highway programs, plus about $2 bil-
lion for safety programs. So the agree-
ment is very significant. It increases 
highway spending by roughly 20 per-
cent over the committee-reported bill. 

Now, the actual spending by the 
States, that is, the outlays, may be a 
little less than that. I hope not, but 
that amount is up to the Budget Com-
mittees and the Appropriations Com-
mittees. 

Where did we come up with this 
money? Well, it started with Senator 
GRAMM’s amendment last year, which 
transferred the 4.3-cent gasoline tax to 
the highway trust fund. That solved 
the first problem, namely putting that 
revenue in the Highway Trust Fund. 
But the second problem was that the 
Environment and Public Works Com-
mittee, which has jurisdiction over 
highways, could not increase the con-
tract authority in order to spend that 
4.3 cents without an agreement on the 
budget. 

I am pleased that the agreement we 
reached today allows most of the 4.3 
cents, namely the 3.45 cents that goes 
to the highway account, to be spent on 
highways. So the agreement provides 
for an increase from $145 billion in con-
tract authority in the committee bill, 
to $171 billion. There is an additional $2 
billion that goes to safety programs 
under the jurisdiction of the Commerce 
Committee, for a total increase of $173 
billion. 

This agreement is fair to all regions 
of the country. I know a lot of Sen-
ators were thinking, ‘‘What are those 
Senators doing in Senator LOTT’s of-
fice? What have they agreed to? Aren’t 
they just taking care of their own 
States? And are they being fair to us, 
too?’’ The fact is that Senator CHAFEE 
and I made an extra effort since the 
committee reported the bill out last 
fall, to talk to Senators who have had 
specific concerns with the bill—and 
meritorious concerns, I might add. 
This agreement, which will be incor-
porated into a committee amendment 
tomorrow, by and large, addresses 
those concerns. 

Now, I cannot say it totally accom-
modates everybody. No amendment on 
highways can totally accommodate ev-
erybody. In fact, among the group that 
have been working on this agreement— 

Senator GRAMM; myself; Senator BYRD; 
the leader; the chairman of our com-
mittee, Senator CHAFEE, certainly; and 
Senator WARNER—each of us would 
have fashioned this agreement a little 
bit differently if left to our own de-
vices. But when the Senators see what 
is in the amendment and reflect on it 
and on the competing interests of other 
Senators, I daresay they are going to 
realize that this is fair. I would like to 
also add what this agreement will 
mean to the economy. It will give it a 
big boost. The Department of Trans-
portation statistics indicate that for 
every billion dollars in additional high-
way spending, there are 42,000 more 
jobs in America—a billion dollars equal 
42,000 jobs. That is in addition to the 
benefits derived from relieving conges-
tion and helping America’s competitive 
place in the world with better trans-
portation systems. Furthermore, there 
is investment in intelligent transpor-
tation systems, new technologies 
which are going to further improve our 
transportation capabilities. 

Let me add too that this agreement 
is within the budget. It is very impor-
tant that this increase be within the 
budget, within budget caps. And I say 
that, Madam President, because this 
morning one of the newspapers had a 
headline, page 1, saying, in effect, ‘‘Uh- 
oh, there goes Congress again. It is 
going to bust the budget.’’ 

I appreciate the concern about bust-
ing the budget. I think all of us in the 
Senate do not want to break the budg-
et caps or the provisions and the 
amounts that are in the budget. This 
amendment is consistent with the 
budget. We do not break the budget. It 
is true there is an increase in highway 
dollars as a consequence of this amend-
ment, but it is also true that we are 
within the budget. 

Senator DOMENICI, the very able 
chairman of the Budget Committee was 
very clear: We have to live within the 
budget. And we do. 

I have the highest regard for him. He 
is a tough fighter. He is a very intel-
ligent opponent. In fact, I learned a lot, 
Madam President, watching Senator 
DOMENICI, Senator GRAMM, Senator 
BYRD, and Senator CHAFEE. And what I 
learned is not only how tough and in-
telligent and fair-minded they are, but 
how committed they are to the legisla-
tive process. At the end of the meeting 
we all said, ‘‘Hey, this is within the 
ballpark. It may not be perfect. Each of 
us would probably prefer to do it a lit-
tle differently. But it’s a good outcome 
for all.’’ 

I am, frankly, very honored to be a 
part of the process. I will not belabor 
the point, but Winston Churchill once 
said that—and let me paraphrase here, 
Democracy, with all of its delays and 
inefficiencies and faint starts, is abso-
lutely the worst form of government, 
except there’s none better. 

I think that the meetings we have 
been having over the last week or so 
are a good example of that. And I only 
hope now that we can get this adopted, 
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finish with the highway bill, get on to 
conference, and, most importantly, put 
it on the President’s desk so that all of 
our work will come to fruition. 

I thank all Senators. 
Mr. CAMPBELL addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Colorado is recognized. 
Mr. CAMPBELL. Did the Senator 

yield? 
Mr. BAUCUS. Yes. 
Mr. CAMPBELL. Madam President, I 

ask unanimous consent to speak for 7 
minutes as in morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Reserving the right 
to object, I ask the Senator, could I 
speak for 2 minutes on this bill? I was 
part of the negotiating. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. I will be glad to 
yield. 

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico is recognized. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Thank you, Madam 

President. 
We have reached, to the extent that 

the budget chairman could have some 
kind of influence, agreement on mak-
ing sure that we fund this new 4.3 
cents, which Senator GRAMM last year 
had moved from the general fund to the 
trust fund for highways. My role was to 
make sure that we did not spend any 
more than the 4.3 cents portion of that 
which goes to the highway programs of 
this country. 

You would be surprised what dif-
fering opinions there were about what 
is the right dollar number, because 
there are different versions of what one 
was trying to do with the Byrd-Gramm 
bill and what Senator CHAFEE was try-
ing to do with his bill and what I was 
trying to advocate. 

But let me say to the Senators—some 
of whom have not gone on the Byrd- 
Gramm bill because they were won-
dering what its impact on the budget 
would be—I cannot say it will not have 
any impact, because if I showed up here 
and said that, knowing what I know 
about the budget, I would be laughed 
off the Senate floor, because it is a sub-
stantial addition to the trust fund, 
which would not have been there had 
Senator GRAMM not moved that 4.3 
cents from the general fund, where it 
was being used before for deficit reduc-
tion as part of President Clinton’s first 
budget, and there would not be this ad-
ditional money. 

So I had a difficult problem with it. 
And some Senators were waiting for 
me to suggest that we would not have 
to break the caps, that is, the agreed 
upon annual expenditure levels written 
into law for the next 5 years which, as 
I will repeat over and over on this 
floor, are dollar numbers. And that is 
not a process. That means we have 
written into statute, law, how much we 
can spend in appropriated expendi-
tures—the 13 bills we do plus the high-
way bill and a few other things. That is 
the total amount each year. If you 
spend more than that, then all of Gov-

ernment gets an across-the-board se-
quester cut. 

We did our best to arrive at, what is 
the number. I think it is fair to say 
that it was somewhere between a total 
of $171 billion and $174 billion or $175 
billion; and then we settled on $173 bil-
lion. That is a pretty fair number from 
the standpoint of asking the Congres-
sional Budget Office: How much will it 
spend? How much contract authority 
do you need to have all of that money 
obligated? And that is where we are. 

Now, that will be divided over the 6 
years. The first 6 years is already set-
tled, because we have completed it. But 
the next 5 will have new activity. And 
I think by the time Senator CHAFEE’s 
committee produces the bill, each 
State can look and see what it is going 
to get in relation to donor and donee 
States. And I believe it is going to be a 
very satisfactory bill. 

There are a lot of other things that 
have to be done besides just pour high-
ways in the country. There is some re-
search that has to be done. There is 
some money that has to go to States 
that have special problems because 
they have an awful lot of public lands 
in their States. There are Indian roads, 
which in the last 6 years we have start-
ed funding. They are the poorest, in 
roads, of any group in America, and 
their reservations are the poorest, in 
terms of transportation, of any. That 
money has to be in here. 

But I think under Senator CHAFEE’s 
leadership there will be no donor-donee 
disparity exceeding 91 percent. They 
will get 91 percent of the money back. 
And the other part will go to the var-
ious programs that are national in 
scope or specific. I think that is a rath-
er good final conclusion. I regret hav-
ing to have stood in the way of this bill 
for so long. But when it finally comes 
down to it, I think we all understand 
better what we are going to do. 

Now, to the final observation: Can we 
fund this bill and not have to break the 
caps? I can tell you that we certainly 
will be able to in the year 1999 in the 
budget that we are going to write. Now, 
this money spends out more rapidly as 
years go on. I am just bound to do the 
best I can and to tell it as honestly as 
I can. 

I believe we will be able to meet the 
caps and do this, but it may very well 
be that in a few years we will not be 
able to do that. I do not think it is 
going to be a big disparity. And I think 
that everybody understands that the 
people of this country deserve that 
highway trust fund moneys be spent on 
highways. That is why it has been very 
difficult to say, we should not have 
this program. Because that money is 
there, what can it be used for? Since we 
voted overwhelmingly to put it in that 
trust fund, we ought to spend it for 
highways. There is nothing by way of 
infrastructure in our Nation—to use 
the word as generously as you want— 
there is nothing more wanting in the 
country than the highway infrastruc-
tures of our respective sovereign 

States. And we will make a pretty big 
dent in catching up with this bill. 

So I am pleased to be a part of it. I 
didn’t write the bill, but it was a good 
experience. And I want to close by say-
ing in particular, when you have a 
leader who wants to get things done— 
TRENT LOTT, our leader, wants to get 
things done. We could have gone on for 
I don’t know how many more days, but 
we finished in about 3 or 4 days of rath-
er lengthy sessions getting as much 
input as we could. 

Now the Senate will speak. We will 
look at this bill that Senator CHAFEE 
will produce, a substitute that reaches 
the conclusions that this negotiating 
team had, and then the Senate will de-
cide what it is going to do. I, for one, 
have committed that I am going to 
support the product that is forth-
coming. Not every bit of it is what I 
would do, but I think overall it is prob-
ably the best we could do for our coun-
try. I hope it leaves the Senate with a 
very large majority. The House still 
has to do theirs. We have to go to con-
ference. And States, by May 1, ought to 
be getting some additional obligational 
authority. 

I thank the Senators for their par-
ticipation, and I yield the floor. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Madam President, I 
want to salute the Senator from New 
Mexico for his part in this. He had re-
sponsibilities. He had responsibilities 
to guard the budget. And he carried out 
those responsibilities. I felt very 
strongly allied with him in connection 
with those efforts, and I think what we 
came out with was a satisfactory solu-
tion. Are all of us totally satisfied? Of 
course not. But we are totally satisfied 
that the end result was as good as we 
could get under the pressing problems 
we are faced with. So I am going away 
happy and hope that the Senator from 
New Mexico is likewise. 

I also want to join his tribute to the 
majority leader. The majority leader 
was the one who got us in there and ac-
tually proposed the final compromise 
that we agreed to. So he deserves a lot 
of credit for moving us along. 

I thank the Chair. I thank the Sen-
ator from Colorado for his patience. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. It is good to be of 
service. 

Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent to speak as in morning busi-
ness for 7 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The Senator from Colorado is recog-
nized for 7 minutes. 

(The remarks of Mr. CAMPBELL and 
Mrs. HUTCHISON pertaining to the in-
troduction of S. 1695 are located in to-
day’s RECORD under ‘‘Statements on In-
troduced Bills and Joint Resolutions.’’) 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Madam President, 
I also want to say I was here on the 
floor during the recent agreement that 
was made on the highway bill. I com-
mend my fellow Senator, my colleague 
from Texas, Senator GRAMM, for work-
ing with Senator BYRD in what I think 
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is a very important accomplishment 
not just for my State but for all Ameri-
cans. 

Many of us feel that our transpor-
tation infrastructure is the key to our 
continued economic viability in this 
country. Many of us have been very 
concerned that we have shortchanged 
that infrastructure by putting money 
in other areas. 

What Senator GRAMM and what Sen-
ator BYRD did today was to assure that 
we are going to have the money that 
people pay in their gasoline taxes each 
day when they go to work, assure that 
it comes back in the form of a user fee 
to help ease the transportation conges-
tion in our urban areas and to make it 
easier to access our rural areas in this 
country. 

I commend Senator CHAFEE and Sen-
ator BAUCUS for working with Senator 
GRAMM and Senator BYRD to come out 
with a very fair agreement that will 
benefit everyone. I especially thank 
also Senator DOMENICI, the chairman of 
the Budget Committee, for helping to 
make sure that would happen without 
busting the budget caps because that is 
also our responsibility as stewards of 
our Nation. 

I think we had a very important 
agreement, and I look forward to vot-
ing for this agreement tomorrow on 
the floor. I think everyone will be 
pleased that we are going to have the 
money that is paid every day by Amer-
icans, that 4.3-cent-per-gallon gasoline 
tax, go right where it should go, and 
that is to ease our transportation by-
ways and highways and the transit sys-
tems that keep us from having conges-
tion and environmental pollution in 
our cities. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Madam President, I 
thank the distinguished Senator from 
Texas for her very kind comments. We 
appreciate those remarks. 

She is absolutely right. The senior 
Senator did do a splendid job not just 
for his State but all the trucks coming 
and going in connection with the 
NAFTA agreement, particularly the 
border crossings down in her State. We 
are pleased things came out the way 
they did. We look forward to her sup-
port when we bring the bill up on the 
floor. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. If the Senator 
from Rhode Island would yield, I am 
happy he mentioned the corridors, the 
trade corridors, that were also included 
in the recent agreement. 

As we have opened our trade with 
Mexico, it has caused a huge conges-
tion on the NAFTA corridors that 
come through my State but also 
through other States that are on the 
border and also up into the rest of our 
country. 

I am very pleased you have allocated 
an extra amount for wear and tear be-
cause it will ease the congestion and 
stop some of the long delays that we 
are seeing at the border because we 
don’t have enough bridges and gate-
ways. This will help alleviate that and 
make it even easier to trade with our 
neighbor to the south. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Madam President, I 
have seen those jams down there. I 
have seen them in California by Ti-
juana. The trucks were all lined up. It 
is incredible. I saw a little bit of it in 
Texas, but that was just a sampling of 
what later has occurred as the NAFTA 
agreement has come into full flower 
with the jam-ups on both sides of the 
border, trucks trying to come across, 
customs inspectors trying to do their 
job. It truly is tremendously congested. 

Both Senators from Texas are abso-
lutely right in addressing this problem. 

f 

TEXAS INDEPENDENCE DAY 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Madam President, 
I rise today to talk about a point of 
history as well. That is to commemo-
rate, today, from 162 years ago, Texas 
Independence Day. 

Each year I look forward to March 2. 
This is a special day for Texans, a day 
that fills our hearts with pride. On this 
day, 162 years ago, a solemn convention 
of 54 men, including my great great 
grandfather Charles S. Taylor, met in 
the small settlement of Washington- 
on-the-Brazos. There they signed the 
Texas Declaration of Independence. 
The declaration stated: 

We, therefore . . . do hereby resolve and 
declare . . . that the people of Texas do now 
constitute a free, sovereign and independent 
republic . . . 

At the time, Texas was a remote ter-
ritory of Mexico. It was hospitable only 
to the bravest and most determined of 
settlers. After declaring our independ-
ence, the founding delegates quickly 
wrote a constitution for the new born 
republic. Then they organized an in-
terim government. 

As was the case when the American 
Declaration of Independence was 
signed in 1776, our declaration only 
pointed the way toward a goal. It 
would extract a price of enormous ef-
fort and great sacrifice. 

While the convention sat in Wash-
ington-on-the-Brazos, 6,000 Mexican 
troops were marching on the Alamo to 
challenge the newly created republic. 
Several days earlier, from the Alamo, 
Col. William Barrett Travis sent his 
immortal letter to the people of 
Texas—and to all Americans. He knew 
the Mexican Army was approaching. 
And he knew that he had only a very 
few men to help defend the San Anto-
nio fortress. Colonel Travis wrote: 

Fellow citizens and compatriots: I am be-
sieged by a thousand or more of the Mexi-
cans under Santa Anna—I have sustained a 
continual bombardment and cannonade for 
24 hours and have not lost a man—the enemy 
has demanded a surrender at discretion, oth-
erwise, the garrison are to be put to the 
sword if the fort is taken—I have answered 
the demands with a cannon shot, and our 
flag still waves proudly from the wall—I 
shall never surrender or retreat. 

Then, I call on you in the name of liberty, 
of patriotism and of everything dear to the 
American character, to come to our aid, with 
all dispatch. The enemy is receiving rein-
forcements daily and will no doubt increase 
to three or four thousand in four or five 
days. 

If this call is neglected, I am determined to 
sustain myself as long as possible and die 
like a solder who never forgets what is due 
to his own honor and that of his country— 
Victory or Death. William Barret Travis, Lt. 
Col. Commander. 

What American, Texan or otherwise, 
can fail to be stirred by Col. Travis’ re-
solve? In fact, Col. Travis’ dire pre-
diction came true—4-5,000 Mexican 
troops laid seize to the Alamo. In the 
battle that followed, 184 brave men 
died in a heroic but vain attempt to 
fend off Santa Anna’s overwhelming 
army. but the Alamo was crucial in 
Tax independence. Because those he-
roes at the Alamo held out for so long, 
Santa Anna’s forces were battered and 
diminished. 

Gen. Sam Houston gained the time 
he needed to devise a strategy to defeat 
Santa Anna at the Battle of San 
Jacinto, just a month or so later, April 
21, 1836. The Lone Star was visible on 
the horizon at last. 

We Texans continue to commemorate 
the heroic times during which we won 
our independence, when we existed as a 
republic and finally joined the Union. 

Each year, on March 2, there is a 
ceremony at Washington-on-the-Brazos 
State Park where there is a replica of 
the modest cabin where the 54 patriots 
laid down their lives and treasure for 
freedom. 

Each year, as close as possible to 
March 2, I read Colonel Travis’ letter 
to my colleagues in the Senate, a tradi-
tion started by Senator John Tower. 
This is a reminder to them and to all of 
us of the pride Texans share in our his-
tory and in being the only State that 
came into the Union as a republic. 

Mr. President, I am pleased to con-
tinue the tradition that was started by 
Senator Tower because we do have a 
unique heritage in Texas where we did 
fight for our freedom. Having grown up 
in the family and hearing the stories of 
my great-great-grandfather, it was 
something that was ingrained in us— 
fighting for your freedom was some-
thing that you did. We did it for Texas 
and we have done it for America. 

I think it is very important that we 
remember the people who sacrificed, 
the 184 men who died at the Alamo, the 
men who died at Gilliard, who made it 
possible for us to win the battle of San 
Jacinto and become a nation which we 
were for 10 years before we entered the 
Union as a republic. 

Now we fly both flags proudly—the 
American flag and the Texas flag—over 
our capital. I am very pleased to once 
again commemorate our great heritage 
and history. 

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

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

f 

SUPPORTING IMF 
REPLENISHMENT 

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, I 
rise to discuss the President’s request 
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to provide new support for the Inter-
national Monetary Fund. 

Last December I spent two weeks in 
Southeast Asia, visiting the Phil-
ippines, Brunei, Thailand and Indo-
nesia. 

Two of these countries, Thailand and 
Indonesia, are among the nations hard-
est hit by the currency crisis. They, 
along with the Philippines and South 
Korea, are working with the IMF to re-
form their financial systems and pro-
mote an early recovery. 

I believe it is very much in our inter-
est to help them through this crisis, 
and to provide insurance against a new 
one by supporting the full request for 
IMF replenishment. 

ECONOMIC STAKES FOR THE US 
Why is this? 
First, all the countries suffering from 

the crisis are important markets. 
South Korea is our sixth largest export 
market. Thailand bought nearly $9 bil-
lion worth of American exports last 
year. And the longer this crisis con-
tinues, the less they will be able to 
buy. 

So economists predict that our econ-
omy will lose a half point to a full 
point of growth next year, meaning $40 
billion to $80 billion. Bringing it home, 
I got a letter last month saying a Mon-
tana semiconductor company has just 
laid off 85 people because of this crisis. 
If we fail to stop the crisis now, we 
could well see worse, as pressure grows 
on China to devalue its own currency. 
The result of that would be new panics 
and currency crashes, coupled with 
greater economic losses for America. 

NATIONAL SECURITY STAKES 
National security should be an even 

greater concern in this crisis. 
In the past century, we fought seven 

foreign wars: the Spanish-American 
War, the ‘‘Philippine Insurrection’’ 
which followed it, World War I, World 
War II, Korea, Vietnam and the Gulf 
War. And of these seven wars, we 
fought no less than five in countries af-
fected by the Asian financial crisis. 
Even today, we have 37,000 troops in 
South Korea to deter a North Korean 
invasion. 

Since the 1970s, economic growth has 
helped make Asia more prosperous, 
stable, and peaceful. And that has been 
of immense national security benefit 
to us. If the region falls into depres-
sion, that could change. Southeast 
Asia could become destabilized; North 
Korea could see an opportunity in an 
unstable South; and we could see other 
consequences we cannot now predict. 

FOUR CONDITIONS 

So it is in our interest to end this 
crisis. And we should contribute to the 
IMF’s effort to do so, under four condi-
tions. 

First, we should not simply bail 
countries out; instead, we should help 
those people who are willing to help 
themselves. 

And that is what we see in most af-
fected Asian countries. Thai citizens, 
through the ‘‘Thai Helping Thai’’ cam-

paign, have contributed millions of 
baht to help the country pay off for-
eign debts. In Korea, a similar cam-
paign has brought in donations of gold 
from sixteen million of the country’s 
forty-two-million people. As the Presi-
dent of the Institute of Korean-Amer-
ican Affairs told me in a letter she sent 
last month: 

With every ounce of gold that is collected, 
there lies a pool of personal memories. Mar-
ried couples are giving their gold wedding 
rings and parents are surrendering gold 
items they had hoped to pass on to their 
children. 

Likewise, governments are taking 
very tough and courageous reforms— 
closing failing financial institutions, 
ending subsidies and opening capital 
markets. Having spoken first-hand 
with Prime Minister Chuan and his 
team, I believe the Thai government is 
of high quality and has a convincing 
plan for recovery. While I have not vis-
ited South Korea since the crisis 
began, my impression is that President 
Kim Dae-jung also has an aggressive 
reform agenda and deserves our sup-
port. 

Second, other countries should share 
the burden. And, in contrast to the 
Mexican crisis three years ago, they 
are doing so. 

Japan has pledged $19 billion, about 
double our pledge of $9.7 billion. While 
Japan should do more to promote im-
ports from affected countries than it 
has, its financial contribution in time 
of recession deserves credit. 

Other countries are also doing their 
part. Australia has pledged $5 billion, 
Singapore also $5 billion, the European 
Union $3 billion, and China $1 billion. 
And China should be applauded for 
sticking by its promise not to devalue 
its own currency despite intense pres-
sure on Chinese exports. 

Third, the new IMF funding should be 
part of a long-term strategy to update 
the international financial institu-
tions. 

Between 1986 and 1995, world GDP 
grew from $26 trillion to $33.5 trillion, 
or 25%. During the same period, world 
capital flows grew from about $188 bil-
lion to $1.2 trillion per day—about 
630%. So the financial world has fun-
damentally changed in a way the world 
productive economy has not. 

International financial policies and 
institutions have not kept up. Our fail-
ure to anticipate two large crises in 
three years—Mexico and Asia—shows 
that beyond any doubt. So as we ap-
prove funding for the IMF as today’s 
leading financial institution, we also 
need a serious, profound effort to un-
derstand what changes we need to 
make to adapt ourselves to a new 
world. 

Finally, we must be ready to say 
‘‘no’’ when governments will not re-
form. In this regard, I am very con-
cerned about Indonesia. 

Indonesia’s finances are no worse off 
than are Thailand’s or Korea’s. But the 
government has been far slower to im-
plement the reforms it pledged last 

year, and has recently cast about 
among several new plans. The result 
has been a prolonged crisis, continued 
capital flight and threats to political 
stability. 

We should work very closely with In-
donesia’s government to fix these prob-
lems. But if the government will not 
implement its promises, we will have 
no choice but to back off. 

On the whole, I believe the Adminis-
tration is acting in the spirit of our na-
tional interest and good common sense 
by working with the IMF to end the fi-
nancial crisis. So far, when govern-
ments have implemented the IMF pro-
grams, the results have been good. The 
Thai currency has recovered from a low 
of 57 to the dollar to 43 today, and the 
Thai stock market has rebounded by 
more than 50% since January. Korea is 
also seeing good results; and countries 
with less financial trouble—Singapore, 
the Philippines, Brunei—are benefiting 
from their neighbors’ recovery. 

So we should stick with a plan that 
is working. We should approve the Ad-
ministration’s request for IMF replen-
ishment. It is appropriate for Congress 
to add some conditions relating to 
market access or greater openness on 
the part of the IMF. But it is not ap-
propriate to turn the request down or 
to link it to totally unrelated issues 
like abortion, as some in the House 
hope to do. 

Madam President, this is a critical 
issue of American leadership; of Amer-
ican national interest; and also of jobs 
and prosperity for Americans at home. 
I hope the Senate will approve the Ad-
ministration’s request. 

Madam President, I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

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

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

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

f 

SCHUYLKILL VALLEY METRO 
LIGHT RAIL SYSTEM 

Mr. SPECTER. Madam President, I 
have sought recognition for two rea-
sons: 

First, to comment about the Schuyl-
kill Valley Metro Light Rail System, 
which I visited this morning. It is a 
very fine example of what can be ac-
complished with light rail, for many 
purposes. It seeks to establish a light 
rail commuter line from city hall in 
Philadelphia to Reading, Pennsylvania, 
a stretch of some 72 miles, which would 
be enormously helpful in transporting 
people from the inner city to the sur-
rounding counties in the Philadelphia 
area where there is a labor shortage, to 
move people from areas where people 
need jobs to areas where employers 
need people to fill jobs. This line would 
further be enormously helpful, to take 
pressure off of the Schuylkill Express-
way, an alleged high-speed line in the 
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Philadelphia area which is more fre-
quently a parking lot as opposed to a 
high-speed line. It would further be 
enormously helpful on the problems of 
air pollution, as a tremendous stream 
of traffic moves from the suburbs over 
the Schuylkill Expressway and U.S. 
route 422. 

The cost of this light rail system 
would be $720 million, with the Federal 
share being $576 million. Congressman 
JON FOX joined me today at the area 
where we took a look at the proposal, 
and I think it is really a very, very use-
ful use of ISTEA funds. It is my hope 
that, as we move ahead with the so- 
called ISTEA legislation, we will make 
a very substantial investment in infra-
structure and that the higher figure 
will be adopted by the Senate, by the 
House, and by the conferees as we move 
through this important legislation. 

I have joined over the years in efforts 
to take the highway trust fund off 
budget so it will be used for the specific 
purpose for which it was intended. I 
know in my State there are an enor-
mous number of important projects 
which could be funded if the highway 
trust fund were to be used for high-
ways, bridges and mass transit. I have 
confidence that the same exists around 
the country. 

f 

THE ESCALATING WAR BETWEEN 
THE PRESIDENT AND INDE-
PENDENT COUNSEL 
Mr. SPECTER. Madam President, I 

now seek to discuss, or comment, on 
the escalating war between the Presi-
dent and independent counsel and to 
urge the independent counsel to reply 
forcefully in the public forum to at-
tacks, as opposed to the use of the 
grand jury as a means of investigating 
the people who are proposing and un-
dertaking those attacks. My own sense 
is that independent counsel would be 
well advised to reply to his critics in a 
public forum, and by that I do not 
mean in his driveway in the morning, 
but, when criticized, to reply. I have 
had some experience as a prosecutor 
running grand jury investigations, and 
it is an inevitable consequence that, 
when someone is under investigation, 
that person, persons or entity, will not 
like the investigation. I think it would 
be enormously useful if the American 
people knew, for example, why Mr. 
Starr is in the investigation on Presi-
dent Clinton’s personal affairs. 

People ask the question, how did he 
move from the investigation of an Ar-
kansas land deal, where he has been en-
gaged for many years at very substan-
tial cost, over to the investigation of 
the President on his personal matters? 
There is a very direct answer, but one 
which I think very few people know. 
That is that Attorney General Reno 
asked Mr. Starr to conduct this inves-
tigation. That request was made by the 
Attorney General about 6 weeks ago. 
We all know that Attorney General 
Reno is very reluctant to authorize in-
vestigations by independent counsel, 

with many of us having urged her to do 
so on campaign finance reform to no 
avail. So, when Attorney General Reno 
authorizes an investigation, there is a 
good indication that it is for a very, 
very strong cause. But people do not 
know that Mr. Starr got into this mat-
ter in relation to his authorized inves-
tigation of Webster Hubbell. And infor-
mation came to Mr. Starr from Linda 
Tripp about an effort to secure employ-
ment for Ms. Monica Lewinsky under 
circumstances identical for Webb Hub-
bell, with the allegation being, and the 
inference being, that it was hush 
money for Webster Hubbell. 

Linda Tripp came to Mr. Starr and 
Mr. Starr knew Ms. Tripp from his pre-
vious contacts with her when she was a 
witness in the Foster suicide and on 
Filegate. Ms. Tripp told Mr. Starr that 
Ms. Lewinsky had stated that a given 
individual had sought employment for 
Ms. Lewinsky outside of Washington, 
DC, with a specific firm, and that hap-
pened to be an identical firm—an iden-
tical individual who had made similar 
arrangements for Mr. Hubbell. 

Mr. Starr then put a consensual elec-
tronic surveillance on Ms. Tripp, that 
is, consensual by Ms. Tripp. And Mr. 
Starr has been continually criticized 
for having conducted an unlawful elec-
tronic surveillance as recently as yes-
terday’s TV talk shows. The fact of the 
matter is, Mr. Starr ought to make 
this point and ought to make it em-
phatically, that the one-party consent 
to the electronic surveillance was per-
fectly lawful under the law of Virginia 
where it took place. 

After the electronic surveillance con-
firmed for Mr. Starr what Ms. Tripp 
said, Mr. Starr then took the matter to 
the Public Integrity Section of the De-
partment of Justice and said, here is 
the evidence. There are a number of al-
ternatives. One is the Justice Depart-
ment can handle the matter itself. Sec-
ond, the Justice Department can seek 
other independent counsel. Or, third, 
the Justice Department could refer, 
Mr. Starr recounts, to Mr. Starr. The 
matter was then taken to Attorney 
General Reno, who said it was her deci-
sion to authorize Mr. Starr to conduct 
further investigation related to the Ms. 
Monica Lewinsky matter, and that was 
then confirmed by the three-judge 
court which authorizes Mr. Starr’s con-
duct. 

Now, at that time, obviously, Attor-
ney General Reno knew about the elec-
tronic surveillance and, in asking Mr. 
Starr to conduct the investigation, 
there was, I think, fairly stated, more 
than implicit approval of what Mr. 
Starr had done, but really explicit ap-
proval of what Mr. Starr had done. 

There has been very, very substantial 
comment on the question of executive 
privilege. And, in looking at the news 
media reports on comments about this 
legal issue, they appear, really, to be 
authored by people who are advocates 
for the President’s position. The law on 
executive privilege is well established, 
has been since the case of United 

States v. Nixon, 418 U.S. 683, and it ap-
plies, as outlined by the Supreme Court 
of the United States on page 706 of U.S. 
Reports, volume 418, executive privi-
lege applies to ‘‘protect military, diplo-
matic or sensitive national security se-
crets.’’ Well, there is nothing of that 
nature involved in the investigation of 
the President’s personal activities. Ex-
ecutive privilege applies to matters 
which are carried out by the Executive 
in his official capacity, again, not in 
his personal capacity. 

There have been commentaries on 
the issue of the lawyer-client privilege 
as it would apply to a number of wit-
nesses now appearing before the grand 
jury, and the speculation is that it is 
on Mr. Bruce Lindsey. Just as the 
claim of executive privilege might be 
applied to Mr. Bruce Lindsey, or per-
haps to Mr. Blumenthal, we are not 
really sure, but there is very strong 
legal authority in a case decided by the 
Eighth Circuit Court of Appeals handed 
down on May 2, In re—Grand Jury Sub-
poena Decus Tecum, 112 F.3d 910. This 
is part of the controversy and contest 
between the White House and Mr. 
Starr—this case lays out, at page 920 of 
112 Federal Reporter on the Third Se-
ries: Executive branch employees, in-
cluding attorneys, are under a statu-
tory duty to report criminal wrong-
doing by other employees to the Attor-
ney General. 

Mr. Lindsey, who is an attorney, can 
hardly be in an attorney-client rela-
tionship to the President when he is a 
governmental employee. The court 
goes on to point out that the way a 
person retains a lawyer to have the at-
torney-client privilege is a very direct 
way, and that is the person retains his 
own counsel and not looking to a gov-
ernmental employee to be the counsel. 
A governmental employee like Mr. 
Lindsey or other attorneys have their 
fiduciary obligation running to the 
Government of the United States. It 
does not run to anyone else with whom 
they have contact, even the President 
of the United States. The express stat-
utory authority set out in 28 U.S.C, 
section 535(b) establishes the obliga-
tion of any governmental employee, in-
cluding attorneys, to report evidence of 
wrongdoing to the Attorney General of 
the United States. 

The way these matters are com-
mented upon on the talk shows and in 
the press and in the media, it appears 
that there is some strong ground to as-
sert executive privilege. To call it friv-
olous would be elevating it to a higher 
level than it deserves. It is absolutely, 
positively a stalling tack, nothing 
more and nothing less. It could not 
possibly apply. Some may argue that 
the Eighth Circuit opinion is not bind-
ing on the U.S. District Court for the 
District of Columbia, but those who 
have referred to it in the media make 
the suggestion that it applies only in 
St. Louis. The fact of the matter is 
that it’s a Circuit court opinion, it is 
very persuasive, and there is no au-
thority to the contrary. It is based 
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upon a principle of law which is hard to 
dispute, and that is that an attorney 
employed by the Government and paid 
by the Government owes a duty to the 
Government and has a statutory duty 
to report crime to the Attorney Gen-
eral, not to another governmental em-
ployee, even the President of the 
United States, who happens to employ 
him. 

So we have a series of events where 
there is a very, very strong proposition 
that what is being undertaken here in 
this war, this escalating war between 
the President and independent counsel, 
really talks about legal propositions 
which are spurious and frivolous at 
best. It would be my hope that the 
independent counsel would respond to 
the President in the public news media. 
I know that prosecutors who are inves-
tigating cases do not like to disclose 
what is going on in a pending prosecu-
tion, and there are good reasons as a 
general matter for investigators or 
prosecutors on an investigative matter 
not to make disclosures but to keep 
those matters confidential. But when 
those prosecutors conducting these in-
vestigations are attacked in the public 
news media, there is absolute justifica-
tion for a response. 

I believe that Mr. Starr made a mis-
take when he called people before the 
grand jury last week such as Mr. 
Blumenthal, in giving Mr. Blumenthal 
a platform. I made mistakes myself 
when I was District Attorney of Phila-
delphia. I made some in the U.S. Sen-
ate. And just because Mr. Starr made a 
mistake does not mean that he is dis-
qualified from carrying on as inde-
pendent counsel. It does not mean that 
he ought to resign, as some Members of 
the other side of the aisle have sug-
gested. The fact is that the Attorney 
General of the United States has the 
authority, under the independent coun-
sel statute, to remove Mr. Starr for 
cause, and the President has the au-
thority, through the Attorney General, 
to remove Mr. Starr for cause. We have 
already gone through that once in our 
Nation’s history under a circumstance, 
the so-called Saturday Night Massacre. 
But if Mr. Starr is doing things which 
require his discontinuance in office, 
that can be handled by the Attorney 
General. And no suggestion has been 
made that he ought to be removed. Nor 
do I think there is any basis for saying 
that. 

When Mr. Starr has found his assist-
ants under attack, it is understandable 
that there would be a very strong reac-
tion. 

Two of his assistants were attacked, 
one a Mr. Emmick. The information 
was spread broadly in the news media 
that an assistant independent counsel, 
Mr. Emmick, was criticized by a judge 
for using ‘‘threats, deceit, and harass-
ment to get testimony in a 1994 police 
corruption case.’’ But the fact of the 
matter is that the court transcript 
showed that the ‘‘threats, deceit, and 
harassment’’ had been directed at an-
other Federal prosecutor in Los Ange-

les, and the same judge called Mr. 
Emmick ‘‘a man of integrity’’ at a 
hearing a year later. 

These matters do not come out. I 
think that what Mr. Starr has to do is 
make a very forceful defense of his as-
sistants. 

Similarly, an associate independent 
counsel, a Mr. Udolf, had been reput-
edly fined some $50,000 in a Georgia 
civil proceeding for violating the civil 
rights of someone who was wrongfully 
held in jail for 4 days in 1985. But oth-
ers have come to his defense. The re-
tired Federal chief judge, Judge A. R. 
Kenyon, said that Mr. Udolf ‘‘was very 
sensitive and always had compassion 
for people even though he had to pros-
ecute them.’’ 

The point is that there are going to 
be criticisms, and in the course of a 
legal career, prosecuting attorneys 
may be censured, and the nature of a 
criminal proceeding very frequently is 
very highly charged, very emotional, a 
lot of things are said by both sides with 
frequently considerable provocation. 
But whatever is said, it is my view that 
Mr. Starr ought to respond in a public 
contest and ought to do it very, very 
promptly, again, without resorting to 
the matter of the grand jury to bring 
people in there. 

The stepped-up attacks on Mr. Starr 
may carry the suggestion that he is 
getting closer. Dick Morris observed 
last week that the testimony of former 
Arkansas Governor Jim Guy Tucker 
might prove to be very, very signifi-
cant, perhaps decisive in the Arkansas 
land deal. I do not know whether that 
is true or not, but I do know that if you 
take a look at the chronology of events 
which lasted for years before Mr. Starr 
could bring former Governor Tucker to 
trial, it was a long, tough road which 
took a very protracted period of time, 
including overturning a judgment 
where an Arkansas Federal judge dis-
missed the indictment, the indictment 
later being reinstated by the court of 
appeals, and the court of appeals even 
granting the independent counsel mo-
tion to have that judge removed from 
the case. 

So where you have a protracted pe-
riod of time and very considerable 
money spent, it is relevant to note 
what has happened in the matter, these 
facts really not being known at all by 
the public and not being known by me 
unless I take a look to see exactly 
what is going on behind the veil. 

When Attorney General Reno ap-
pointed Mr. Starr to expand the juris-
diction to cover the President’s per-
sonal activities, I made a comment 
that was widely misinterpreted and 
widely misconstrued. I said 2 weeks ago 
that Attorney General Reno had erred 
in appointing Mr. Starr because people 
would not understand what he was 
doing in that case in light of the fact 
that he started off a long time before 
in the Arkansas land deal and that it 
was unfortunate because Mr. Starr has 
become a lightning rod. 

No longer is there a focus of atten-
tion on what President Clinton has 

done, and he is, allegedly, supposedly 
the object of the investigation, but the 
attention has been focused only on Mr. 
Starr. I do not believe that Attorney 
General Reno had in mind when she ap-
pointed Mr. Starr that the appoint-
ment would prove to be such a formi-
dable public relations defense for the 
President, directing attention away 
from the President as the focus of the 
investigation to Mr. Starr. But that is 
certainly what has happened. It is in 
no way a criticism of Mr. Starr that 
the Attorney General asked him to 
take over the investigation and that he 
has become a lightning rod. 

That is where we find this matter. I 
believe the lightning rod has to ex-
change and reply in kind, and if it calls 
for lightening, so be it. 

I went to high school in a small town 
in Russell, KS—Russell High School, 
which had a football team known as 
the Broncos. There is another football 
team not too far from Russell called 
the Broncos, the Denver Broncos, who 
were the Super Bowl champions. When 
I look at this battle, this war being 
waged with the President, on one hand, 
and the independent counsel on an-
other, I analogize it to a football game 
between the Broncos who are the Super 
Bowl champs and the Broncos from my 
old high school football team. 

If the playing field is to be leveled to 
any significant extent at all, I believe 
that Mr. Starr has to respond. The ap-
propriate way to respond is exactly 
when these criticisms are made. 

It is my hope and my understanding 
that Mr. Starr is not going to pursue 
the business of calling his critics be-
fore the grand jury. I think Mr. Starr, 
a former Federal judge, a former solic-
itor general, knows better than to 
argue that the first amendment is only 
for articulating the truth. Who knows 
what the truth is when you have a con-
troversy, or who knows what the eye of 
the beholder is as to what the truth is? 
The first amendment is to protect free-
dom of speech. You cannot get involved 
in limiting it to who is telling the 
truth or it would be a never, ever end-
ing controversy. 

I hope that we will put this war be-
tween the President and the inde-
pendent counsel on the back burner. I 
hope that we will presume the Presi-
dent to be innocent and that we will 
presume Mr. Starr to be innocent and 
to let the investigation go forward 
until it is concluded so that the Presi-
dent and the rest of us can focus our 
attention on the important items fac-
ing the country, like this important 
legislation, ISTEA, on the infrastruc-
ture spending of America for the next 6 
years; on the enormous problems we 
are facing in Iraq; on the problems we 
are facing in balancing the budget and 
how to handle the $1.7 trillion funding 
which we now have to apply to Amer-
ica’s problems. 

But if the debate is to rage and if it 
is to continue, it is my hope that the 
grand jury will not be the place where 
Mr. Starr’s critics come, but that he 
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will engage in forceful, lusty debate 
and express himself and answer his 
critics and let the chips fall where they 
may. 

I thank the Chair, yield the floor and 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

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

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

f 

INTERMODAL SURFACE TRANS-
PORTATION EFFICIENCY ACT OF 
1997 
The Senate continued with the con-

sideration of the bill. 
Mr. THOMAS. Madam President, are 

we on ISTEA? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator is correct. 
Mr. THOMAS. I would like to speak 

for 10 minutes on that. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator is recognized. 
Mr. THOMAS. Thank you very much. 
Madam President, I want to say— 

which has already been said a number 
of times—how pleased I am that we are 
moving forward on this important leg-
islation. I am a member of the Envi-
ronment and Public Works Committee, 
and we worked very hard last year to 
bring this to the Senate. Of course, as 
you know, we found some problems, 
particularly with the House version, 
and ended up with a temporary bill. 
That temporary bill expires the first of 
May, and all of us, I think, are aware of 
how important it is for us to get on 
into the permanent reauthorization of 
this bill so that our various State high-
way commissions can go forward with 
their plans. 

The current ISTEA law has cer-
tainly, over the years, made some im-
portant changes in our whole transpor-
tation program, our transportation 
policies. It has changed things a great 
deal. We have come up with a national 
system of Federal highways. We have 
found a way to protect this system and 
to cause it to be effective. But as we 
move into the 21st century, we need, of 
course, to update this law as it was 
passed to make it more flexible, to 
make it such that the States can deal 
with the unique issues that they have. 

I am from Wyoming where we have 
probably more miles and fewer people, 
more miles per person than, I suspect, 
most any other State in the Union. So 
our needs are quite different than they 
are in California, than they are in New 
York or Rhode Island. And this ISTEA 
bill tends to recognize that with more 
flexibility and more efficiency by re-
ducing some of the regulations that go 
with it, by putting programs together 
and helping us to meet the challenges 
that are before us. It is not perfect, of 
course. 

I believe ISTEA II achieves this goal 
of efficiency and flexibility, and cre-

ates ‘‘new rules of the road’’ that serve 
the national interest and will help us 
to build the highways—I hate to be re-
petitive—and bridges of the 21st cen-
tury. I heard that somewhere before. 

At any rate, my State, as is the case 
with all other States, has road needs. 
And our roads are in a condition such 
that they need a good deal of repair, a 
good deal of maintenance. 

Again, Wyoming is unique. Wyoming 
taxpayers contribute more to the high-
way trust fund per person than any 
other State in the country because we 
drive more—nearly $200 per person in 
Federal gas taxes. And yet we have a 
deteriorating bridge and road system. 
According to the best figures I get from 
our highway department, 44 percent of 
our roads and bridges are in a deterio-
rating condition, in a fair to poor con-
dition. So we have a great deal to do. 

These shortfalls, of course, in the 
roads of Wyoming, as in other States’ 
roads, are a detriment to all taxpayers. 
If we are to have a national system, 
then, of course, you have to cross all 
the States to get there. 

A set of efficient and well-main-
tained roads is important to the cities 
that export goods around the country, 
as they are to us in Wyoming. This bill, 
of course, and all of the activities and 
dollars that go with it are a very direct 
contribution to the Nation’s economy. 
These dollars move out quickly. These 
dollars move to fill the needs of people 
throughout the country, provide jobs, 
and are very efficiently used in a very 
quick fashion. So ISTEA II will help 
the flow of goods and services in our 
country. 

We worked very hard. I want to sa-
lute the chairman of the committee, 
Senator CHAFEE, who worked so hard 
to find, along with others, a fair solu-
tion. This is a difficult issue. Through 
the years, as everyone knows now, we 
have taken in more money from Fed-
eral highway taxes than we have spent. 
We kept it in the trust fund, at least 
partially, to help balance the budget. 

We have a unified budget, so if you 
spend the money, even if it is in the 
trust fund, you spend the money in the 
highway fund, then you have to reduce 
the spending somewhere else in order 
to stay within the spending caps. That 
is not easy. So the first discussion we 
have had—it has been a very difficult 
one—is how much of that money do 
you spend without impeding on the 
other spending? 

The second difficult one, of course, is 
that of the formula in which there is 
distribution. There is always great con-
troversy about the formula. There are 
States that pay in more than they, 
frankly, get back. There are States 
that get more than they pay in. There 
are those who believe all the dollars 
should go to highways. 

There are others who believe part of 
the money—this is, after all, a surface 
transportation bill—some of the dollars 
ought to go for public transportation, 
some ought to go for Amtrak, some 
ought to go for bicycle trails, and those 

kinds of things. So I suspect, of all the 
bills that we deal with, No. 1, everyone 
wants to pass it, everyone knows that 
it needs to go forward. But there are so 
many different kinds of interests that 
are represented here—and legitimate, 
all legitimate. 

So finding a fair funding formula, 
based on the national interests, is most 
difficult. I admire very much what the 
leadership of this committee has done. 
And it is there to emphasize a National 
Highway System. I think that is key— 
a National Highway System. 

Let me talk just a minute about an 
issue that I guess I would have to 
admit is particularly important to me, 
but I think to others as well. I happen 
to be chairman of the Subcommittee 
on National Parks. We find ourselves 
with national parks that are being 
loved to death. More and more people 
like to go to parks, but at the same 
time we find ourselves $5 billion to $8 
billion in arrears in infrastructure. 
Nearly $2 billion of that backlog is in 
highways. 

And, of course, parks only have one 
source of revenue, really, for the main-
tenance of their highways, and that is 
Federal taxes. Counties do not come in 
to Federal parks and build roads as 
they do in some other public lands. The 
State does not contribute to the high-
ways inside of parks. So we have found 
that a high percentage of existing park 
roads and bridges are in poor condition. 
And therefore, we need to do something 
about it. 

In my State of Wyoming, Yellow-
stone National Park alone is $250 mil-
lion behind for the care of highways. It 
is very difficult. First of all, they are 
built in difficult places. Their season is 
rather short to reconstruct. So it is 
hard to keep highways moving. 

We are very pleased that in this par-
ticular bill we make a step forward—we 
make a step forward—and have moved 
up from about $70 million a year, which 
has been traditional, to about $180 mil-
lion. So it makes a great deal of dif-
ference. And then the Park Service will 
decide where those allocations are 
made. 

The same is true of other Federal 
lands. Wyoming is 50 percent Federal 
lands. Some States are much higher. 
Nevada, for example—86 percent of that 
State is owned by the Federal Govern-
ment. So you have BLM lands. You 
have forest lands. You have refuge 
lands. All of these are lands that we 
look forward to helping through this 
program. And they will receive a small, 
relatively small increase, relatively 
small in terms of the problem, but a 
sizable increase. 

Senators CHAFEE and WARNER and 
BAUCUS have been working with us on 
this issue. I feel confident that these 
park needs will very much be accom-
modated. I thank the Senators for 
their willingness to do that. 

ISTEA II will streamline the pro-
gram structure and give States and lo-
calities more flexibility. I believe that 
is very important. There is a consolida-
tion of five programs into three, which 
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helps to make it more efficient, pro-
vides more flexibility and gives the 
States more of a chance to decide 
where their dollars ought to go. I think 
that is very important. 

Again, I thank Senators WARNER, 
CHAFEE and BAUCUS. They have worked 
very hard through this time. 

Senator BAUCUS, Senator KEMP-
THORNE, and I introduced an ISTEA II 
reauthorization bill. We called it 
STARS 2000. It was a shining example 
of what we ought to do. That was ear-
lier this year. I thank them and their 
staffs for putting it together. Then 
Senator CHAFEE used that as one of the 
alternatives, we came together with a 
bill that I think is top-notch and one 
that I think we should move forward 
with as soon as possible. 

There are some complications, of 
course. And they have been going on 
for years. One of them is the idea of 
using Federal funds to require that 
States behave in certain ways in order 
to get their money. We will be talking 
about that. I suppose in a number of 
areas—one of them will have to do with 
drunk driving, having to do with alco-
hol content. No one is for drunk driv-
ing. Everyone wants to do everything 
they can to put a cap on that, elimi-
nate it, if possible. But I have to tell 
you, Madam President, that I find it 
very difficult to explain why the Fed-
eral Government has to tell the States 
how to do these various things. 

I happen to have been in the Wyo-
ming legislature. Most of us here have 
been in our State legislatures. I think 
legislatures are perfectly capable of de-
ciding what those kinds of things 
ought to be, whether it is motorcycle 
helmets or speed limits or drunk driv-
ing, alcohol content. 

It seems to me those are the kinds of 
things that States really ought to do. 
And I can tell you that folks resent 
very much the idea of using what they 
call ‘‘blackmail’’ in terms of Federal 
money to do that. So I hope we can 
avoid that. I hope we can be for all the 
things we ought to be for. But the idea 
of us deciding here seems to me to be 
inappropriate. 

So I really am pleased that we are 
moving, and I am glad the leader has 
brought this forward. Certainly, much 
of that is a result of the efforts made 
by the Senators from Texas and West 
Virginia as they pushed very hard to do 
this. 

ISTEA II maintains the integrity of 
the ISTEA law. It improves it by more 
equitable investment of user fees. It 
ensures that people can cross the coun-
try with goods and services. And 
‘‘bridge’’ States are involved as well. It 
increases flexibility. 

Again, obviously, nothing is perfect. 
A bill of this kind is never totally suit-
able to everyone. But that is the way it 
is. That is what we are here for. That 
is why we have a system of deciding 
and voting—so that we can come up, by 
a majority vote, to the thing that we 
think best serves this country and 
serves it on the intermodal surface 
transportation. 

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

ator from Rhode Island. 
Mr. CHAFEE. I thank the distin-

guished Senator from Wyoming very 
much for his kind comments on the 
work we have done. The Senator from 
Wyoming is a very valuable member of 
the Environment and Public Works 
Committee. He has worked with us. As 
he pointed out, he had one of the major 
bills that went into the final amal-
gamation we had here—the STAR bill. 
And he had deep concerns, as he has 
outlined here, in certain particular 
areas. I am glad that we were able to 
take care of those areas. 

Indeed, when we meet tomorrow, I 
believe we will be, as I pointed out to 
the Senate a little earlier, able to do 
even better in some of those particular 
areas he is concerned with. So our com-
mittee will be meeting tomorrow at 
9:30. And I look forward to working 
with the Senator from Wyoming as we 
proceed with an amendment incor-
porating some of the provisions that 
have come about as a result of the ad-
ditional money that has come forward 
just in the last—well, just agreed to 
earlier this afternoon. So, again, I 
thank the Senator. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask 

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

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

f 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

NOMINATION OF RICHARD L. 
YOUNG, OF INDIANA, TO BE 
UNITED STATES DISTRICT 
JUDGE FOR THE SOUTHERN DIS-
TRICT OF INDIANA 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
go into executive session to consider 
the nomination of Richard L. Young, of 
Indiana, to be United States District 
Judge for the Southern District of Indi-
ana. 

The clerk will report. 
The assistant legislative clerk read 

the nomination of Richard L. Young, of 
Indiana, to be U.S. District Judge for 
the Southern District of Indiana. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Debate 
on the nomination is limited to 10 min-
utes, equally divided in the usual form. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I know 
that the Senate will, very soon, go to a 
vote on another judge. It is March. For 
those who are keeping track, that 
makes the sixth judge confirmed this 
year in the third month. Let me see, 
three into six, as I recall, goes twice. 
So that’s two judges a month. I don’t 
want to strain the capabilities of the 

U.S. Senate, but there are 85 vacancies. 
There are 85 vacancies and now, in 
March, we will confirm the sixth Fed-
eral judge. 

Justice denied is justice lost. 
We are not seeing our responsibility 

to the Federal judiciary. As long as the 
Senate maintains a stall on the con-
firmation of Federal judges, we are not 
being responsible, we are not even up-
holding our oath of office. I commend 
the distinguished chairman of the Sen-
ate Judiciary Committee for getting 
another judge here to be confirmed. I 
ask the Senate to remember that we 
have responsibilities to the Constitu-
tion, and we have a responsibility to 
the integrity and independence of the 
third branch of Government. We are 
not fulfilling it. 

Mr. President, I am going to with-
hold the rest of my time because the 
distinguished chairman is not here. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
Senate be allowed to withhold its time. 

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

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum, with the time 
not charged against either side. 

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. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I ask 

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

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

Mr. CHAFEE. It is my understanding, 
Mr. President, that the ranking mem-
ber of the committee would like to 
make some comments. I suggest he 
proceed. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, how 
much time is there for the Senator 
from Vermont? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Each 
side has 5 minutes. 

Mr. LEAHY. I certainly won’t take 
any more than that. 

Mr. CHAFEE. I suggest then that the 
Senator have 5 minutes, and then, if a 
Member from this side wishes 5 min-
utes thereafter, we will face that prob-
lem then. So why don’t we have 5 min-
utes for the Senator from Vermont? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I under-
stand that I am taking 5 minutes that 
was there for me in any event. Is that 
correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I am de-
lighted that the Senate has decided to 
take up the nomination of Richard L. 
Young to the U.S. District Court for 
the Southern District of Indiana. 

This is one of seven judicial nomina-
tions that is currently pending before 
the Senate. I spoke a little earlier this 
afternoon about this. 

I want to note that, unfortunately, 
the Senate continues to pass over the 
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nominations of G. Patrick Murphy for 
a vacancy on the Federal bench of the 
Southern District of Illinois and Mi-
chael P. McCluskey for a judicial emer-
gency vacancy on the Federal bench for 
the Central District of Illinois. 

Nor is the Senate today taking ac-
tion on the nomination of Edward Shea 
to the Federal bench for the Eastern 
District of Washington, Judge Jeremy 
Fogel to the judicial emergency va-
cancy on the Federal bench for the 
Northern District of California or Mar-
garet McKeown to a judicial emer-
gency vacancy on the U.S. Court of Ap-
peals for the Ninth Circuit. 

Judge Young has been with the 
Vandenburgh Circuit Court of Indiana 
since 1990. After Senator LUGAR came 
to the Judiciary Committee to testify 
in his behalf, Judge Young was re-
ported by the Committee without a 
single dissenting vote. The American 
Bar Association gave Jude Young its 
highest rating. 

I believe there will be a unanimous 
vote in support of this nomination and 
want to congratulate him and his fam-
ily. 

The Senate returns this week facing 
85 Federal court vacancies—85. Despite 
the Senate’s dismal record for 2 years 
running in acting on judicial nomina-
tions, I finally saw reason to hope that 
the extremism that has bedeviled this 
process might be losing a tiny bit—a 
tiny bit—of its hold on the Senate. 

Few nominees have been targeted as 
heavily for defeat as was Margaret 
Morrow, a superbly qualified nominee 
for a district court judgeship in South-
ern California. She endured waves of 
questions, protracted stalling and mys-
terious holds that prevented an up-or- 
down vote. Finally, 2 years after she 
was nominated, she got an over-
whelming, super majority, positive 
vote here in the Senate. I wanted to 
take that as a signal that public con-
cerns about these logjams were begin-
ning to register with the Senate. 

But, unfortunately, that nomination 
was the last nomination confirmed by 
the Senate in February. We closed out 
our first 2 months this year with only 
five confirmations for article III 
judges. 

Chief Justice William Rehnquist 
spoke forcefully on the judicial va-
cancy crisis that is plaguing the Fed-
eral courts. He warned: ‘‘Vacancies 
cannot remain at such high levels in-
definitely without eroding the quality 
of justice that traditionally has been 
associated with the Federal judiciary.’’ 

Justice delayed means justice denied, 
because without judges courts cannot 
try cases, sentence the guilty or re-
solve civil disputes. Partisan and nar-
row ideological efforts to impose polit-
ical litmus tests on judicial nominees 
and to shut down the judiciary must 
stop. 

We began this year facing vacancies 
in about one out of every 10 judgeships, 
and about one-third were judicial 
emergency vacancies which have been 
empty for more than a year and a half. 

Mr. President, if all we are going to 
do so far is two judges a month, and we 
have 85 vacancies, the Senate is not 
living up to its responsibilities. The 
Senate is not upholding the Constitu-
tion of the United States and not ful-
filling our responsibilities to the judi-
cial branch or the American people. 

The first week of this session I chal-
lenged the Senate to maintain the pace 
that it reached last fall when we con-
firmed 27 judges in the last nine weeks 
of the session. In the first four weeks of 
this new session, however, we have 
acted to confirm only five judges. 
Judge Young will be the sixth judge 
confirmed in this our fifth week in ses-
sion. We are well short of the mark and 
not measuring up to the pace this very 
Senate attained last fall. I, therefore, 
urge the Majority Leader to take up 
the nominations of G. Patrick Murphy, 
Michael P. McCluskey, Edward F. 
Shea, Jeremy D. Fogel and M. Mar-
garet McKeown without further delay. 

Mr. President, I withhold my time re-
maining, and, if we are ready to go for 
a vote, I will yield it. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, we have 
time on this side. I am prepared to 
yield all that time and go to a vote. 

Mr. LEAHY. I yield time on this side. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 

is yielded. The question is, Will the 
Senate advise and consent to the nomi-
nation of Richard L. Young to be 
United States District Judge for the 
Southern District of Indiana? On this 
question, the yeas and nays have been 
ordered, and the clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 
Senator from Utah (Mr. BENNETT), the 
Senator from New York (Mr. D’AMATO), 
the Senator from North Carolina (Mr. 
FAIRCLOTH), the Senator from North 
Carolina (Mr. HELMS), the Senator 
from Oklahoma (Mr. INHOFE), the Sen-
ator from Alaska (Mr. MURKOWSKI), the 
Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. NICKLES), 
the Senator from Alabama (Mr. 
SHELBY), the Senator from Maine (Ms. 
SNOWE), and the Senator from Virginia 
(Mr. WARNER), are necessarily absent. 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Delaware (Mr. BIDEN), the 
Senator from California (Mrs. BOXER), 
the Senator from Georgia (Mr. 
CLELAND), the Senator from North Da-
kota (Mr. DORGAN), the Senator from 
Massachusetts (Mr. KERRY), the Sen-
ator from Nebraska (Mr. KERREY), the 
Senator from Louisiana (Ms. LAN-
DRIEU), the Senator from Maryland 
(Ms. MIKULSKI), and the Senator from 
Illinois (Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN) are nec-
essarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
GRAMS). Are there any other Senators 
in the Chamber who desire to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 81, 
nays 0, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 18 Ex.] 

YEAS—81 

Abraham 
Akaka 

Allard 
Ashcroft 

Baucus 
Bingaman 

Bond 
Breaux 
Brownback 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Collins 
Conrad 
Coverdell 
Craig 
Daschle 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Domenici 
Durbin 
Enzi 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Ford 
Frist 

Glenn 
Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Hollings 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kempthorne 
Kennedy 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lott 

Lugar 
Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Reed 
Reid 
Robb 
Roberts 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Sessions 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Torricelli 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—19 

Bennett 
Biden 
Boxer 
Cleland 
D’Amato 
Dorgan 
Faircloth 

Helms 
Inhofe 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Landrieu 
Mikulski 
Moseley-Braun 

Murkowski 
Nickles 
Shelby 
Snowe 
Warner 

The nomination was confirmed. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 

is no objection, the motion to recon-
sider is laid on the table, and the Presi-
dent will be immediately notified of 
the Senate’s action. 

f 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will now return to legislative ses-
sion. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that there now be a 
period for the transaction of morning 
business, with Senators permitted to 
speak for up to 5 minutes each. 

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

f 

NATIONAL SAFE PLACE WEEK 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I would 
like to take this opportunity to com-
mend my colleagues on adopting Sen-
ate Resolution 96, which designates 
March 15 through 21 of this year as 
‘‘National Safe Place Week.’’ 

Project Safe Place is a unique union 
of community agencies and the private 
sector that promotes the well-being of 
our nation’s youth. It is an innovative 
network of nonresidential community 
locations where youth who are at-risk 
or in crisis situations can obtain help 
quickly and find shelter if necessary. 
Safe Place cultivates community in-
volvement to combat child abuse, sub-
stance addiction, and crime. 

Since its creation in 1983 in Louis-
ville, Kentucky, the scope of Project 
Safe Place has spread to include more 
than 8,000 Safe Places nationwide, and 
more than 27,000 young people have 
sought help at these locations. We all 
agree that our nation’s youth are our 
most valuable resource. Project Safe 
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Place volunteers have been quietly 
tending to this resource for fifteen 
years, offering help to youth who are 
threatened or in trouble. The recogni-
tion Project Safe Place deserves is long 
overdue. 

Senate Resolution 96 celebrates this 
outstanding program and also honors 
the efforts of over 2,500 dedicated Safe 
Place volunteers, who selflessly devote 
time and resources to protect our na-
tion’s young people. Two of these indi-
viduals—Sandy Bowen, the National 
Safe Place Director, and Mickie Adler, 
who has spearheaded Safe Place efforts 
in the state of Idaho—have been instru-
mental in making ‘‘National Safe 
Place Week’’ a reality. 

Sandy Bowen has been involved with 
Project Safe Place for 13 years. When 
the program began to gain momentum 
and become a nationwide effort in 1986, 
Sandy stepped in as the National Di-
rector. Over the years, her hard work, 
dedication, and concern have helped to 
bring Project Safe Place out of its in-
fancy, transforming a simple idea into 
a nationwide force that is now present 
in over 300 of our communities. 

Mickie Adler has been the driving 
force behind the Safe Place movement 
in Idaho for four years. In fact, this 
month marks the four-year anniver-
sary of Safe Place in Idaho. Last year, 
Mickie brought three students to my 
Washington office to sell me on the 
idea of a ‘‘National Safe Place Week.’’ 
Victoria Smith, Caroline Reams, and 
Jessica McCaleese—all of whom are ei-
ther High School or Junior High 
School students from Bannock Coun-
ty—were articulate and poised as they 
conveyed the idea of promoting Project 
Safe Place. I would like to take this 
opportunity to thank these fine young 
ladies for bringing their ideas to my at-
tention. 

Mickie first got involved with the 
Safe Place movement after Jerelee 
Underwood, an eleven year old girl, was 
abducted in Southeast Idaho. She com-
mitted herself at that time to pre-
venting future violence against Idaho’s 
children by initiating the first Safe 
Place site in Idaho four years ago. 
Since that time, Project Safe Place in 
Idaho has expanded to include 250 Safe 
Places in Bannock County—including 
my regional office there—and 18 sites 
in the Twin Falls area. Mickie has re-
cently been called upon to implement 
the program statewide, with new Safe 
Places to be added in Coeur d’Alene, 
Burley, Caldwell and Idaho Falls. I 
want to do my part by offering each of 
my Idaho offices as Safe Place sites. I 
encourage my colleagues to do the 
same nationwide. 

There are thousands of people just 
like Mickie and Sandy who work hard 
every day because they care too much 
to let our children endure difficult 
times alone and without guidance. In 
part, ‘‘National Safe Place Week’’ will 
serve to honor and recognize these hu-
manitarians. 

More than that, though, ‘‘National 
Safe Place Week’’ will build commu-

nity awareness, increasing not only the 
number of young people the program 
might help, but also the number of 
those who themselves might contribute 
to the effectiveness of the program. As 
a father, a grandfather, and a con-
cerned citizen, I would like to person-
ally extend a sincere and heart-felt 
‘‘thank-you’’ to all those who make 
Project Safe Place such a successful 
program. And, to my colleagues in the 
Senate: Thank you for working with 
me on this resolution. If passage of 
‘‘National Safe Place Week’’ helps only 
one more youth by keeping him or her 
from turning to drugs, suicide, or the 
streets, then I know that our time in 
passing Senate Resolution 96 will have 
been well spent. 

f 

REPORT OF THE 1998 TRADE POL-
ICY AGENDA AND 1997 ANNUAL 
REPORT ON THE TRADE AGREE-
MENTS PROGRAM—MESSAGE 
FROM THE PRESIDENT—PM 101 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate the following message 
from the President of the United 
States, together with an accompanying 
report; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Finance. 

To the Congress of the United States: 
As required by section 163 of the 

Trade Act of 1974, as amended (19 
U.S.C. 2213), I transmit herewith the 
1998 Trade Policy Agenda and 1997 An-
nual Report on the Trade Agreements 
Program. 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON.
THE WHITE HOUSE, February 28, 1998. 

f 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 

The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 

By Mr. JEFFORDS, from the Committee 
on Labor and Human Resources, with amend-
ments: 

S. 1579. A bill to amend the Rehabilitation 
Act of 1973 to extend the authorizations of 
appropriations for such Act, and for other 
purposes (Rept. No. 105–166). 

f 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. COVERDELL: 
S. 1694. A bill to suspend temporarily the 

duty on certain textile machines; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. CAMPBELL (for himself and 
Mrs. HUTCHISON): 

S. 1695. A bill to establish the Sand Creek 
Massacre National Historic Site in the State 
of Colorado; to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources. 

By Mr. STEVENS (for himself, Mr. 
MURKOWSKI, Mr. GORTON, and Mrs. 
MURRAY): 

S. 1696. A bill to direct the General Serv-
ices Administration to clear the site of the 
old Alaska Native Health Center and convey 
the property to the Municipality of Anchor-
age; to the Committee on Governmental Af-
fairs. 

By Mr. KENNEDY (for himself, Mr. 
KERRY, Mr. AKAKA, and Mr. REED): 

S. 1697. A bill to amend the Child Care and 
Development Block Grant Act of 1990 to im-
prove the availability of child care and de-
velopment services during periods outside 
normal school hours, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Labor and Human Re-
sources. 

f 

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 

The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. MACK (for himself, Mr. 
WELLSTONE, Mr. HELMS, Mr. THOMAS, 
Mr. FEINGOLD, Mr. ABRAHAM, Mrs. 
BOXER, Mr. MOYNIHAN, and Mr. 
ASHCROFT): 

S. Res. 187. A resolution expressing the 
sense of the Senate regarding the human 
rights situation in the People’s Republic of 
China; to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions. 

By Mr. SPECTER: 
S. Con. Res. 78. A concurrent resolution re-

lating to the indictment and prosecution of 
Saddam Hussein for war crimes and other 
crimes against humanity; to the Committee 
on Foreign Relations. 

f 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. CAMPBELL (for himself 
and Mrs. HUTCHISON): 

S. 1695. A bill to establish the Sand 
Creek Massacre National Historic Site 
in the State of Colorado; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources. 
THE SAND CREEK MASSACRE NATIONAL HISTORIC 

SITE PRESERVATION ACT OF 1998 
Mr. CAMPBELL. Madam President, 

today I introduce legislation that is 
very, very special to me, and which in 
my opinion is a long time in coming to 
this Nation, to the State of Colorado, 
and particularly to my own ancestors. 
This bill is entitled the Sand Creek 
Massacre Site Historic Preservation 
Act of 1998. This legislation would au-
thorize the Federal acquisition of prop-
erty located within Kiowa County, CO, 
designated as a point of interest on vir-
tually every map in this Nation and in-
famously known as the site of the 
‘‘Sand Creek Massacre.’’ 

Today, this property is owned by a 
private individual, who has strong in-
terest in selling the land. The bill I in-
troduce today would authorize the Na-
tional Park Service to acquire this 
land for fair market value in compli-
ance with the agency’s standard rules 
and regulations. My bill would permit 
full public access to this hallowed site 
to the public, and more importantly to 
the descendants of those who lost their 
lives at Sand Creek. 

To provide some perspective, I would 
like to briefly explain the historical 
facts surrounding one of the most dis-
graceful events in American history— 
the Sand Creek Massacre. 

During the early morning hours on 
the shameful day of November 29, 1864, 
a Colonel in the Colorado Militia, reli-
gious zealot, by the name of John 
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Chivington, led a regiment of Colorado 
Volunteers to the Cheyenne’s Sand 
Creek campsite, where a band of Chey-
enne led by Black Kettle, a well-known 
‘‘peace’’ chief, was encamped and 
unsuspecting of his fate forthcoming 
on this date. Federal army officers had 
promised Black Kettle safe passage if 
he would stay at his campsite and fly 
the American flag along with a white 
flag of truce over his lodge, but Colonel 
Chivington disregarded that flag, and 
ordered an attack anyway on the 
unsuspecting village. After many hours 
of brutal and cowardly fighting, the 
Colorado volunteers lost only nine men 
in the fight but managed to murder 
over 200 Cheyenne, most of them inno-
cent and unarmed women and children. 
Most men were out hunting and were 
not in camp. When the skirmish ended, 
the Colorado volunteers scalped and 
sexually mutilated many of the bodies 
of my people, proudly displaying their 
trophies to cheering crowds in the 
streets of Denver while desecrating the 
Cheyenne Heritage. 

One report said that Colonel 
Chivington admonished his soldiers to 
kill the babies in the camp because, ac-
cording to him, ‘‘nits make lice.’’ 

Many of these facts are not disputed. 
Congress held an inquiry, in fact, after 
that fatal date and heard extensive tes-
timony on the actions of Colonel 
Chivington, resulting in a discharge of 
both him and then territorial Governor 
Evans. But since Colonel Chivington’s 
unit was not a regular Army unit but 
rather a Colorado militia which soon 
disbanded after the fateful day, not one 
of the people were ever brought to jus-
tice. 

Mr. President, this description of the 
events cannot begin to describe the 
horror that must have taken place on 
that day. But this bill authorizes our 
Government to preserve a significant 
piece of history that I believe is needed 
to remind us not just of the horrible 
deeds that took place in this country 
to many people in our history, but to 
the Native Americans, and to honor 
that memory. In fact, at Bent Fort, a 
national historic site just about 30 
miles from the location of the mas-
sacre, National Park officials tell me 
that the single most asked question at 
the fort is, Where was the Sand Creek 
massacre located? 

I believe that with this property 
being considered for sale, a rare oppor-
tunity exists for us to save an impor-
tant piece of American history. We 
should move forward and try, through 
whatever means we can, to acquire this 
very sacred site. This action will pro-
vide remembrance of the event, allow 
present and future generations of 
Americans to learn from our history, 
which includes much more glory than 
disgrace. 

In closing, I do not know of anybody 
of my own ancestry who did not have a 
relative at that terrible place. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
very important preservation piece. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

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

S. 1695 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Sand Creek 
Massacre National Historic Site Preserva-
tion Act of 1998’’. 
SEC. 2. SAND CREEK MASSACRE. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 
(1) on November 29, 1864, Colonel John M. 

Chivington led a group of 700 armed soldiers 
to the Sand Creek Indian Reservation lo-
cated within the Territory of Colorado, and 
slaughtered between 200 and 500 Cheyenne 
and Arapaho Indians, the majority of whom 
were women and children; 

(2) a private landowner currently holds 
title to the land that constitutes the site of 
the Sand Creek Massacre and is a voluntary 
and willing seller of the land; 

(3) the site is of great significance to the 
Cheyenne and Arapaho Indian descendants of 
those who lost their lives at the incident at 
Sand Creek, and those descendants deserve 
the right of unfettered visitation to the site. 

(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) NATIONAL HISTORIC SITE.—The term 

‘‘National Historic Site’’ means the Sand 
Creek Massacre National Historic Site estab-
lished by subsection (c). 

(2) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’ 
means the Secretary of the Interior, acting 
through the Director of the National Park 
Service. 

(c) ESTABLISHMENT.—To provide for the 
preservation and interpretation of the Sand 
Creek Massacre, there is established the 
Sand Creek Massacre National Historic Site 
in the State of Colorado. 

(d) BOUNDARY.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The National Historic 

Site shall consist of such land and interests 
in land in Kiowa County, Colorado, as the 
Secretary may acquire under subsection (f) 
at the site of the Sand Creek Massacre in 
Kiowa County, Colorado. 

(2) MAP AND LEGAL DESCRIPTION.—The Sec-
retary shall prepare a map and legal descrip-
tion of the land and interests in land de-
scribed in paragraph (1). 

(3) PUBLIC AVAILABILITY.—The map and 
legal description prepared under paragraph 
(2) shall be on file in the offices of the Direc-
tor of the National Park Service, Depart-
ment of the Interior, and other appropriate 
offices of the National Park Service. 

(4) BOUNDARY REVISION.—The Secretary 
may, from time to time, make minor revi-
sions in the boundary of the National His-
toric Site in accordance with section 7(c) of 
the Land and Water Conservation Act of 1965 
(16 U.S.C. 460l–9(c)). 

(e) ADMINISTRATION.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall man-

age the National Historic Site in accordance 
with this section and the law generally ap-
plicable to units of the National Park Sys-
tem, including the Act of August 25, 1916 (39 
Stat. 535, chapter 408; 16 U.S.C. 1 et seq.), and 
the Act of August 21, 1935 (49 Stat. 666, chap-
ter 593; 16 U.S.C. 461 et seq.). 

(2) MANAGEMENT.—The Secretary shall 
manage the National Historic Site for the 
following purposes, among others: 

(A) To protect and preserve the National 
Historic Site (including the topographic fea-
tures important to the massacre site, arti-
facts and other physical remains of the mas-
sacre, and the visual scene) as closely as 

practicable to their condition at the time of 
the massacre. 

(B) To interpret the cultural and natural 
resources of the site in a manner that pro-
motes public understanding and appreciation 
of the site so as to perpetuate the qualities 
and values of the site for future generations. 

(3) CONSULTATION AND TRAINING.—The Sec-
retary shall consult regularly with rep-
resentatives of the Cheyenne Tribe and Arap-
aho Tribe on the formulation of the manage-
ment plan under subsection (g) and on prepa-
ration of educational programs made avail-
able to the public. 

(4) COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS.—The Sec-
retary may enter into cooperative agree-
ments with the Cheyenne Tribe and Arapaho 
Tribe or a subordinate board, committee, en-
terprise, or leader to carry out this section. 

(f) ACQUISITION OF PROPERTY.—Within the 
boundaries of the National Historic Site, the 
Secretary may acquire, in accordance with 
applicable procedures of the Department of 
the Interior, land and interests in land by 
donation, purchase at fair market value with 
donated or appropriated funds, or exchange, 
except that— 

(1) no land or interest in land within the 
National Historic Site may be acquired with-
out the consent of the owner; and 

(2) any land or interest in land owned by 
the State of Colorado or any political sub-
division of the State may be acquired only 
by donation. 

(g) MANAGEMENT PLAN.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 5 years 

after the date on which funds are made avail-
able to carry out this section, the Secretary 
shall prepare a general management plan for 
the National Historic Site. 

(2) CONTENTS.—The plan shall provide for— 
(A) a resource protection program; 
(B) a visitor use plan that includes pro-

grams and facilities that will be provided for 
public use, including the location and cost of 
public facilities; 

(C) a research and curation plan; and 
(D) a highway signing program. 
(3) PARTICIPATION.—The Secretary shall en-

courage— 
(A) participation by the Cheyenne Tribe 

and Arapaho Tribe in the formulation of edu-
cational programs for the National Historic 
Site; and 

(B) participation by the State of Colorado 
and other local and national entities willing 
to share in the responsibilities of developing 
and supporting the National Historic Site. 

(h) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated such 
sums as are necessary to carry out this sec-
tion. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that my friend and 
colleague from Texas, Senator 
HUTCHISON, be added as an original co-
sponsor. 

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

Mrs. HUTCHISON. I am very pleased 
to be a cosponsor of the bill that was 
just introduced by my colleague from 
Colorado. I appreciate the fact that he 
is trying to preserve an important 
piece of history of our country. I will 
be happy to work with him to make 
that a reality. 

By Mr. STEVENS (for himself, 
Mr. MURKOWSKI, Mr. GORTON, 
and Mrs. MURRAY): 

S. 1696. A bill to direct the General 
Services Administration to clear the 
site of the old Alaska Native Health 
Center and convey the property to the 
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Municipality of Anchorage; to the 
Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

THE OLD ALASKA NATIVE HEALTH CENTER 
CONVEYANCE ACT OF 1998 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I send 
to the desk for proper referral the Old 
Alaska Native Health Center Convey-
ance Act of 1998 to address a serious 
issue in Anchorage, Alaska. 

The Federal government finished 
construction of the Alaska Native Hos-
pital Center in 1953. This facility is sit-
uated on a 15-acre parcel of land near 
downtown Anchorage. It was substan-
tially affected by the 1964 Alaska 
earthquake, but was patched up and 
maintained until it could be replaced. 
In 1997 a new Alaska Native Health 
Center was opened. The old facility was 
boarded up and abandoned after being 
stripped of fixtures, wiring, heating, 
and ventilation systems, and other 
components. It now awaits disposal ac-
tion by the General Services Adminis-
tration. The facility is unsalvageable 
in its present condition and is in viola-
tion of multiple safety codes. A recent 
environmental assessment found not 
only the presence of asbestos but also 
lead-containing paint. 

Anchorage has a unique and pressing 
need for this site. The Port of Anchor-
age is the largest port in Alaska and 
the 17th largest in the nation—it has 
grown steadily in recent years, and the 
tonnage of goods moving through our 
major port is expected to continue to 
increase. However, truck access to the 
Port is limited to either a single two- 
lane road or through the streets of 
downtown Anchorage. This is a lim-
iting factor to continued growth, and is 
already negatively affecting the trans-
fer of goods on and off the domestic 
and international container ships that 
call on the Port of Anchorage. The so-
lution is to have new access to the port 
through the land now occupied by the 
abandoned hospital center. 

My bill would assist the Municipality 
of Anchorage with this plan by in-
structing the General Services Admin-
istration to clear the land and transfer 
it to the Municipality of Anchorage. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

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

S. 1696 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act shall be known as ‘‘The Old Alas-
ka Native Health Center Conveyance Act of 
1998’’. 
SEC. 2. DEFINITIONS. 

For the purposes of this Act the term 
‘‘property’’ means the land parcel recorded 
as Block 35 and Lot 2 of Block 36, Anchorage 
Original Townsite East Addition, in Anchor-
age, Alaska on which the old Alaska Native 
Health Center is situated, but does not mean 
any portion of such parcel dedicated for use 
by the Centers for Disease Control and Pre-
vention. 
SEC. 3 FINDINGS. 

The Congress finds that— 

(1) the old Alaska Native Health Center 
was closed and vacated in 1997 when a new 
Alaska Native health facility was opened; 

(2) the buildings and property formerly 
used for such Center are scheduled to be dis-
posed of as surplus by the Administrator of 
the General Services Administration; 

(3) asbestos and lead contamination were 
found in the buildings and on the property 
during environmental assessments; 

(4) the buildings have been stripped of fix-
tures, wires, and other materials, and any 
development of the property will require the 
removal of the buildings and of all asbestos, 
lead, and other contamination; and 

(5) due to the limited availability of land 
in the area in which the property is situated, 
the Municipality of Anchorage has a unique 
interest its future use. 
SEC. 4. REMOVAL OF BUILDINGS AND DISPOSAL 

OF PROPERTY. 
(a) REMOVAL OF BUILDINGS.—Notwith-

standing any other provision of law, the Ad-
ministrator of the General Services Adminis-
tration shall, not later than 18 months after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, demol-
ish and remove all buildings, structures and 
other fixtures on the property, including all 
asbestos, lead, and any other contamination, 
and restore the property, to the extent prac-
ticable, to an undeveloped condition. 

(b) DISPOSAL.—Upon completion of the ac-
tivities required under subsection (a), and 
notwithstanding any other provision of law, 
the Administrator of the General Services 
Administration shall convey to the Munici-
pality of Anchorage, without reimburse-
ment, all right, title, and interest of the 
United States to the property. 

By Mr. KENNEDY (for himself, 
Mr. KERRY, Mr. AKAKA, and Mr. 
REED): 

S. 1697. A bill to amend the Child 
Care and Development Block Grant Act 
of 1990 to improve the availability of 
child care and development services 
during periods outside normal school 
hours, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Labor and Human Re-
sources. 

THE AMERICA AFTER SCHOOL ACT 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, today 

Senators KERRY, REED, AKAKA and I 
are introducing the America After 
School Act. With this legislation, I 
hope that we can do more to provide 
the care and activities that children 
need when they are not in school. 

Millions of parents today have no 
choice but to work outside the home. 
Over 17 million parents need someone 
to care for their children when the 
children are not in school. Many are 
able to find child care through friends 
or family, local centers, or school- 
based programs. But over 5 million 
‘‘latch-key’’ children have no such ar-
rangements and are left home alone. 
Our goal in this legislation is to en-
courage communities to develop activi-
ties that will engage our children and 
keep them off the streets, away from 
drugs, and out of trouble. 

In many cases, parents know the im-
portance of enrolling their children in 
after-school programs, but cannot af-
ford to do so. Child care costs thou-
sands of dollars each year and is there-
fore out of reach for many families. 
Congress has responded by supporting 
an array of child care programs over 

the years, but the funding has not kept 
pace with the need, especially under 
The Welfare Reform Act which requires 
more and more parents each year to 
enter the workforce. As a result, hun-
dreds of thousands of children are now 
on waiting lists for child care and after 
school activities. Help for these fami-
lies and their children cannot come too 
soon. 

The entire country benefits when 
children get the care that they need. 
Health costs are lower. Parents’ pro-
ductivity at work improves. Education 
costs decline when children learn to co-
operate in group activities, and when 
they can obtain help with their home-
work during after-school programs. 
The massive costs associated with ju-
venile delinquency, such as injuries to 
people, damage to property and police, 
courts, and corrections—are reduced 
when responsible after-school activi-
ties are available. By expanding after- 
school programs, we literally are in-
vesting in children, their future, and 
the country’s future. 

Our legislation significantly expands 
after-school care, enabling more par-
ents to choose safe, quality programs 
for their children. We primarily accom-
plish this goal by increasing the Child 
Care and Development Block Grants 
available to states, which subsidize 
child care for low-income families. 
Under Title I of this bill, we authorize 
a $5 billion increase in that program 
over the next 5 years. This level of in-
vestment is necessary to end the wait-
ing lists, and provide after-school care 
for an estimated 2 million children 
from low-income working families. 

Communities with high concentra-
tions of poverty and at-risk children 
will get priority in this funding, so 
that help will be available where it is 
needed most. No parent should have to 
make the cruel choice between press-
ing needs such as food, heat and shel-
ter. The needs of disabled children are 
also specifically addressed. 

Our proposal builds on the experience 
of the Defense Department, which oper-
ates the world’s largest child care pro-
gram for members of the armed serv-
ices. Over the past decade, they have 
developed a widely acclaimed model 
program. They have found that child- 
care quality is most effectively 
achieved through salary incentives tied 
to training. We get what we pay for. 
Child care workers are notoriously un-
derpaid in today’s society. Stronger in-
centives are needed in order to develop 
and retain a quality child care work-
force. Our bill designates 25% of the 
block-grant increases for indirect serv-
ices that include salary incentives tied 
to training for those who provide care. 

In addition, our bill enacts President 
Clinton’s proposal to expand 21st Cen-
tury Learning Centers which have 
proved highly successful in using 
schools as places where members of the 
community can engage in continuing 
education, recreation, community 
building activities and others. This 
program now only serves 100,000 chil-
dren nationwide. Our bill contains a 
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five-fold increase in grants by the De-
partment of Education to local public 
schools. Under this increase, 500,000 
more children will be able to partici-
pate in school-based programs before 
and after school. 

This bill also provides $1.25 billion 
over the next five years to expand 
grants by the Justice Department for 
after-school programs to prevent juve-
nile crime. Public and private agencies 
may apply for these grants, and awards 
will be made on a matching basis. Re-
cipients must coordinate their efforts 
with state or local law enforcement to 
achieve maximum effectiveness in 
fighting crime. After-school edu-
cational and recreational programs in 
high crime neighborhoods will receive 
priority since children in these inner 
city neighborhoods face the highest 
risks. 

Hundreds of police chiefs, prosecu-
tors, and crime victims have created an 
organization called ‘‘Fight Crime: In-
vest in Kids,’’ dedicated to promoting 
increased federal investment in after- 
school programs. A 1995 National 
League of Cities survey reported that 
92% of respondents rank before- and 
after-school care as one of the most 
pressing needs for children and fami-
lies—ahead of crime, welfare reform, 
education, housing and drug abuse. 
Over 70% of people recently surveyed 
by the Children’s Defense Fund—Demo-
crats and Republicans, women and 
men, young and old alike—believe that 
revenues from tobacco companies 
should be invested in child care pro-
grams. Hundreds of thousands of par-
ents have put their children’s names on 
waiting lists for child care and after 
school activities. The need is urgent 
and widespread, and Congress has a re-
sponsibility to act. 

The America After School Act, can 
be effective in meeting these needs and 
I urge the Senate to approve it. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill may be 
printed in the RECORD. 

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

S. 1697 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘America 
After School Act’’. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds that— 
(1) children spend less than 20 percent of 

their waking hours in school, and their ac-
tivities during the remaining 80 percent of 
these hours have a critical impact on their 
long-term success in school and work; 

(2) approximately 24,000,000 children re-
quire care after school while their parents 
work; 

(3) during 1991— 
(A) there were 36,700,000 school-age chil-

dren in the United States; 
(B) approximately 21,200,000 of the children 

described in subparagraph (A) lived with 
working mothers (including mothers seeking 
employment) and 999,000 lived with mothers 
who were enrolled in school; and 

(C) approximately 912,000 of the children 
described in subparagraph (A) lived with sin-
gle working fathers, 61,000 with single unem-
ployed fathers, and 9,000 with single fathers 
who were enrolled in school; 

(4) the General Accounting Office esti-
mates that the current supply of child care 
for school-age children will meet as little as 
25 percent of the demand in some urban 
areas by 2002; 

(5) children who attend quality after- 
school programs while their parents work— 

(A) experience positive effects on their de-
velopment; 

(B) have better peer relations, emotional 
adjustment, grades, and conduct in school 
than their peers in other care arrangements; 

(C) have more learning opportunities and 
enrichment activities than their peers in 
other care arrangements; and 

(D) are less likely to engage in juvenile de-
linquent activity; 

(6)(A) most juvenile delinquent activity oc-
curs between 3 p.m. and 8 p.m.; and 

(B) from 1988 to 1992, juvenile arrests for 
violent acts increased by 50 percent; 

(7) survey data confirms public support for 
expansion of programs to assist school-age 
children, as evidenced by the fact that the 
need for child care, including before- and 
after-school care, was rated as one of the 
most pressing needs for children and families 
by 92 percent of respondents to a 1995 Na-
tional League of Cities survey, ranking as 
the highest rated need in the survey, which 
inquired about crime prevention, welfare re-
form, education, housing, family stability, 
drug and alcohol abuse prevention, and a 
host of other issues; 

(8) 1996 survey data indicate that parents 
overwhelmingly support using school-based 
after-school programs for learning and en-
richment programs, but 70 percent of all pub-
lic elementary schools do not offer such pro-
grams; and 

(9) parents want more than babysitting 
from after-school programs, and computer 
classes, art and music courses, tutoring, and 
community service activities rank high 
among parental choices for activities for 
after-school programs. 

TITLE I—CHILD CARE AND 
DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 

SEC. 101. DEFINITIONS. 
The Child Care and Development Block 

Grant Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 9858 et seq.) is 
amended— 

(1) by redesignating section 658P (42 U.S.C. 
9858n) as section 658T; 

(2) by moving such section 658T to the end 
of such Act; and 

(3) in such section 658T— 
(A) in paragraph (4), by adding at the end 

the following: 

‘‘The term ‘eligible child’, used with respect 
to child care and development services, 
means a school age child.’’; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(15) CHILD CARE; CHILD CARE SERVICES.— 

The terms ‘child care’ and ‘child care serv-
ices’ include child care and development 
services. 

‘‘(16) CHILD CARE AND DEVELOPMENT SERV-
ICES.—The term ‘child care and development 
services’ means services described in section 
658H(f). 

‘‘(17) CHILD WITH A DISABILITY.—The term 
‘child with a disability’ has the meaning 
given the term in section 602 of the Individ-
uals with Disabilities Education Act (20 
U.S.C. 1401). 

‘‘(18) ELEMENTARY SCHOOL; SECONDARY 
SCHOOL.—The terms ‘elementary school’ and 
‘secondary school’ have the meanings given 
the terms in section 14101 of the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 
U.S.C. 8801). 

‘‘(19) SCHOOL AGE CHILD.—The term ‘school 
age child’ means an individual who— 

‘‘(A)(i) is not less than 5 and not more than 
15 years of age; or 

‘‘(ii) at the election of the State involved, 
is less than 5 years of age; and 

‘‘(B) meets the requirements of subpara-
graphs (B) and (C) of paragraph (4).’’ 
SEC. 102. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

Section 658B of the Child Care and Devel-
opment Block Grant Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 
9858) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘There is’’ and inserting 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—There is’’; 

(2) by striking ‘‘this subchapter’’ and in-
serting ‘‘this subchapter (other than section 
658H)’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(b) PROGRAMS FOR CHILD CARE AND DEVEL-

OPMENT SERVICES.—There is authorized to be 
appropriated and there is appropriated to 
carry out section 658H, $1,000,000,000 for each 
of fiscal years 1999 through 2003.’’ 
SEC. 103. STATE PLAN. 

Section 658E(c) of the Child Care and De-
velopment Block Grant Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 
9858c(c)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (2)— 
(A) in subparagraph (A)— 
(i) in clause (i)(II), by striking ‘‘section 

658P(2)’’ and inserting ‘‘section 658T(2)’’; and 
(ii) in clause (ii), by striking ‘‘eligible pro-

vider’’ and inserting ‘‘eligible child care pro-
vider (or, in the case of child care and devel-
opment services, an entity described in sec-
tion 658H(c))’’; and 

(B) in the first sentence of subparagraph 
(E)(i)— 

(i) by inserting after ‘‘within the State’’ 
the following ‘‘(or, in the case of child care 
and development services, other appropriate 
requirements)’’; and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘such requirements’’ each 
place it appears and inserting ‘‘such licens-
ing or appropriate requirements’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (3)— 
(A) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘(D)’’ 

and inserting ‘‘(E)’’; and 
(B) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(E) PROGRAMS FOR CHILD CARE AND DEVEL-

OPMENT SERVICES.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The State plan shall pro-

vide that the State will reserve the portion 
described in clause (ii) of the State allot-
ment under section 658O for each fiscal year 
to carry out activities under section 658H. 

‘‘(ii) PORTION.—For each fiscal year, the 
portion referred to in clause (i) is the 
amount that bears the same relationship to 
the State allotment for that year as the 
amount appropriated under section 658B(b) 
for that year bears to the total amount ap-
propriated under section 658B for that 
year.’’. 
SEC. 104. CHILD CARE AND DEVELOPMENT SERV-

ICES. 
The Child Care and Development Block 

Grant Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 9858 et seq.) is 
amended by inserting after section 658G the 
following: 
‘‘SEC. 658H. CHILD CARE AND DEVELOPMENT 

SERVICES. 
‘‘(a) PURPOSE.—It is the purpose of this 

section to fund quality child care and devel-
opment services, including direct services 
provided outside of normal school hours, to 
promote the health and academic achieve-
ment of school age children, and assist the 
children in avoiding high risk behaviors. 

‘‘(b) IN GENERAL.—Each State that receives 
funds to carry out this subchapter for a fis-
cal year shall use the funds reserved as de-
scribed in section 658E(c)(3)(E) to make 
grants to eligible entities to carry out pro-
grams to expand the availability and afford-
ability of quality child care and development 
services, including direct services provided 
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outside of normal school hours (including 
before- and after-school care and weekend, 
holiday, and summer care) for school age 
children. 

‘‘(c) ELIGIBLE ENTITIES.—To be eligible to 
receive a grant under this section, an entity 
shall be— 

‘‘(1) an elementary school or secondary 
school; or 

‘‘(2) a community-based organization, in-
cluding a community-based entity that oper-
ates a child care center or youth center or is 
a family child care provider, that meets such 
requirements of the type described in sub-
paragraphs (E) and (F) of section 658E(c)(3) 
as the State and local governments involved 
may prescribe. 

‘‘(d) APPLICATION.—To be eligible to re-
ceive a grant under this section, an entity 
shall submit an application to the State at 
such time, in such manner, and containing 
such information as the State may require. 
At a minimum, each application shall con-
tain— 

‘‘(1) information demonstrating the man-
ner in which the entity will carry out a pro-
gram described in subsection (b) in a manner 
that meets the needs, of the community to 
be served, for child care and development 
services, including direct services provided 
outside of normal school hours; 

‘‘(2) an assurance that the entity will carry 
out direct services provided through the pro-
gram during— 

‘‘(A) at least 3 days in each week that the 
program operates, and for at least 3 hours on 
each day that the program operates; or 

‘‘(B) at least 10 hours in each week that the 
program operates; 

‘‘(3) information demonstrating the man-
ner in which the entity will serve children 
with disabilities; and 

‘‘(4) information demonstrating the man-
ner in which the entity will carry out the 
planning, establishment, implementation, 
and evaluation of the program, and provide 
staff training for the program, in coordina-
tion with other entities carrying out pro-
grams for children or public transportation 
programs in the community. 

‘‘(e) PREFERENCE.—In making grants under 
this section, a State shall give preference to 
entities that— 

‘‘(1) serve communities with— 
‘‘(A) a high rate of poverty, as determined 

in accordance with criteria established by 
the Secretary; and 

‘‘(B) a high incidence of at-risk children; 
and 

‘‘(2) propose programs that make transpor-
tation services available to the children 
served, if needed to enable the children to re-
ceive other services described in this section, 
using transportation provided under other 
public programs in the community, such as 
transportation provided under the Head 
Start Act (42 U.S.C. 9831 et seq.), or under 
programs providing services to older individ-
uals, educational programs, or public trans-
portation programs. 

‘‘(f) USE OF FUNDS.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—An entity that receives a 

grant under this section shall use the funds 
made available through the grant to pro-
vide— 

‘‘(A) direct services outside of normal 
school hours; 

‘‘(B) quality services; and 
‘‘(C) indirect services. 
‘‘(2) DIRECT SERVICES AND RELATED QUALITY 

SERVICES.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The entity shall use not 

less than 75 percent of the funds described in 
paragraph (1) to provide two or more of the 
direct services described in subparagraph (B) 
to school age children and to carry out re-
lated quality services. 

‘‘(B) DIRECT SERVICES.—The direct services 
referred to in subparagraph (A) consist of— 

‘‘(i) recreational activities; 
‘‘(ii) community-based service programs 

that provide for meaningful human, edu-
cational, environmental, or public safety 
service; 

‘‘(iii) academic assistance and tutoring; 
‘‘(iv) mentoring; 
‘‘(v) conflict management; 
‘‘(vi) health and nutrition services, includ-

ing disease and injury prevention services; 
‘‘(vii) literacy services; 
‘‘(viii) child care (other than another serv-

ice described in this subsection); and 
‘‘(ix) transportation of school age children 

between— 
‘‘(I) school or home; and 
‘‘(II) the facility in which the services are 

provided. 
‘‘(C) QUALITY SERVICES.—The quality serv-

ices referred to in subparagraph (A) consist 
of— 

‘‘(i) provision of community-based train-
ing, related to the provision of direct serv-
ices, for staff of the entity, at times and in 
locations that are accessible to the staff; 

‘‘(ii) provision of financial assistance to 
the staff to attend courses at an institution 
of higher education that are related to the 
provision of direct services; 

‘‘(iii) provision of financial assistance to 
staff to promote staff retention; 

‘‘(iv) provision of financial assistance to 
enable the child care and development serv-
ices program provided by the entity to ob-
tain accreditation by a nationally recognized 
accreditation organization; 

‘‘(v) data collection relating to direct serv-
ices, including the collection of data de-
scribed in paragraphs (1)(B) and (2) of section 
658K(a) for family units receiving assistance 
under this section, and submission of the 
data to the State for inclusion in the reports 
described in section 658K(a)(2); and 

‘‘(vi) evaluation of the child care and de-
velopment services provided by the entity in 
accordance with criteria determined by the 
State, and participation in audits described 
in section 658K(b). 

‘‘(3) INDIRECT SERVICES.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The entity shall use not 

more than 25 percent of the funds described 
in paragraph (1) to provide indirect services 
that support the sustainability of the direct 
services and the accountability of entities 
carrying out the direct services. 

‘‘(B) SERVICES.—The indirect services re-
ferred to in subparagraph (A) may include— 

‘‘(i) carrying out activities to provide in-
creased compensation to staff who provide 
the direct services to school age children 
outside of normal school hours and who par-
ticipate in appropriate training; 

‘‘(ii) developing and maintaining electronic 
databases of providers who provide the direct 
services outside of normal school hours, and 
making the information in the databases 
available to the public through arrange-
ments with elementary schools, secondary 
schools, public libraries, community-based 
agencies, and other public agencies; 

‘‘(iii) conducting community needs assess-
ments to determine the need for direct serv-
ices outside of normal school hours; and 

‘‘(iv) constructing, maintaining, and im-
proving facilities, and purchasing equipment 
for facilities, in which school age children 
receive direct services outside of normal 
school hours. 

‘‘(g) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
‘‘(1) DIRECT SERVICES.—The term ‘direct 

services’ means the services described in sub-
section (f)(2)(B). 

‘‘(2) INDIRECT SERVICES.—The term ‘indi-
rect services’ means the services described in 
subsection (f)(3). 

‘‘(3) QUALITY SERVICES.—The term ‘quality 
services’ means the services described in sub-
section (f)(2)(C).’’. 
SEC. 105. CONFORMING AMENDMENTS. 

(a) FACILITIES.—Section 658F(b) of the 
Child Care and Development Block Grant 
Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 9858d(b)(1)) is amend-
ed— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘section 
658O(c)(6)’’ and inserting ‘‘section 658H or 
658O(c)(6)’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (2), by inserting before 
‘‘except’’ the following: ‘‘except as provided 
in section 658H and’’. 

(b) QUALITY ACTIVITIES.—Section 658G of 
the Child Care and Development Block Grant 
Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 9858e) is amended by 
striking ‘‘this subchapter’’ and inserting 
‘‘this subchapter (other than section 658H)’’. 

(c) REDESIGNATION.—Section 658K of the 
Child Care and Development Block Grant 
Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C 9858i) is amended, in 
subsection (a)(2)(A), by striking ‘‘section 
658P(5)’’ and inserting ‘‘section 658T(5)’’. 

(d) CONSTRUCTION.—Section 658O(c)(6) of 
the Child Care and Development Block Grant 
Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 9858m(c)(6)) is amended 
by inserting ‘‘(other than the amounts pro-
vided to carry out section 658H)’’ after ‘‘this 
subsection’’ each place it appears. 
TITLE II—STRENGTHENING THE 21ST 

CENTURY COMMUNITY LEARNING CEN-
TERS ACT 

SEC. 201. PROGRAM AUTHORIZATION. 
Section 10903 of the 21st Century Commu-

nity Learning Centers Act (20 U.S.C. 8243) is 
amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 
(A) in the subsection heading, by inserting 

‘‘TO LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCIES FOR 
SCHOOLS’’ after ‘‘SECRETARY’’; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘rural and inner-city pub-
lic’’ and all that follows through ‘‘or to’’ and 
inserting ‘‘local educational agencies for the 
support of public elementary schools or sec-
ondary schools, including middle schools, 
that serve communities with substantial 
needs for expanded learning opportunities for 
children and youth in the communities, to 
enable the schools to establish or’’; and 

(C) by striking ‘‘a rural or inner-city com-
munity’’ and inserting ‘‘the communities’’; 

(2) in subsection (b)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘States, among’’ and in-

serting ‘‘States and among’’; and 
(B) by striking ‘‘United States,’’ and all 

that follows through ‘‘a State’’ and inserting 
‘‘United States’’; and 

(3) in subsection (c), by striking ‘‘3’’ and 
inserting ‘‘5’’. 
SEC. 202. APPLICATIONS. 

Section 10904(a) of such Act (20 U.S.C. 
8244(a)) is amended— 

(1) in the first sentence, by striking ‘‘an el-
ementary or secondary school or consor-
tium’’ and inserting ‘‘a local educational 
agency’’; 

(2) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘or consor-
tium’’; 

(3) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘and’’ 
after the semicolon; 

(4) in paragraph (3)— 
(A) in subparagraph (D), by striking ‘‘or 

consortium’’; and 
(B) in subparagraph (E)— 
(i) in the matter preceding clause (i), by 

striking ‘‘or consortium’’; and 
(ii) in clause (ii), by striking the period and 

inserting a semicolon; 
(5) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(4) information demonstrating that the 

local educational agency will— 
‘‘(A) provide not less than 50 percent of the 

annual cost of the activities assisted under 
the project from sources other than funds 
provided under this part, which contribution 
may be provided in cash or in kind, fairly 
evaluated; 
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‘‘(B) provide not more than 25 percent of 

the annual cost of the activities assisted 
under the project from funds provided by the 
Secretary under other Federal programs that 
permit the use of those other funds for ac-
tivities assisted under the project; and 

‘‘(C) subject to subparagraph (B), in the 
fourth and fifth years of a local educational 
agency’s project, increase the percentage of 
the annual cost of activities assisted under 
the project that is paid for from sources 
other than the funds provided under this 
part; and 

‘‘(5) an assurance that the local edu-
cational agency, in each year of the project, 
will maintain the agency’s fiscal effort, from 
non-Federal sources, from the preceding fis-
cal year for the activities the local edu-
cational agency provides with funds provided 
under this part.’’; and 

(6) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), 
by striking ‘‘Each such’’ and inserting the 
following: 

‘‘(b) CONTENTS.—Each such’’. 
SEC. 203. USES OF FUNDS. 

Section 10905 of such Act (20 U.S.C. 8245) is 
amended by striking ‘‘may be used’’ and all 
that follows through ‘‘four’’ and inserting 
‘‘shall be used to establish or expand commu-
nity learning centers that provide activities 
which offer expanded learning opportunities 
for children and youth in the community 
(such as activities conducted before or after 
school) and which may include any’’. 
SEC. 204. CONTINUATION AWARDS UNDER CUR-

RENT STATUTE. 
Such Act (20 U.S.C. 8241 et seq.) is further 

amended— 
(1) by redesignating sections 10906 and 10907 

as sections 10907 and 10908, respectively; and 
(2) by inserting after section 10906 the fol-

lowing: 
‘‘SEC. 10907. CONTINUATION AWARDS. 

‘‘Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, the Secretary may use funds appro-
priated under this part to make payments 
under this part for projects that were funded 
under this part for fiscal year 1998, under the 
terms and conditions that applied to the 
original grants for the projects.’’. 
SEC. 205. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

Section 10908 of such Act (as redesignated 
by section 204(1)) (20 U.S.C. 8247) is amended 
by striking ‘‘$20,000,000 for fiscal year 1995’’ 
and inserting ‘‘$200,000,000 for fiscal year 
1999’’. 
SEC. 206. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

This title, and the amendments made by 
this title, shall take effect on October 1, 1998. 
TITLE III—CRIME PREVENTION PROGRAM 
SEC. 301. GRANTS TO PUBLIC AND PRIVATE 

AGENCIES. 
Title II of the Juvenile Justice and Delin-

quency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 5611 
et seq.) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating the second part des-
ignated as part I as part K; and 

(2) by inserting after the first part des-
ignated as part I the following: 

‘‘PART J—AFTER SCHOOL CRIME 
PREVENTION 

‘‘SEC. 292. GRANTS TO PUBLIC AND PRIVATE 
AGENCIES FOR EFFECTIVE AFTER 
SCHOOL CRIME PREVENTION PRO-
GRAMS. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to the avail-
ability of appropriations, the Administrator 
shall make grants in accordance with this 
section to public and private agencies to 
fund effective after school juvenile crime 
prevention programs. 

‘‘(b) MATCHING REQUIREMENT.—The Admin-
istrator may not make a grant to a public or 
private agency under this section unless that 
agency agrees that, with respect to the costs 
to be incurred by the agency in carrying out 

the program for which the grant is to be 
awarded, the agency will make available 
non-Federal contributions in an amount that 
is not less than a specific percentage of Fed-
eral funds provided under the grant, as deter-
mined by the Administrator. 

‘‘(c) PRIORITY.—In making grants under 
this section, the Administrator shall give 
priority to funding programs that— 

‘‘(1) are targeted to high crime neighbor-
hoods or at-risk juveniles; 

‘‘(2) operate during the period immediately 
following normal school hours; 

‘‘(3) provide educational or recreational ac-
tivities designed to encourage law-abiding 
conduct, reduce the incidence of criminal ac-
tivity, and teach juveniles alternatives to 
crime; and 

‘‘(4) coordinate with State or local juvenile 
crime control and juvenile offender account-
ability programs. 

‘‘(d) FUNDING.—There are authorized to be 
appropriated for grants under this section 
$250,000,000 for each of fiscal years 1999, 2000, 
2001, 2002, and 2003.’’. 

f 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 

S. 71 
At the request of Mr. DASCHLE, the 

name of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Mr. WELLSTONE) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 71, a bill to amend the 
Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938 and 
the Civil Rights Act of 1964 to provide 
more effective remedies to victims of 
discrimination in the payment of 
wages on the basis of sex, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 348 
At the request of Mr. MCCONNELL, 

the name of the Senator from Illinois 
(Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN) was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 348, a bill to amend 
title I of the Omnibus Crime Control 
and Safe Streets Act of 1968 to encour-
age States to enact a Law Enforcement 
Officers’ Bill of Rights, to provide 
standards and protection for the con-
duct of internal police investigations, 
and for other purposes. 

S. 412 
At the request of Mr. THURMOND, his 

name was withdrawn as a cosponsor of 
S. 412, a bill to provide for a national 
standard to prohibit the operation of 
motor vehicles by intoxicated individ-
uals. 

S. 656 
At the request of Mr. WARNER, the 

name of the Senator from Idaho (Mr. 
CRAIG) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
656, a bill to amend the Fair Labor 
Standards Act of 1938 to exclude from 
the definition of employee firefighters 
and rescue squad workers who perform 
volunteer services and to prevent em-
ployers from requiring employees who 
are firefighters or rescue squad work-
ers to perform volunteer services, and 
to allow an employer not to pay over-
time compensation to a firefighter or 
rescue squad worker who performs vol-
unteer services for the employer, and 
for other purposes. 

S. 1260 
At the request of Mr. GRAMM, the 

names of the Senator from Wyoming 
(Mr. ENZI) and the Senator from Geor-
gia (Mr. COVERDELL) were added as co-

sponsors of S. 1260, a bill to amend the 
Securities Act of 1933 and the Securi-
ties Exchange Act of 1934 to limit the 
conduct of securities class actions 
under State law, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 1305 
At the request of Mr. GRAMM, the 

names of the Senator from New York 
(Mr. D’AMATO) and the Senator from 
Texas (Mrs. HUTCHISON) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 1305, a bill to invest in 
the future of the United States by dou-
bling the amount authorized for basic 
scientific, medical, and pre-competi-
tive engineering research. 

S. 1334 
At the request of Mr. BOND, the 

names of the Senator from Oregon (Mr. 
SMITH), the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. TORRICELLI), and the Senator from 
Utah (Mr. HATCH) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 1334, a bill to amend title 
10, United States Code, to establish a 
demonstration project to evaluate the 
feasibility of using the Federal Em-
ployees Health Benefits program to en-
sure the availablity of adequate health 
care for Medicare-eligible beneficiaries 
under the military health care system. 

S. 1421 
At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, the 

name of the Senator from Nevada (Mr. 
REID) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1421, a bill to amend the Public Health 
Service Act to provide additional sup-
port for and to expand clinical research 
programs, and for other purposes. 

S. 1573 
At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, the 

name of the Senator from New York 
(Mr. MOYNIHAN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1573, a bill to amend the Fair 
Labor Standards Act of 1938 to increase 
the Federal minimum wage. 

S. 1644 
At the request of Mr. REED, the name 

of the Senator from Vermont (Mr. JEF-
FORDS) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1644, a bill to amend subpart 4 of part 
A of title IV of the Higher Education 
Act of 1965 regarding Grants to States 
for State Student Incentives. 

S. 1677 
At the request of Mr. CHAFEE, the 

name of the Senator from New York 
(Mr. D’AMATO) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1677, a bill to reauthorize the 
North American Wetlands Conserva-
tion Act and the Partnerships for Wild-
life Act. 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 30 
At the request of Mr. HELMS, the 

name of the Senator from Indiana (Mr. 
COATS) was added as a cosponsor of 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 30, a 
concurrent resolution expressing the 
sense of the Congress that the Republic 
of China should be admitted to multi-
lateral economic institutions, includ-
ing the International Monetary Fund 
and the International Bank for Recon-
struction and Development. 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 65 
At the request of Ms. SNOWE, the 

name of the Senator from Illinois (Ms. 
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MOSELEY-BRAUN) was added as a co-
sponsor of Senate Concurrent Resolu-
tion 65, a concurrent resolution calling 
for a United States effort to end re-
striction on the freedoms and human 
rights of the enclaved people in the oc-
cupied area of Cyprus. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 155 
At the request of Mr. LOTT, the name 

of the Senator from North Carolina 
(Mr. FAIRCLOTH) was added as a cospon-
sor of Senate Resolution 155, a resolu-
tion designating April 6 of each year as 
‘‘National Tartan Day’’ to recognize 
the outstanding achievements and con-
tributions made by Scottish Americans 
to the United States. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 176 
At the request of Mr. DOMENICI, the 

names of the Senator from Oklahoma 
(Mr. NICKLES), the Senator from Cali-
fornia (Mrs. FEINSTEIN), the Senator 
from Wisconsin (Mr. KOHL), the Sen-
ator from New York (Mr. D’AMATO), 
and the Senator from New Jersey (Mr. 
LAUTENBERG) were added as cosponsors 
of Senate Resolution 176, a resolution 
proclaiming the week of October 18 
through October 24, 1998, as ‘‘National 
Character Counts Week.’’ 

f 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION #78—RELATING TO THE IN-
DICTMENT AND PROSECUTION 
OF SADDAM HUSSEIN FOR WAR 
CRIMES 

Mr. SPECTER submitted the fol-
lowing concurrent resolution; which 
was referred to the Committee on For-
eign Relations: 

S. CON. RES. 78. 
Whereas the International Military Tri-

bunal at Nuremberg was convened to try in-
dividuals for crimes against international 
law committed during World War II; 

Whereas the Nuremberg tribunal provision 
which held that ‘‘crimes against inter-
national law are committed by men, not by 
abstract entities, and only by punishing indi-
viduals who commit such crimes can the pro-
visions of international law be enforced’’ is 
as valid today as it was in 1946; 

Whereas, on August 2, 1990, and without 
provocation, Iraq initiated a war of aggres-
sion against the sovereign state of Kuwait; 

Whereas the Charter of the United Nations 
imposes on its members the obligations to 
‘‘refrain in their international relations from 
the threat or use of force against the terri-
torial integrity or political independence of 
any state’’; 

Whereas the leaders of the Government of 
Iraq, a country which is a member of the 
United Nations, did violate this provision of 
the United Nations Charter; 

Whereas the Geneva Convention Relative 
to the Protection of Civilian Persons in 
Times of War (the Fourth Geneva Conven-
tion) imposes certain obligations upon a bel-
ligerent State, occupying another country 
by force of arms, in order to protect the ci-
vilian population of the occupied territory 
from some of the ravages of the conflict; 

Whereas both Iraq and Kuwait are parties 
to the Fourth Geneva Convention; 

Whereas the public testimony of witnesses 
and victims has indicated that Iraqi officials 
violated Article 27 of the Fourth Geneva 
Convention by their inhumane treatment 
and acts of violence against the Kuwaiti ci-
vilian population; 

Whereas the public testimony of witnesses 
and victims has indicated that Iraqi officials 
violated Articles 31 and 32 of the Fourth Ge-
neva Convention by subjecting Kuwaiti civil-
ians to physical coercion, suffering and ex-
termination in order to obtain information; 

Whereas, in violation of the Fourth Geneva 
Convention, from January 18, 1991, to Feb-
ruary 25, 1991, Iraq did fire 39 missiles on 
Israel in 18 separate attacks with the intent 
of making it a party to war and with the in-
tent of killing or injuring innocent civilians, 
killing 2 persons directly, killing 12 people 
indirectly (through heart attacks, improper 
use of gas masks, choking), and injuring 
more than 200 persons; 

Whereas Article 146 of the Fourth Geneva 
Convention states that persons committing 
‘‘grave breaches’’ are to be apprehended and 
subjected to trial; 

Whereas, on several occasions, the United 
Nations Security Council has found Iraq’s 
treatment of Kuwaiti civilians to be in viola-
tion of international law; 

Whereas, in Revolution 665, adopted on Au-
gust 25, 1990, the United Nations Security 
Council deplored ‘‘the loss of innocent life 
stemming from the Iraq invasion of Ku-
waiti’’; 

Whereas, in Revolution 670, adopted by the 
United Nations Security Council on Sep-
tember 25, 1990, it condemned further ‘‘the 
treatment by Iraqi forces on Kuwait nation-
als and reaffirmed that the Fourth Geneva 
Convention applied to Kuwait’’; 

Whereas, in Resolution 674, the United Na-
tions Security Council demanded that Iraq 
cease mistreating and oppressing Kuwaiti 
nationals in violation of the Convention and 
reminded Iraq that it would be liable for any 
damage or injury suffered by Kuwaiti nation-
als due to Iraq’s invasion and illegal occupa-
tion; 

Whereas Iraq is a party to the Prisoners of 
War Convention and there is evidence and 
testimony that during the Persian Gulf War, 
Iraq violated articles of the Convention by 
its physical and psychological abuse of mili-
tary and civilian POW‘s including members 
of the international press; 

Whereas Iraq has committed deliberate 
and calculated crimes of environmental ter-
rorism, inflicting grave risk to the health 
and well-being of innocent civilians in the 
region by its willful ignition of 732 Kuwaiti 
oil wells in January and February, 1991: 

Whereas President Clinton found ‘‘compel-
ling evidence’’ that the Iraqi Intelligence 
Service directed and pursued an operation to 
assassinate former President George Bush in 
April 1993 when he visited Kuwait; 

Whereas Saddam Hussein and other Iraqi 
officials have systematically attempted to 
destroy the Kurdish population in Iraq 
through the use of chemical weapons against 
civilian Kurds, campaigns in 1987–88 which 
resulted in the disappearance of more than 
182,000 persons and the destruction of more 
that 4,000 villages, the placement of more 
than 10 million landmines in Iraqi Kurdistan, 
and ethnic cleansing in the city of Kirkuk; 

Whereas the Republic of Iraq is a signatory 
to international agreements including the 
Universal Declaration on Human Rights, the 
International Covenant on Civil and Polit-
ical Rights, the Convention on the Preven-
tion and Punishment of the Crime of Geno-
cide, and the POW Convention, and is obli-
gated to comply with these international 
agreements; 

Whereas section 8 of Resolution 687 of the 
United Nations Security Council, adopted on 
April 3, 1991, requires Iraq to ‘uncondition-
ally accept the destruction, removal, or ren-
dering harmless, under international super-
vision of all chemical and biological weapons 
and all stocks of agents and all related sub-
systems and components and all research, 

development, support, and manufacturing fa-
cilities; 

Whereas Saddam Husseinn and the Repub-
lic of Iraq have persistently and flagrantly 
violated the terms of Resolution 687 with re-
spect to elimination of weapons of mass de-
struction and inspections by international 
supervisors; 

Whereas there is good reason to believe 
that Iraq continues to have stockpiles of 
chemical and biological munitions, missiles 
capable of transporting such agents, and the 
capacity to produce such weapons of mass 
destruction, putting the international com-
munity at risk; 

Whereas, on February 22, 1993, the United 
Nations Security Council adopted Resolution 
808 establishing an international tribunal to 
try individuals accused of violations of inter-
national law in the former Yugoslavia; 

Whereas, on November 8, 1994, the United 
Nations Security Council adopted Resolution 
955 establishing an international tribunal to 
try individuals accused of the commission of 
violations of international law in Rwanda; 

Whereas more than 70 individuals have 
faced indictments handed down by the Inter-
national Criminal Tribunal for the Former 
Yugoslavia in the Hague for war crimes and 
crimes against humanity in the former 
Yugoslavia, leading in the first trial to the 
sentencing of a Serb jailer to 20 years in pris-
on; 

Whereas the International Criminal Tri-
bunal for Rwanda has indicted 31 individuals, 
with three trials occurring at present and 27 
individuals in custody; 

Whereas the United States has to date 
spent more than $24 million for the Inter-
national Criminal Tribunal for the Former 
Yugoslavia and more than $20 million for the 
International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda; 

Whereas officials such as former President 
George Bush, Vice President Al Gore, Gen-
eral Norman Schwarzkopf and others have 
labeled Saddam Hussein a war criminal and 
called for his indictment; 

Whereas a failure to try and punish leaders 
and other persons for crimes, against inter-
national law establishes a dangerous prece-
dent and negatively impacts the value of de-
terrence to future illegal acts; 

Resolved, by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring,) 

That the President should— 
(1) call for the creation of a commission 

under the auspices of the United Nations to 
establish an international record of the 
criminal culpability of Saddam Hussein and 
other Iraqi officials; 

(2) call for the United Nations to form an 
international criminal tribunal for the pur-
pose of indicting, prosecuting, and impris-
oning Saddam Hussein and other Iraqi offi-
cials who are responsible for crimes against 
humanity, genocide, and other violations of 
international law; and 

(3) upon the creation of such an inter-
national criminal tribunal, seek the re-
programming of necessary funds to support 
the efforts of the tribunal, including the 
gathering of evidence necessary to indict, 
prosecute and imprison Saddam Hussein and 
other Iraqi officials. 

f 

SENATE RESOLUTION 187—CON-
CERNING THE PEOPLE’S REPUB-
LIC OF CHINA 

Mr. MACK (for himself, Mr. 
WELLSTONE, Mr. HELMS, Mr. THOMAS, 
Mr. FEINGOLD, Mr. ABRAHAM, Mrs. 
BOXER, Mr. MOYNIHAN, and Mr. 
ASHCROFT) submitted the following res-
olution; which was referred to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations: 
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S. RES. 187 

Whereas the annual meeting of the United 
Nations Commission on Human Rights in Ge-
neva, Switzerland, provides a forum for dis-
cussing human rights and expressing inter-
national support for improved human rights 
performance; 

Whereas according to the United States 
Department of State and international 
human rights organizations, the Government 
of the People’s Republic of China engages in 
widespread human rights violations; and 

Whereas President Clinton pledged that 
the United States would step up its efforts in 
cooperation with other states to insist that 
the United Nations Commission on Human 
Rights pass a resolution dealing with the se-
rious human rights abuses in the People’s 
Republic of China: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate 
that the United States should introduce and 
make all efforts necessary to pass a resolu-
tion criticizing the People’s Republic of 
China for its human rights abuses in China 
and Tibet at the annual meeting of the 
United Nations Commission on Human 
Rights. 

Mr. MACK. Mr. President, I rise 
today to submit a resolution calling for 
the United States to introduce and 
make all efforts necessary to pass a 
resolution at the annual meeting of the 
United Nations Commission on Human 
Rights criticizing the People’s Repub-
lic of China (PRC) for its atrocious 
human rights record in China and 
Tibet. This commission will meet on 
March 16, so I am here today with a 
sense of urgency. 

Mr. President, President Clinton re-
versed his position in 1993 and chose to 
de-link trade and human rights in 1993. 
This decision sacrificed important le-
verage in our relationship with the 
PRC to address America’s human 
rights concerns. At the time of the 
President’s decision, however, he prom-
ised the American people that he would 
strengthen his efforts to obtain an 
international condemnation of Bei-
jing’s violation of international human 
rights standards in China and Tibet. 
Specifically, he pledged that the 
United States would step up its efforts 
in cooperation with other states in in-
sisting that the United Nations Com-
mission on Human Rights pass a reso-
lution dealing with the serious human 
rights abuses in the People’s Republic 
of China. 

Mr. President, this Human Rights 
Commission meets in Geneva on March 
16, and to date, the President has not 
demonstrated his commitment to keep 
his pledge to the American people. It 
appears that no other nation on the 
Commission will initiate this resolu-
tion without U.S. support and leader-
ship. It is time for the United States to 
provide that leadership—the leadership 
which the people of China depend upon. 
We must take action to introduce the 
China resolution at the Human Rights 
Commission and build international 
support for its passage. 

The U.N. Human Rights Commission 
is the only international body which 
oversees the human rights conditions 
of all states. Even though the resolu-
tion may not pass, simply the debate of 
human rights in China and Tibet at the 
U.N. Commission makes a difference. 

I was fortunate to have had the op-
portunity to meet Wei Jingsheng in 
February. Mr. Wei is a Chinese dis-
sident who has spent most of his life in 
Chinese prisons for his pro-democratic 
political writings. He was recently ex-
iled from his country, and is now living 
in the United States. Unfortunately, 
while he considers this exile cruel, 
some want to give the government in 
Beijing credit for releasing Mr. Wei; 
they call this an example of 
‘‘progress.’’ 

Mr. President, Mr. Wei articulates 
clearly and convincingly our call to ac-
tion. His words are appropriate today, 
and every day we come to work here in 
the Senate of the United States. In an 
article by Patrick Tyler in the New 
York Times on November 22, 1997, Mr. 
Wei states, ‘‘Democracy and freedom 
are among the loftiest ideals of human-
ity, and they are the most sacred 
rights of mankind. Those who already 
enjoy democracy, liberty and human 
rights, in particular, should not allow 
their own personal happiness to numb 
them into forgetting the many others 
who are still struggling against tyr-
anny, slavery and poverty, and all of 
those who are suffering from unimagi-
nable forms of oppression, exploitation 
and massacres.’’ 

Mr. President, the United States 
must not take our freedom for granted. 
We must take action. We must not shy 
away from leadership in the world 
when our leadership is so badly needed. 
The United States must sponsor and 
lead the international effort to con-
demn the human rights situation in 
China and Tibet. I hope that my col-
leagues will join me in passing this res-
olution calling upon the President to 
keep his promise to the American peo-
ple, and insist that the United Nations 
Commission on Human Rights pass a 
resolution dealing with the serious 
human rights abuses in the People’s 
Republic of China. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, my 
colleague, Senator CONNIE MACK from 
Florida, and I have submitted a resolu-
tion that deals with the upcoming U.N. 
Human Rights Commission meeting in 
March and the position that our coun-
try needs to take in relation to human 
rights, or lack of human rights in 
China. This resolution, my under-
standing is, will be marked up tomor-
row in the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee. 

Senator MACK and I submitted a reso-
lution urging the Clinton administra-
tion to make every effort to pass a res-
olution on China at the U.N. Commis-
sion on Human Rights gathering which 
meets this month in Geneva. For the 
past 30 years, this Commission has 
monitored the compliance of different 
countries with human rights standards. 
It has investigated violations in coun-
tries in all parts of the world, rich and 
poor, weak and powerful alike. 

Almost 4 years ago, the Clinton ad-
ministration announced its decision to 
renew most-favored-nation status for 
China and laid out a new human rights 

policy toward China. At the heart of 
this policy was the United States com-
mitment, at least in words, to step up 
efforts to ‘‘insist that the U.N. Human 
Rights Commission pass a resolution 
dealing with serious human rights 
abuses in China.’’ Since that time, the 
Clinton administration has made it 
clear that only significant, concrete 
improvements in the human rights 
conditions would justify a reconsider-
ation of that commitment. 

China has failed to improve their 
human rights record, and, in fact, as 
we turn a blind eye to abuses, the situ-
ation appears to be deteriorating. 
China continues to wage war against 
individual freedoms and human rights. 
Hundreds, and perhaps thousands, of 
dissidents and advocates of political re-
form were detained just this past year. 
They included human rights and pro-
democracy activists and members of 
religious groups. Many have been sen-
tenced to long prison terms where they 
have been beaten, tortured, and denied 
medical care. 

Harry Wu, a man of extraordinary 
courage and character, has documented 
China’s extensive prison-enforced labor 
system. According to Amnesty Inter-
national, throughout China, mass sum-
mary executions continue to be carried 
out. At least 6,000 death sentences and 
3,500 executions were officially re-
corded in 1996 alone. The real figures, 
colleagues, are believed to be much 
higher. 

According to the New York Times 
last week, with the help of Harry Wu, 
the FBI conducted an uncover inves-
tigation, which confirmed claims that 
the Chinese are selling organs from ex-
ecuted prisoners for transplant. 

Furthermore, repression has in-
creased steadily. Scores of Roman 
Catholics and Protestants were ar-
rested. Crackdowns continue in Tibet. 
Authorities ordered the closure of mon-
asteries in Tibet and banned the Dalai 
Lama’s image, and arrests of political 
dissidents continue. China continues to 
violently threaten the unique culture, 
religious, and linguistic identity of the 
Tibetan people. Taking a firm stand 
against human rights abuses in China, 
and around the world, is an expression 
of our solidarity with people who risk 
their personal safety to champion 
these principles. 

As an aside, in what travels I have 
been able to do around the world—and 
I wish I could do more of it, Mr. Presi-
dent—I do not think that I have ever 
been more moved in my life than by 
the courage of people who live in coun-
tries with repressive governments, 
whether they be left or right, and who 
have the courage to stand alone, and 
the courage to speak up, even when it 
could mean they could end up serving 
long prison sentences, or their loved 
ones, their wives, husbands, and chil-
dren, can be rounded up, tortured, 
raped or murdered. These citizens 
throughout the world continue to have 
the courage to speak up for basic free-
dom. Our country ought to be there 
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supporting these courageous individ-
uals. 

One such person is Kalsang Lhamo, a 
Tibetan exile living in my home State 
of Minnesota. I recently met her. She 
told me how her parents were both de-
tained and tortured by the Chinese 
PLA when she was a child. Their 
crime? What was the crime of her par-
ents? As she was speaking to me, Mr. 
President, there were tears in her eyes. 
She was crying. The crime of her par-
ents was the possession of photographs 
of their religious leader. The crime of 
her parents in Tibet was the possession 
of photographs of their religious lead-
er. After watching her parents starve 
to death in detention and her neighbors 
executed, she, too, was beaten nearly 
to the point of death by Chinese sol-
diers during a demonstration. 

China’s release of Wei Jingsheng and 
its invitations to the U.N. High Com-
mission for Human Rights to visit are 
welcome steps. A Commission resolu-
tion can certainly acknowledge these 
developments. 

Mr. President, our Government can 
lead the way. The resolution that we 
must pass at this Commission meeting 
on human rights can acknowledge this. 
But they are not in themselves enough 
to bring about real changes in the lives 
of the people in China and Tibet, and 
the human rights situation their re-
mains urgent. 

Also, while we are thankful that Wei 
Jingsheng is out of prison and safely in 
the United States, it would be a cruel 
irony if his release were used as a jus-
tification for giving up the fight for 
human rights in China and for our Gov-
ernment not taking a strong position 
at this U.N. Human Rights Commission 
meeting in Geneva. First, of course, 
Mr. Wei’s release does not represent 
systematic change. Second, he was not 
released unconditionally from his un-
lawful imprisonment, and he can be re-
arrested, if he ever returns to China. 
He can’t go back to his country. 

Mr. President, as an aside, though I 
think it is relevant, my father fled per-
secution, was born in Odessa, Ukraine, 
but he grew up in Siberian Russia, and 
then he fled the country when he was 
17 years old, in 1914. Then, after the 
revolution, he thought he would go 
back. Then his parents told him not to 
and the Bolsheviks took over, or the 
Communists took over, and he never 
saw his family again. 

My father and my mother both had 
advanced Parkinson’s at the end of 
their lives, and so we used to spend a 
lot of time staying over at their apart-
ment taking care of them. My father 
had lived in the United States, now, for 
65 years. He had no accent at all. He 
spoke 10 languages fluently, as a mat-
ter of fact. He was an amazing man. 
And yet, when I would spend the night 
in his room with him, all of his dream-
ing was in Russian. Talk about the 
child being the father of the man or the 
child being the mother of the woman, 
all of his dreaming was in Russian. And 
the terrible thing was that it was 

shouting and it was screaming and it 
was anguish. I just had to believe that 
the reason for this, which many Ameri-
cans can’t experience, is how traumatic 
it must be when you can never go back 
to your homeland. How traumatic it 
must be when you can never go back to 
your country, never see your mother or 
father. 

My father, at 17, was separated from 
his family. I am absolutely convinced 
that his mother and father and sister 
were murdered by Stalin. All cor-
respondence ended during the Stalin 
years. Wei Jingsheng has been released, 
but he can never go back to China. He 
would be immediately arrested and im-
prisoned. That hardly represents a 
standard of human rights. 

One of the reasons I speak on the 
floor of the Senate about human rights 
is to honor the memory of my father. 
He could never go back, never saw his 
family again. And at the end of his life, 
his dreams, I think, were full of an-
guish, all in Russian, because of that. 

Finally, Mr. Wei has told me person-
ally that he believes in the critical im-
portance of our effort to push for a res-
olution at the session of the Commis-
sion this month. Let me repeat that for 
colleagues. It’s a sort of sleepy Monday 
afternoon on the floor of the U.S. Sen-
ate. We will mark this resolution up 
tomorrow in committee. One way or 
another, I certainly am going to bring 
this out as an amendment and we are 
going to pass it with an overwhelming 
vote, giving direction to the President 
and direction to the administration to, 
at this human rights Commission in 
Geneva, be sure to pass a resolution 
which will strongly pressure China on 
human rights. For God’s sake, if Wei 
Jingsheng—who spent, I don’t know, 16 
or 17 years in prison because he had the 
courage to speak up—can put to us this 
small request that we speak about this 
on the floor of the Senate, that we try 
to pass some resolution supporting 
human rights in his country, we ought 
to be able to do that. That’s the least 
we ought to be able to do. 

For years we have pressured the Chi-
nese on human rights, though I don’t 
think with nearly as much force and 
commitment as we should have. But to 
let up now, as the U.N. Commission 
meets, would be tantamount to defeat 
for the cause of human justice. Dis-
sidents like Wei Jingsheng, who have 
been freed and have come to the United 
States, have thanked advocates for 
keeping them alive by keeping the 
pressure on and by focusing attention 
on their plight. As Senators and as 
Americans, it is our duty and in our in-
terest to make the extra effort to pro-
mote democracy in China and, for that 
matter, in countries throughout the 
world, and to bring China in compli-
ance with international standards of 
human rights. 

So, I just want to say today that I 
am proud to introduce this resolution 
with my colleague, Senator CONNIE 
MACK from Florida. This will be 
marked up tomorrow. One way or an-

other, I will get this to the floor of the 
Senate as an amendment. I want us to 
vote as a Senate. I want us to give di-
rection to the administration. I want 
our Government at this U.N. Commis-
sion on Human Rights to talk about 
human rights and to have a resolution 
which really puts the pressure on 
China for all of us. Whether we are 
Democrats or Republicans, we ought to 
at least, through resolutions and 
through amendments and through 
votes and through speaking—it is the 
very least we can do, to support these 
very courageous people. That is the 
purpose of this resolution. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to add as cosponsors to the resolu-
tion that I have submitted with Sen-
ator MACK, Senator HELMS, Senator 
ASHCROFT, Senator THOMAS, Senator 
ABRAHAM, Senator BOXER and Senator 
FEINGOLD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, those Senators will be added 
as original cosponsors. 

f 

NOTICES OF HEARINGS 
COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND HUMAN RESOURCES 
Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I 

would like to announce for information 
of the Senate and the public that a 
hearing of the Subcommittee on Public 
Health and Safety, Senate Committee 
on Labor and Human Resources will be 
held on Tuesday, March 3, 1998, 9:30 
a.m., in SD–430 of the Senate Dirksen 
Building. The subject of the hearing is 
Global Health: United States Response 
to Infectious Diseases. For further in-
formation, please call the committee, 
202/224–5375. 

COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND HUMAN RESOURCES 
Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I 

would like to announce for information 
of the Senate and the public that a 
hearing of the Senate Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources, Sub-
committee on Children and Families, 
will be held on Thursday, March 5, 1998, 
10:00 a.m., in SD–430 of the Senate 
Dirksen Building. The subject of the 
hearing is After School Child Care. For 
further information, please call the 
committee, 202/224–5375. 

f 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEE TO 
MEET 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON NEAR EASTERN AND SOUTH 
ASIAN AFFAIRS 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on Near Eastern and South 
Asian Affairs of the Committee on For-
eign Relations be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
Monday, March 2, 1998, at 2:45 p.m. to 
hold a hearing. 

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

f 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

BANKRUPTCY REFORM 
∑ Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I want to 
speak for a few moments today on the 
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subject of bankruptcy reform. It is an 
issue that we will be dealing with 
shortly in the Judiciary Committee. 
The House of Representatives could 
vote on a reform bill as early as next 
month. 

Mr. President, bankruptcy filings 
have been skyrocketing. We have seen 
a nearly 60 percent increase in personal 
filings around the country during the 
last two years, resulting in a discharge 
of about $40 billion in debt. In Arizona 
alone, Chapter 7 filings have increased 
a staggering 81 percent during the 
same period. 

The number of bankruptcy cases filed 
in my home state last year exceeded 
the previous record that was set back 
in 1990, when our real estate market 
was in serious trouble. What is particu-
larly alarming about the number of fil-
ings today is that they are occurring in 
relatively good economic times. 

Now let me say at the outset that 
there are obviously some people who 
legitimately need the relief that Chap-
ter 7 was set up to provide. A serious 
illness or death in the family may have 
wreaked havoc on the family finances. 
Maybe there has been a fire or flood 
that has wiped out the family business 
or home. In cases like that, where 
there is extraordinary hardship, there 
ought to be an opportunity to seek re-
lief and a fresh start. No one disputes 
that. And I suspect that most creditors 
are willing to work with someone when 
such tragedy strikes. 

The problem is, too many people ap-
pear to be abusing the system of late. 
A recent study conducted in Phoenix 
found that a significant number of peo-
ple who file for relief under Chapter 7 
actually have the ability to pay back 
some, or even all, of what they owe. 
Let me say that again: they actually 
have the ability to repay some or all of 
their debts. 

A study by Michael Staten of the 
Georgetown School of Business sug-
gests that as many as 25 percent of 
Chapter 7 filers could pay at least 30 
percent or more of their non-housing 
debt. But filing under Chapter 7 allows 
them to escape all of such debt, regard-
less of their ability to repay. 

Now I know defenders of the status 
quo prefer to put the blame on credi-
tors, suggesting that they extend cred-
it far too easily, even to individuals 
who may have difficulty repaying their 
debt. But let us keep a few points in 
mind. First, the vast majority of peo-
ple—an estimated 96 percent—pay their 
bills on time. So creditors must be 
doing something right. I am sure that 
if there were a way for creditors to 
weed out more of the riskiest accounts, 
they would do so. 

Second, no one is forced to open a 
credit account, take a loan, or buy 
something on credit. In fact, millions 
of hard-working Americans make due 
without many of the things they would 
like to have because they cannot afford 
them—even on credit. Many others 
delay a purchase until they are better 
situated to repay. 

Third, and perhaps this is the most 
important point I would make: The 
people who need credit most are not 
the wealthiest Americans, but those 
with moderate or low incomes. If credi-
tors tighten up credit too much, it will 
be the people closer to the margins— 
those who need it most—whose access 
to credit will be impeded. 

In my view, the issue really boils 
down to this: personal responsibility. If 
someone freely accepts the terms of a 
credit account, he or she ought to 
abide by those terms when it comes 
time to meet the obligations and pay 
back what is owed. If extraordinary 
circumstances strike, debtors ought to 
work in good faith with their creditors 
to establish a reasonable repayment 
plan, assuming they have the means to 
do so. 

The irresponsible thing is for people 
to take something on credit that they 
have no intention of paying for. And 
our laws should not sanction that sort 
of behavior. 

Mr. President, let me turn for a mo-
ment to a few different cases that illus-
trate the point I am making here. 
These are cases that were profiled in 
recent news reports. 

First, there was the case of a New 
York couple with three children. The 
husband was on disability. They could 
easily have qualified for a Chapter 7 
discharge of their debt, but they did 
not want to walk away from their obli-
gations. They chose to repay what they 
could under a Chapter 13 payment plan, 
and they are now paying $375 of their 
$2,125 monthly income to satisfy part 
of their debt. 

An Arizona teacher ended up with 
$45,000 worth of credit-card debt, but 
she was determined to find a way to 
avoid bankruptcy altogether. She put 
it this way: ‘‘When I signed my name, 
that was my promise.’’ She found a 
consumer-credit counseling service to 
help her through tough times, and she 
is now on her way to paying back her 
debt and restoring her credit. 

Compare the New York couple and 
the Arizona teacher to debtors who re-
portedly used credit to buy several 
thousand dollars worth of computer 
equipment, furniture, and an entertain-
ment center. Shortly after buying the 
goods, they sold them, pocketed the 
proceeds, and without applying any-
thing toward their bills, filed for Chap-
ter 7 to erase their debts. 

In another case, a couple allegedly 
ran up more than $2,000 on a charge 
card at the very time they were in-
volved in foreclosure proceedings on 
their home. They apparently knew 
they could not avoid the foreclosure or 
pay off the credit-card charges they 
were incurring. Yet they went ahead 
and ran up their charge cards with the 
expectation that they could escape the 
obligation to repay their debt under 
Chapter 7. 

Mr. President, in the first two in-
stances, we had individuals who 
stepped up to the plate and tried to 
make good on their obligations. In the 

latter two cases, we have individuals 
who seem to be abusing the system, 
running up debt they had no intention 
of repaying. And the way the law works 
now, it is the abusers who benefit 
most. And that abuse costs those who 
responsibly pay their bills as much as 
$400 per household a year. 

What is fair about allowing people 
who have the ability to pay back some 
of their debt to walk away free and 
clear, while the vast majority of people 
pay their bills on time? What is fair 
about letting some people avoid their 
obligations for no good reason, while 
others who experience credit problems 
make some effort to repay? I want to 
emphasize that we need to find a way 
to deal with people who have the abil-
ity to repay their debt, not those who 
are in such dire straights that their 
lives are totally upended. 

Probably the best thing we could do 
would be to establish a simple, up-front 
means test to direct bankruptcy filers 
to the chapter of the Bankruptcy Code 
that best meets their needs. I am talk-
ing about setting up an objective, ad-
ministrative test to separate those who 
are in severe financial straits and truly 
need complete relief under Chapter 7 
from those who are able to repay some 
or all of their debts. 

Here is how this front-end approach 
would work. People who have annual 
incomes of less than 75 percent of the 
national median family income could 
choose between a Chapter 7 discharge 
and a Chapter 13 repayment plan, just 
as they could now. It would be their 
choice. In other words, there would be 
no change at all for people with modest 
incomes. 

But for people who have higher in-
comes, a second test would be applied: 
could they repay all of their secured 
and priority debts and at least 20 per-
cent of their unsecured debts over five 
years? If so, they would have to estab-
lish a repayment plan. If not, they 
could still get protection under Chap-
ter 7. It is as simple and straight-
forward as that. 

We should also create an incentive 
for people who have a pretty good idea 
that they are running into financial 
trouble to avoid running up additional 
debts they will not be able to repay. We 
could do that by making sure that 
debts run up on the eve of bankruptcy 
filings—within 90 days of the filing— 
are non-dischargeable. 

A longer period of time for higher in-
come debtors to pay off their debts is 
also worth considering, as is a stop to 
the so-called ‘‘cram downs’’ of goods to 
values below which any other Amer-
ican would have to pay. 

Mr. President, if someone has the 
ability to repay, he or she should have 
to do so. Bankruptcy protection ought 
to be reserved for those who truly need 
it. I intend to work in the Judiciary 
Committee with Senators HATCH and 
GRASSLEY to craft common sense bank-
ruptcy-reform legislation that address-
es these and other concerns. I hope my 
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colleagues will join this effort to en-
sure that a reform bill can be enacted 
this year.∑ 

f 

RETIREMENT OF JOHN DAPONTE 
∑ Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, on De-
cember 31, 1997, John DaPonte retired 
from U.S. Government service and re-
turned to his home state of Rhode Is-
land after having served at the For-
eign-Trade Zones (FTZ) Board since 
1968. The retirement of a federal offi-
cial happens several times every day. 
However, it is important that John 
DaPonte’s career in government be re-
membered because of the impact that 
he and the Foreign-Trade Zones Board 
have made on U.S. trade policy, U.S. 
companies in the global marketplace, 
and the economic development of a 
wide range of communities in the 
United States. There are few federal 
government officials who have made 
such a direct positive impact on the 
subject they manage. 

The agency for which John DaPonte 
worked, the Foreign-Trade Zones 
Board, is one of the smallest federal 
agencies in Washington, D.C. with only 
nine employees. It is so small that it 
does not have a line item in the federal 
budget. In 1968, Zone projects existed in 
only 6 states and Puerto Rico and were 
very modest in size. Today, Foreign- 
Trade Zones Board activity is in all 50 
states and Puerto Rico. During his ten-
ure at the Board, the agency’s Zone 
projects increased from 9 in 1968 to 560 
in 1997, a yearly growth rate of 221%; 
domestic merchandise receipts grew 
from $18 million in 1966 to $125.6 bil-
lion. An average yearly rate of 24,933%; 
and employment increased from 1200 
jobs in 1968 to 370,000 jobs an average 
yearly growth rate of 1,138%. There are 
few, if any, federal agencies with this 
growth record. John DaPonte deserves 
a thank you for managing an impor-
tant U.S. trade program that grew rap-
idly over the last 30 years with very 
modest resources. 

The Foreign-Trade Zone Program is 
an economic development tool for com-
munities providing financial assistance 
to many troubled U.S. industries, as 
well as to foreign-based firms inter-
ested in establishing U.S. production 
operations, by helping them be com-
petitive in the global marketplace. 
Foreign-Trade Zones place U.S. produc-
tion facilities on an equal footing with 
foreign operations. The benefit of this 
investment is the creation of jobs in 
the U.S. Industry groups become in-
volved in the Foreign-Trade Zone Pro-
gram in order to solve trade problems. 
Major industries involved in the pro-
gram include shipbuilding, motor vehi-
cles, oil refining, pharmaceuticals, and 
information technology. 

The growth of the Foreign-Trade 
Zone Program required a very signifi-
cant amount of effort by the staff of 
the Foreign-Trade Zones Board. The 
Foreign-Trade Zones Act, and laws per-
taining thereto, were amended in the 
1968 to 1997 period on thirteen (13) occa-

sions. Mr. DaPonte implemented many 
new procedures at the Foreign-Trade 
Zones Board including minor boundary 
modifications and grant restrictions to 
assist in managing the very rapid 
growth of the program in a balanced 
manner and without major funding or 
personnel. In 1968, 2 applications for 
new projects were filed. In 1997, 85 ap-
plications were filed. Board Orders ap-
proving new Zone projects grew during 
the period from 3 Board Orders issued 
in 1968 to 78 Board Orders issued in 
1997. 

In order to operate effectively, the 
Foreign-Trade Zones Board works 
closely with a wide range of U.S. gov-
ernment agencies. Most important, is 
the Board’s continuing involvement 
with state and local governmental or-
ganizations that implements most zone 
activity. At a time when we in Wash-
ington are trying to empower states 
and localities, we would do well to look 
at the positive program developed 
under John DaPonte’s leadership. The 
Foreign-Trade Zones Program, from 
the beginning, has been one that ac-
tively engaged states, counties, cities, 
and port authorities on all levels to en-
courage local economic development 
activities. 

It is clear that during John 
DaPonte’s tenure at the Foreign-Trade 
Zones Board, the program experienced 
extraordinary growth. He managed this 
high level of growth effectively with 
extremely modest personnel and budg-
et resources. No other Federal agency 
has created such a positive impact on 
our nation’s balance of trade with such 
limited resources. John DaPonte’s in-
volvement in the federal government is 
a classic example of the federal govern-
ment at its best. Today, we remember 
the positive contributions of John 
DaPonte to U.S. trade. This Congress 
thanks him for his efforts and wishes 
him well in his future endeavors.∑ 

f 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 
Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to Executive session to con-
sider the following nominations on the 
Executive Calendar: Nos. 508 through 
524 and all nominations on the Sec-
retary’s desk in the Air Force, Army, 
Marine Corps and Navy. 

I further ask unanimous consent that 
the nominations be considered and con-
firmed; that the motions to reconsider 
be laid upon the table; that the Presi-
dent be immediately notified of the 
Senate’s action; and that the Senate 
then return to legislative session. 

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

The nominations considered and con-
firmed are as follows: 

IN THE AIR FORCE 
The following named officer for appoint-

ment in the United States Air Force to the 
grade indicated under title 10, U.S.C., section 
624: 

To be major general 

Brig. Gen. Robert C. Hinson, 0000 
The following named officer for appoint-

ment in the United States Air Force to the 
grade indicated under title 10, U.S.C., section 
624: 

To be brigadier general 

Col. Gary A. Winterberger, 0000 
The following Air National Guard of the 

United States officer for appointment in the 
Reserve of the Air Force to the grade indi-
cated under title 10, U.S.C., section 12203: 

To be brigadier general 

Col. Russell C. Axtell, 0000 
The following named officer for appoint-

ment in the United States Air Force to the 
grade indicated under title 10, U.S.C., section 
624: 

To be major general 

Brig. Gen. Garry R. Trexler, 0000 
The following Air National Guard of the 

United States officers for appointment in the 
Reserve of the Air Force to the grade indi-
cated under title 10, U.S.C., section 12203: 

To be major general 

Brig. Gen. Larry K. Arnold, 0000 
Brig. Gen. James H. Bassham, 0000 
Brig. Gen. George F. Scoggins, Jr., 0000 

To be brigadier general 

Col. James F. Barnette, 0000 
Col. Ralph J. Clifft, 0000 
Col. Harold A. Cross, 0000 
Col. Thomas G. Cutler, 0000 
Col. Gilbert R. Dardis, 0000 
Col. Thomas P. Maguire, Jr., 0000 
Col. Barbara J. Nelson, 0000 
Col. Avrum M. Rabin, 0000 
Col. Gary L. Sayler, 0000 
Col. Andrew J. Thompson, IV, 0000 
Col. Harry A. Trosclair, 0000 
Col. Stephen L. Vonderheide, 0000 

The following Air National Guard of the 
United States officers for appointment in the 
Reserve of the Air Force to the grade indi-
cated under title 10, U.S.C., section 12203: 

To be major general 

Brig. Gen. Fred E. Ellis, 0000 
Brig. Gen. Edward R. Jayne, II, 0000 
Brig. Gen. Carl A. Lorenzen, 0000 
Brig. Gen. Richard A. Platt, 0000 
Brig. Gen. John H. Smith, 0000 
Brig. Gen. Irene Trowell-Harris, 0000 

To be brigadier general 

Col. William E. Bonnell, 0000 
Col. Edward H. Greene, II, 0000 
Col. Robert H. Harkins, III, 0000 
Col. James W. Higgins, 0000 
Col. Robert F. Howarth, Jr., 0000 
Col. Thomas C. Hruby, 0000 
Col. Richard S. Kenney, 0000 
Col. Phil P. Leventis, 0000 
Col. Charles A. Morgan, III, 0000 
Col. Jerry W. Ragsdale, 0000 
Col. Lawrence D. Rusconi, 0000 
Col. Richard H. Santoro, 0000 
Col. Wayne L. Schultz, 0000 
Col. Ralph S. Smith, Jr., 0000 
Col. Ronald C. Szarlan, 0000 
Col. James K. Wilson, 0000 
Col. Ruth A. Wong, 0000 

IN THE ARMY 
The following named officer for appoint-

ment in the United States Army to the grade 
indicated while assigned to a position of im-
portance and responsibility under title 10, 
U.S.C., section 601: 

To be lieutenant general 

Maj. Gen. William P. Tangney, 0000 
The following named officer for appoint-

ment in the United States Army to the grade 
indicated while assigned to a position of im-
portance and responsibility under title 10, 
U.S.C., section 601: 
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To be lieutenant general 

Lt. Gen. John M. Keane, 0000 
The following named officer for appoint-

ment in the United States Army to the grade 
indicated while assigned to a position of im-
portance and responsibility under title 10, 
U.S.C., section 601: 

To be lieutenant general 

Maj. Gen. John M. McDuffie, 0000 
The following named officer for appoint-

ment in the United States Army to the grade 
indicated while assigned to a position of im-
portance and responsibility under title 10, 
U.S.C., section 601: 

To be lieutenant general 

Maj. Gen. William F. Kernan, 0000 
The following Army National Guard of the 

United States officer for appointment in the 
Reserve of the Army to the grade indicated 
under title 10, U.S.C., section 12203: 

To be brigadier general 

Col. Joseph W. Godwin, 0000 
The following Army National Guard of the 

United States officers for appointment in the 
Reserve of the Army to the grade indicated 
under title 10, U.S.C., section 12203: 

To be brigadier general 

Col. James E. Caldwell, III, 0000 
Col. Robert C. Hughes, Jr., 0000 

IN THE MARINE CORPS 
The following named officer for appoint-

ment in the Reserve of the United States 
Marine Corps to the grade indicated under 
title 10, U.S.C., section 12203: 

To be major general 

Brig. Gen. Arnold L. Punaro, 0000 
The following named officers for appoint-

ment in the Reserve of the United States 
Marine Corps to the grade indicated under 
title 10, U.S.C., section 12203: 

To be brigadier general 

Col. John w. Bergman, 0000 
Col. John J. McCarthy, Jr., 0000 

The following named officers for appoint-
ment in the United States Marine Corps to 
the grade indicated under title 10, U.S.C., 
section 624: 

To be major general 

Brig. Gen. Martin R. Berndt, 0000 
Brig. Gen. David F. Bice, 0000 
Brig. Gen. Wallace C. Gregson, Jr., 0000 
Brig. Gen. Michael W. Hagee, 0000 
Brig. Gen. Michael A. Hough, 0000 
Brig. Gen. Dennis T. Krupp, 0000 
Brig. Gen. Robert Magnus, 0000 
Brig. Gen. David M. Mize, 0000 
Brig. Gen. Henry P. Osman, 0000 
Brig. Gen. Garry L. Parks, 0000 
Brig. Gen. Randall L. West, 0000 

IN THE NAVY 
The following named officers for appoint-

ment in the United States Navy to the grade 
indicated under title 10, U.S.C., section 624: 

To be rear admiral 

Rear Adm. (lh) Jay A. Campbell, 0000 
Rear Adm. (lh) Robert C. Chaplin, 0000 
Rear Adm. (lh) James C. Dawson, Jr., 0000 
Rear Adm. (lh) Malcolm I. Fages, 0000 
Rear Adm. (lh) Scott A. Fry, 0000 
Rear Adm. (lh) Gregory G. Johnson, 0000 
Rear Adm. (lh) Albert H. Konetzni, Jr., 0000 
Rear Adm. (lh) Joseph J. Krol, Jr., 0000 
Rear Adm. (lh) Richard W. Mayo, 0000 
Rear Adm. (lh) Michael G. Mullen, 0000 
Rear Adm. (lh) Larry D. Newsome, 0000 
Rear Adm. (lh) William W. Pickavance, Jr., 

0000 
Rear Adm. (lh) William L. Putnam, 0000 
Rear Adm. (lh) Paul S. Semko, 0000 
Rear Adm. (lh) Robert G. Sprigg, 0000 
Rear Adm. (lh) Donald A. Weiss, 0000 

Rear Adm. (lh) Richard D. West, 0000 
Rear Adm. (lh) Harry W. Whiton, 0000 
Rear Adm. (lh) Thomas R. Wilson, 0000 
Rear Adm. (lh) George R. Yount, 0000 

The following named officer for appoint-
ment in the United States Navy to the grade 
indicated under title 10, U.S.C., section 624: 

To be rear admiral (lower half) 

Capt. (lh) Kathleen L. Martin, 0000 

IN THE AIR FORCE, ARMY, MARINE CORPS, NAVY 

Air Force nominations beginning Naomi A. 
Behler, and ending Bryce C. Shutt, which 
nominations were received by the Senate and 
appeared in the Congressional Record of No-
vember 6, 1997 

Air Force nominations beginning John G. 
Bitwinski, and ending Gary A. Howell, which 
nominations were received by the Senate and 
appeared in the Congressional Record of Jan-
uary 29, 1998 

Air Force nominations beginning Kurt W. 
Andreason, and ending Rawson L. Wood, 
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record of January 29, 1998 

Air Force nominations beginning David W. 
Arnett, II, and ending Bruce E. Vanderven, 
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record of January 29, 1998 

Air Force nominations beginning John R. 
Abel, and ending Helene R. Yosko, which 
nominations were received by the Senate and 
appeared in the Congressional Record of Feb-
ruary 12, 1998 

Army nominations beginning James P. 
Neely, and ending John C. Warnke, which 
nominations were received by the Senate and 
appeared in the Congressional Record of Jan-
uary 29, 1998 

Army nominations beginning Roland G. 
Alger, and ending Johnniel Young, which 
nominations were received by the Senate and 
appeared in the Congressional Record of Jan-
uary 29, 1998. 

Army nominations beginning Stephen E. 
Castlen, and ending John I. Winn, which 
nominations were received by the Senate and 
appeared in the Congressional Record of Jan-
uary 29, 1998 

Army nominations beginning John P. 
Barbee, and ending Paul L. Vicalvi, which 
nominations were received by the Senate and 
appeared in the Congressional Record of Jan-
uary 29, 1998 

Army nominations beginning Steven G. 
Bolton, and ending Timothy J. Wright, 
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record of January 29, 1998 

Army nomination of Bruce F. Brown, 
which was received by the Senate and ap-
peared in the Congressional Record of Janu-
ary 29, 1998 

Army nominations beginning Donald E. 
Ballard, and ending Merrel W. Yocum, which 
nominations were received by the Senate and 
appeared in the Congressional Record of Jan-
uary 29, 1998 

Army nomination of Morris C. Mckee, Jr., 
which was received by the Senate and ap-
peared in the Congressional Record of Janu-
ary 29, 1998 

Army nominations beginning Edward S. 
Crosbie, and ending Martha A. Sanders, 
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record of January 29, 1998 

Army nominations beginning Gary A. Doll, 
and ending Gordon E. Wise, which nomina-
tions were received by the Senate and ap-
peared in the Congressional Record of Janu-
ary 29, 1998 

Army nominations beginning Benjamin J. 
Adamcik, and ending Joy L. Ziemann, which 
nominations were received by the Senate and 

appeared in the Congressional Record of Jan-
uary 29, 1998 

Army nominations beginning Craig H. An-
derson, and ending Bruce E. Zukauskas, 
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record of January 29, 1998 

Marine Corps nominations beginning Hugh 
J. Bettendorf, and ending William J. Cook, 
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record of January 29, 1998 

Marine Corps nominations beginning 
Charles G. Hughes, II, and ending William S. 
Watkins, which nominations were received 
by the Senate and appeared in the Congres-
sional Record of January 29, 1998 

Marine Corps nomination of Kent J. Keith, 
which was received by the Senate and ap-
peared in the Congressional Record of Janu-
ary 29, 1998 

Navy nomination of Albert W. Schmidt, 
which was received by the Senate and ap-
peared in the Congressional Record of Janu-
ary 29, 1998 

Navy nomination of Jeffery W. Levi, which 
was received by the Senate and appeared in 
the Congressional Record of January 29, 1998 

Navy nominations beginning David 
Avencio, and ending Daniel Way, which 
nominations were received by the Senate and 
appeared in the Congressional Record of Jan-
uary 29, 1998 

f 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
return to legislative session. 

f 

ORDERS FOR TUESDAY, MARCH 3, 
1998 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate completes its business today, it 
stand in adjournment until 10 a.m. on 
Tuesday, March 3; that immediately 
following the prayer, the routine re-
quests through the morning hour be 
granted and the Senate immediately 
proceed to a period for the transaction 
of morning business until 11 a.m., with 
Senators permitted to speak for up to 
10 minutes each, with the following ex-
ceptions: Senator COVERDELL, 20 min-
utes; Senator FEINGOLD, 15 minutes; 
Senator BINGAMAN, 10 minutes. 

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

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I also 
ask unanimous consent that at 11 a.m., 
the Senate resume consideration of S. 
1173, the ISTEA legislation. 

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

Mr. MCCAIN. I further ask unani-
mous consent that the Senate recess 
from 12:30 p.m. until 2:15 p.m. for the 
weekly policy conferences to meet. 

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

f 

PROGRAM 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, in con-
junction with the earlier request, to-
morrow morning the Senate will be in 
a period for morning business from 10 
a.m. to 11 a.m. At 11 a.m., the Senate 
will resume consideration of S. 1173, 
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the ISTEA legislation. Also, under the 
unanimous consent agreement, from 
12:30 p.m. to 2:15 p.m., the Senate will 
recess for the weekly policy luncheons 
to meet. It is hoped that Members will 
be prepared to offer amendments to 
this legislation so substantial progress 
can be made this week. All Members 
will be notified when votes on amend-
ments to S. 1173 are ordered. 

f 

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, if there 

is no further business to come before 
the Senate, I now ask unanimous con-
sent that the Senate stand in adjourn-
ment under the previous order fol-
lowing the remarks of Senator ROBB. 

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

Mr. ROBB addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Virginia. 
f 

READ ACROSS AMERICA DAY 
Mr. ROBB. Mr. President, today 

marks what would have been the 94th 
birthday of the late Dr. Ted Geisel, bet-
ter known to most of us as Dr. Seuss. 
Dr. Seuss has touched and continues to 
touch the lives of millions of people 
with books like ‘‘Horton Hears a Who,’’ 
‘‘One Fish, Two Fish, Red Fish, Blue 
Fish,’’ ‘‘The Cat in the Hat,’’ ‘‘Green 
Eggs and Ham.’’ Dr. Seuss’ work con-
tinues to make reading fun for children 
and their parents. 

While the good doctor is no longer 
with us, he left an invaluable gift: 
works which foster in our children a 
joy and appreciation for books and the 
wonderful treasures contained in them. 

To honor Dr. Seuss and his legacy, 
today has been declared ‘‘Read Across 
America Day,’’ a day when millions of 
students and parents, educators, many 
of our colleagues and others across the 
country have been engaged in hundreds 
of events to renew our Nation’s com-
mitment to literacy and to teach every 
child the importance and joy of read-
ing. 

Today, every child should be in the 
company of an adult who will read to 
him or her. 

Last week, the Senate unanimously 
approved a resolution I submitted, 
along with Senator JEFFORDS, in rec-
ognition of this very special day, and I 
thank the Senator from Vermont for 
his comments this morning about this 
particular event, and several of our col-
leagues who participated actively in it. 

In addition to my 92 colleagues on 
both sides of the aisle who cosponsored 
this resolution, I commend the efforts 
of groups like the American Library 
Association, the National Family Lit-
eracy Council, the National Associa-
tion of Elementary School Principals, 
Reading is Fundamental, the Inter-
national Reading Association, the Boys 
and Girls Clubs of America, the I Have 
a Dream Foundation and the National 
Education Association that have orga-
nized events across the country in sup-
port of this very special day. 

In communities and schools in my 
home State of Virginia, there are at 
least 40 events that I know of to pro-
mote literacy and reading. Tonight in 
Culpeper County, dozens of families 
will attend an event called ‘‘Culpeper 
Reads,’’ where parents and children 
will attend a community dinner 
dressed as their favorite storybook 
characters. 

Parents will have the chance to sign 
their children up for library cards, and 
community members will read with 
families and explain how reading is 
used in their occupations. 

In Hampton, VA, Cooper Elementary 
has planned an all-day event where in-
dividuals will read Dr. Seuss’ books to 
children. And just across the river in 
Alexandria, Mt. Vernon Elementary 
School hosted hundreds of high school 
students and community volunteers as 
they read with elementary students 
there. 

This morning, I visited Mt. Vernon 
Elementary School, where I read some 
of my daughters’ favorite books to a 
class of first graders and to a class of 
fourth graders. 

After that, I also had the pleasure of 
reading to about 50 third graders at 
Patrick Henry Elementary School in 
Arlington. 

This morning, Mr. President, I was 
reminded of how much fun it is to see 
children’s faces light up when you read 
to them. I was delighted to see so many 
individuals at each school committed 
to promoting literacy among our chil-
dren. 

It is my hope that today’s activities 
will motivate individuals to read 
across America, not just today but 
every day. 

Mr. President, the best way we can 
help a child learn to read and want to 
read is by reading to them and with 
them as often as possible. Time and 
again, research has shown that chil-
dren who read aloud in the early years 
with their parents perform better in 
school. 

Experts say that the single most im-
portant activity for building the 
knowledge required for eventual suc-
cess in reading is reading aloud to chil-
dren. Likewise, the effects of illiteracy 
can be devastating. We know now that 
85 percent of high school dropouts and 
85 percent of those in juvenile courts 
are functionally illiterate. Just as 
alarming is the fact that 51 percent of 
American high school graduates are 
functionally illiterate as well. 

In a country with resources as plenti-
ful as ours, the fact that our literacy 
rates are so low is not only shocking; it 
is shameful. 

Mr. President, the earlier in life we 
can interest children in books, the 
sooner we can get children into the 
habit of reading. When children have 
access to books, when their parents are 
involved, and when their communities 
are invested in education, children 
turn to books for information and en-
joyment. 

Reading means empowerment. Help-
ing our children understand the value 

and the pleasure of reading is one of 
the greatest gifts we can ever give 
them. Whether it is to obtain knowl-
edge or to understand history, to expe-
rience adventure or gather inspiration, 
we need our children to love reading. 
But eager and competent readers are 
made, not born. By taking just a half 
hour every day to read with our chil-
dren, we can foster a genuine interest 
in reading that will stay with our chil-
dren throughout their lives. 

In celebrating Dr. Seuss’ birthday 
today, Read Across America Day will 
generate new enthusiasm for reading 
nationwide. I urge every American 
today to spark and rekindle our chil-
dren’s and our communities’ and our 
own interest in reading. 

With that, Mr. President, I yield the 
floor and ask the Senate to proceed 
under the order already agreed to. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 10 A.M. 
TOMORROW 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
stand adjourned until 10 a.m., Tuesday, 
March 3, 1998. 

Thereupon, the Senate, at 6:17 p.m., 
adjourned until Tuesday, March 3, 1998, 
at 10 a.m. 

f 

CONFIRMATIONS 

Executive nominations confirmed by 
the Senate March 2, 1998: 

THE JUDICIARY 

RICHARD L. YOUNG, OF INDIANA, TO BE UNITED 
STATES DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT 
OF INDIANA. 

IN THE AIR FORCE 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES AIR FORCE TO THE GRADE INDI-
CATED UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 

To be major general 

BRIG. GEN. ROBERT C. HINSON, 0000. 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES AIR FORCE TO THE GRADE INDI-
CATED UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 

To be brigadier general 

COL. GARY A. WINTERBERGER, 0000. 

THE FOLLOWING AIR NATIONAL GUARD OF THE UNITED 
STATES OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT IN THE RESERVE 
OF THE AIR FORCE TO THE GRADE INDICATED UNDER 
TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 12203: 

To be brigadier general 

COL. RUSSELL C. AXTELL, 0000. 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES AIR FORCE TO THE GRADE INDI-
CATED UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 

To be major general 

BRIG. GEN. GARRY R. TREXLER, 0000. 

THE FOLLOWING AIR NATIONAL GUARD OF THE UNITED 
STATES OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT IN THE RESERVE 
OF THE AIR FORCE, TO THE GRADE INDICATED UNDER 
TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 12203: 

To be major general 

BRIG. GEN. LARRY K. ARNOLD, 0000. 
BRIG. GEN. JAMES H. BASSHAM, 0000. 
BRIG. GEN. GEORGE F. SCOGGINS, JR., 0000. 

To be brigadier general 

COL. JAMES F. BARNETTE, 0000. 
COL. RALPH J. CLIFFT, 0000. 
COL. HAROLD A. CROSS, 0000. 
COL. THOMAS G. CUTLER, 0000. 
COL. GILBERT R. DARDIS, 0000. 
COL. THOMAS P. MAGUIRE, JR., 0000. 
COL. BARBARA J. NELSON, 0000. 
COL. AVRUM M. RABIN, 0000. 
COL. GARY L. SAYLER, 0000. 
COL. ANDREW J. THOMPSON IV, 0000. 
COL. HARRY A. TROSCLAIR, 0000. 
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COL. STEPHEN L. VONDERHEIDE, 0000. 

THE FOLLOWING AIR NATIONAL GUARD OF THE UNITED 
STATES OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT IN THE RESERVE 
OF THE AIR FORCE TO THE GRADE INDICATED UNDER 
TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 12203: 

To be major general 

BRIG. GEN. FRED E. ELLIS, 0000. 
BRIG. GEN. EDWARD R. JAYNE II, 0000. 
BRIG. GEN. CARL A. LORENZEN, 0000. 
BRIG. GEN. RICHARD A. PLATT, 0000. 
BRIG. GEN. JOHN H. SMITH, 0000. 
BRIG. GEN. IRENE TROWELL-HARRIS, 0000. 

To be brigadier general 

COL. WILLIAM E. BONNELL, 0000. 
COL. EDWARD H. GREENE II, 0000. 
COL. ROBERT H. HARKINS III, 0000. 
COL. JAMES W. HIGGINS, 0000. 
COL. ROBERT F. HOWARTH, JR., 0000. 
COL. THOMAS C. HRUBY, 0000. 
COL. RICHARD S. KENNEY, 0000. 
COL. PHIL P. LEVENTIS, 0000. 
COL. CHARLES A. MORGAN III, 0000. 
COL. JERRY W. RAGSDALE, 0000. 
COL. LAWRENCE D. RUSCONI, 0000. 
COL. RICHARD H. SANTORO, 0000. 
COL. WAYNE L. SCHULTZ, 0000. 
COL. RALPH S. SMITH, JR., 0000. 
COL. RONALD C. SZARLAN, 0000. 
COL. JAMES K. WILSON, 0000. 
COL. RUTH A. WONG, 0000. 

IN THE ARMY 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND 
RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601: 

To be lieutenant general 

MAJ. GEN. WILLIAM P. TANGNEY, 0000. 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND 
RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601: 

To be lieutenant general 

LT. GEN. JOHN M. KEANE, 0000. 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND 
RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601: 

To be lieutenant general 

MAJ. GEN. JOHN M. MC DUFFIE, 0000. 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND 
RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601: 

To be lieutenant general 

MAJ. GEN. WILLIAM F. KERNAN, 0000. 

THE FOLLOWING ARMY NATIONAL GUARD OF THE 
UNITED STATES OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT IN THE RE-
SERVE OF THE ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED UNDER 
TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 12203: 

To be brigadier general 

COL. JOSEPH W. GODWIN, 0000. 

THE FOLLOWING ARMY NATIONAL GUARD OF THE 
UNITED STATES OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT IN THE 
RESERVE OF THE ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 12203: 

To be brigadier general 

COL. JAMES E. CALDWELL III, 0000. 
COL. ROBERT C. HUGHES, JR., 0000. 

IN THE MARINE CORPS 
THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 

IN THE RESERVE OF THE UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS 
TO THE GRADE INDICATED UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SEC-
TION 12203: 

To be major general 

BRIG. GEN. ARNOLD L. PUNARO, 0000. 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE RESERVE OF THE UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS 
TO THE GRADE INDICATED UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SEC-
TION 12203: 

To be brigadier general 

COL. JOHN W. BEEGMAN, 0000. 
COL. JOHN J. MCCARTHY, JR., 0000. 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS TO THE GRADE 
INDICATED UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 

To be major general 

BRIG. GEN. MARTIN R. BERNDT, 0000. 
BRIG. GEN. DAVID F. BICE, 0000. 
BIRG. GEN. WALLACE C. GREGSON, JR., 0000. 
BRIG. GEN. MICHAEL W. HAGEE, 0000. 
BRIG. GEN. MICHAEL A. HOUGH, 0000. 
BRIG. GEN. DENNIS T. KRUPP, 0000. 
BRIG. GEN. ROBERT MAGNUS, 0000. 
BRIG. GEN. DAVID M. MIZE, 0000. 
BRIG. GEN. HENRY P. OSMAN, 0000. 
BRIG GEN. GARRY L. PARKS, 0000. 
BRIG. GEN. RANDALL L. WEST, 0000. 

IN THE NAVY 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 

to be rear admiral 

REAR ADM. (1H) JAY A. CAMPBELL, 0000. 
REAR ADM. (1H) ROBERT C. CHAPLIN, 0000. 
REAR ADM. (LH)JAMES C. DAWSON, JR., 0000. 
REAR ADM. (LH)MALCOLM I. FAGES, 0000. 
REAR ADM. (LH)SCOTT A. FRY, 0000. 
REAR ADM. (LH)GREGORY G. JOHNSON, 0000. 
REAR ADM. (LH)ALBERT H. KONETZNI, JR., 0000. 
REAR ADM. (LH)JOSEPH J. KROL, JR., 0000. 
REAR ADM. (LH)RICHARD W. MAYO, 0000. 
REAR ADM. (LH)MICHAEL G. MULLEN, 0000. 
REAR ADM. (LH)LARRY D. NEWSOME, 0000. 
REAR ADM. (LH)WILLIAM W. PICKAVANCE, JR., 0000. 
REAR ADM. (LH)WILLIAM L. PUTNAM, 0000. 
REAR ADM. (LH)PAUL S. SEMKO, 0000. 
REAR ADM. (LH)ROBERT G. SPRIGG, 0000. 
REAR ADM. (LH)DONALD A. WEISS, 0000. 
REAR ADM. (LH)RICHARD D. WEST, 0000. 
REAR ADM. (LH)HARRY W. WHITON, 0000. 
REAR ADM. (LH)THOMAS R. WILSON, 0000. 
REAR ADM. (LH)GEORGE R. YOUNT, 0000. 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 

To be rear admiral (lower half) 

CAPT. KATHLEEN L. MARTIN, 0000. 

IN THE AIR FORCE 

AIR FORCE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING NAOMI A. 
BEHLER, AND ENDING BRYCE C. SHUTT, WHICH NOMINA-
TIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED 
IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON NOVEMBER 6, 1997. 

AIR FORCE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING JOHN G. 
BITWINSKI, AND ENDING GARY A. HOWELL, WHICH NOMI-
NATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP-
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON JANUARY 
29, 1998. 

AIR FORCE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING KURT W. 
ANDREASON, AND ENDING RAWSON L. WOOD, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP-
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON JANUARY 
29, 1998. 

AIR FORCE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING DAVID W. 
ARNETT II, AND ENDING BRUCE E. VANDERVEN, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP-
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON JANUARY 
29, 1998. 

AIR FORCE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING JOHN R. ABEL, 
AND ENDING HELENE R. YOSKO, WHICH NOMINATIONS 
WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON FEBRUARY 12, 1998. 

IN THE ARMY 

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING JAMES P. NEELY, AND 
ENDING JOHN C. WARNKE, WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE 
RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE CON-
GRESSIONAL RECORD ON JANUARY 29, 1998. 

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING ROLAND G. ALGER, 
AND ENDING JOHNNIE L. YOUNG, WHICH NOMINATIONS 
WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON JANUARY 29, 1998. 

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING STEPHEN E. CASTLEN, 
AND ENDING JOHN I WINN, WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE 
RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE CON-
GRESSIONAL RECORD ON JANUARY 29, 1998. 

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING JOHN P. BARBEE, AND 
ENDING PAUL L. VICALVI, WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE 
RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE CON-
GRESSIONAL RECORD ON JANUARY 29, 1998. 

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING STEVEN G. BOLTON, 
AND ENDING TIMOTHY J. WRIGHT, WHICH NOMINATIONS 
WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON JANUARY 29, 1998. 

ARMY NOMINATION OF BRUCE F. BROWN, WHICH WAS 
RECEIVED IN THE SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE CON-
GRESSIONAL RECORD OF JANUARY 29, 1998. 

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING DONALD E. BALLARD, 
AND ENDING MERREL W. YOCUM, WHICH NOMINATIONS 
WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON JANUARY 29, 1998. 

ARMY NOMINATION OF, MORRIS C. MCKEE, JR., WHICH 
WAS RECEIVED IN THE SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD OF JANUARY 29, 1998. 

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING EDWARD S. CROSBIE, 
AND ENDING MARTHA A. SANDERS, WHICH NOMINATIONS 
WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON JANUARY 29, 1998. 

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING GARY A. DOLL, AND 
ENDING GORDON E. WISE, WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE 
RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE CON-
GRESSIONAL RECORD ON JANUARY 29, 1998. 

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING BENJAMIN J 
ADAMCIK, AND ENDING JOY L ZIEMANN, WHICH NOMINA-
TIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED 
IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON JANUARY 29, 1998. 

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING CRAIG H ANDERSON, 
AND ENDING BRUCE E ZUKAUSKAS, WHICH NOMINATIONS 
WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON FEBRUARY 11, 1998. 

IN THE MARINE CORPS 

MARINE CORPS NOMINATIONS BEGINNING HUGH J. 
BETTENDORF, AND ENDING WILLIAM J. COOK, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP-
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON JANUARY 
29, 1998. 

MARINE CORPS NOMINATIONS BEGINNING CHARLES G. 
HUGHES II, AND ENDING WILLIAM S. WATKINS, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP-
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON JANUARY 
29, 1998. 

MARINE CORPS NOMINATION OF KENT J. KEITH, WHICH 
WAS RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD OF JANUARY 29, 1998. 

IN THE NAVY 

NAVY NOMINATION OF ALBERT W. SCHMIDT, WHICH 
WAS RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD OF JANUARY 29, 1998. 

NAVY NOMINATION OF JEFFERY W. LEVI, WHICH WAS 
RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE CON-
GRESSIONAL RECORD OF JANUARY 29, 1998. 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING DAVID AVENCIO, AND 
ENDING DANIEL WAY, WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RE-
CEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE CON-
GRESSIONAL RECORD ON JANUARY 29, 1998. 
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∑ This ‘‘bullet’’ symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor.

Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor.
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EXTEND THE BENEFITS OF FREE
TRADE

HON. MICHAEL G. OXLEY
OF OHIO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, March 2, 1998
Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Speaker, for those who

missed it, I would like to bring an opinion
piece from the February 26th Wall Street Jour-
nal to the attention of my colleagues. The sub-
ject of the piece is international trade in the
Americas.

Foreign trade is of increasing importance to
Americans and the companies they work for in
today’s global economy. After reviewing the
relevant data, it is only possible to conclude
that North American Free Trade Agreement,
for example, has been of great benefit to
Ohio’s economy. Specifically, Ohio exports to
Canada and Mexico grew 34.7 percent be-
tween 1993 and 1996, and Canada and Mex-
ico have become Ohio’s leading and sixth
most important export markets, respectively.
Exports to our NAFTA trading partners ac-
counted for nearly half of Ohio’s total exports
in 1996.

Fifty percent of the impressive national eco-
nomic growth of the last five years can be at-
tributed to our exports, and the success of
NAFTA has been crucial to this growth. Ohio
jobs supported by exports—which pay 13 to
16 percent higher than the national average
for non-export related jobs—have grown 19
percent since 1992. Finally, U.S. exports to
Canada and Mexico have resulted in an in-
crease of 311,000 jobs for Americans.

It is an economic fact that free trade bene-
fits those on both sides of trading relation-
ships. Again Mr. Speaker, I commend the fol-
lowing column by Sidney Weintraub of CSIS
and Jeff Chisholm of the Bank of Montreal to
the attention of all interested parties.
[From the Wall Street Journal, Feb. 26, 1998]

EXTEND THE BENEFITS OF FREE TRADE

(By Sidney Weintraub and Jeff Chisholm)
The most significant obstacle to the U.S.

further extending its trading relationships
has been the domestic political challenge
posed by vocal critics who assert that freer
trade destroys jobs. Opponents used that ar-
gument in November when they blocked con-
gressional reauthorization of President Clin-
ton’s fast-track authority.

But the facts belie the anti-free-trade rhet-
oric. In the years since the North American
Free Trade Agreement was ratified, unem-
ployment has declined in each of its member
countries—the U.S., Canada and Mexico.

In the U.S., whose economic expansion is
beginning its eighth year, unemployment
has reached its lowest level in a quarter cen-
tury. Canada, emerging from a long reces-
sion, is anticipated to have the highest
growth rate of all G–7 countries in 1998; its
unemployment rate dropped dramatically in
December, to the lowest level in seven years.
Mexico, which only two years ago experi-
enced its worst single-year economic decline
since the Great Depression, rebounded in 1996
and 1997 to its best performance since the
1970s. Its economic growth was 7% last year;

inflation is declining; its stock index is more
than 20% higher than it was a year ago. Un-
employment in the main cities is now below
3.5%.

A recently completed survey of 361 me-
dium-size and large businesses in the U.S.,
Canada and Mexico not only confirms these
macroeconomic trends, but specifically indi-
cates that Nafta has had no adverse impact
on jobs. This survey—to be released next
week by Bank of Montreal; its U.S. subsidi-
ary, Harris Bank; and its Mexican affiliate,
Grupo Fincanciero Bancomer—found that
since Nafta came into effect in 1994, 47% of
all North American businesses have gained
employees while another 41% employ about
the same number. Only 11% of the firms sur-
veyed said that they had lost employees
since 1994; of the 361 firms surveyed, only
one, a U.S. company, directly attributed its
job losses in Nafta. These findings indicate
that increased international opportunities,
coupled with the significant domestic growth
all three economies have experienced in re-
cent years, has fueled job creation across
North America.

Seizing on Nafta’s success, Mexico has
been concluding free-trade agreement with
countries throughout the Western Hemi-
sphere. Canada has concluded a free-trade
agreement with Chile and has plans to ex-
pand its free-trade network further. Of the
three Nafta countries, then, the U.S. stands
alone in its inability to expand its access to
Latin American and Caribbean markets
through trade negotiations. The consequence
is that North American producers will in-
creasingly base their operations in Canada,
Mexico and elsewhere to avoid the discrimi-
nation they would face by exporting directly
from the U.S. American workers will suffer
as a result.

The continuing crisis in Asia makes trade
within the Western Hemisphere more impor-
tant than ever. Already, Canada and Mexico
are the top two destinations for U.S. exports,
and Latin America has become the fastest-
growing regional market for U.S. goods.
Similarly, the U.S. is clearly the most im-
portant destination for Canadian and Mexi-
can goods.

The leaders of the hemisphere will meet in
Santiago, Chile, for the Summit of the
Americas in April, at which they will make
final preparations to negotiate a Free Trade
Area of the Americas. They will look for
leadership from North America, especially
the U.S. If Mr. Clinton arrives in Santiago
without fast-track authority in hand, the
U.S. will be isolated from the current hemi-
spheric trend of market opening and sub-
regional economic integration.

The proposed FTAA is the logical next step
for expanding trade and investment opportu-
nities throughout the hemisphere. It would
be unfortunate if the U.S. squandered the op-
portunity.

f

IN HONOR OF ARCHIMANDRITE
FATHER PAVLOS

HON. CAROLYN B. MALONEY
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, March 2, 1998
Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr. Speaker,

I rise today to pay tribute to Archimandrite Fa-

ther Pavlos on the occasion of his ordination
and enthronement as Metropolitan Pavlos.

On Sunday, March 1, at the ordination cere-
mony, the Holy Synod of the Genuine Ortho-
dox Christians of Greece announced the cre-
ation of a new Metropolis of America, which
will absorb the former Diocese of Astoria. The
newly enthroned Metropolitan Pavlos will rule
the Metropolis.

Metropolitan Pavlos is a life-long resident of
Astoria, which I represent. He was born Petros
Strategeas in 1955 to Panagiotes and the late
Maria Strategeas. He completed his elemen-
tary and secondary education in the United
States and Greece and graduated from the
American Community School in 1977. He
graduated from the College of Theology of the
National and Kapodistriac University of Athens
with a degree in theology in 1978.

In 1979, he was ordained Deacon by the
late Metropolitan Petros of Astoria and re-
named Pavlos. Six years later, in 1985, Pavlos
was ordained Presbyter by the same Metro-
politan and received the title of Archimandrite.

Over the years, Archimandrite Father Pavlos
provided himself to be dedicated to the Astoria
community. At his church, Saint Markella Ca-
thedral, Father Pavlos’ dedication to Astoria’s
children is strongly evident. He began a day
care program for young children at the church
which he hopes to increase; his after-school
homework assistance program has helped
many students.

His magnanimous nature extends far be-
yond Astoria’s young people. Father Pavlos
provides comfort for the sick, refuge for those
in need and assistance to people who are new
to and unfamiliar with Astoria and the United
States. Since 1987, he has maintained direct
contract with the Greek community through a
television program on National Greek Tele-
vision.

Mr. Speaker, I ask that my colleagues rise
with me in this tribute to the newly enthroned
Metropolitan Pavlos of the Genuine Orthodox
Christians of America. His tireless efforts for
Astoria residents and the Greek community is
outstanding. I am proud to have Metropolitan
Pavlos as a constituent.

f

WILMA DEAN OF BARTHOLOMEW
COUNTY, IN

HON. DAVID M. McINTOSH
OF INDIANA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, March 2, 1998

Mr. MCINTOSH. Mr. Speaker, I would like to
share an inspiring story with my colleagues
and the American people about a woman
whose whole life has been full of kindness,
compassion and hard work. Wilma Dean, of
Bartholomew County Indiana, is a Senior
Guest Representative at the Ramada Inn in
Columbus. In her twenty-five years of service
as a Ramada Inn employee Wilma created a
warm atmosphere, for the guests, which was
like a home environment. Wilma accomplished
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this through her courtesy and her ability to be
a team-player. Recently, Wilma was rewarded
for her exceptional job performance. Wilma’s
efforts were identified by the Inn’s sixty-thou-
sand employees. She was one of five employ-
ees to receive a nation-wide award: Hospitality
Employee of the Year. Wilma Dean’s hard
work, dedication and kindness is an important
example for others to follow. Work hard. Be
kind to others. And help your neighbor if you
can.

f

JOE CAPLING: DEDICATED LEAD-
ER, DEVOTED FATHER, TRUE
FRIEND

HON. JAMES A. BARCIA
OF MICHIGAN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, March 2, 1998

Mr. BARCIA. Mr. Speaker, the citizens of
Harbor Beach have lost a dedicated commu-
nity leader, a successful businessman and a
loyal friend with the passing of Joe Capling.
He was truly a unique person and will be
missed by his family and friends.

A Harbor Beach City Council Member for 11
years, Joe was a dedicated public servant and
highly respected community leader. He served
as part of the City’s administration, police, De-
partment of Public Works and negotiation
committees and the Development Finance Au-
thority Board, rarely missing a city council
meeting. People admired Joe and respected
his opinions because they were always well
thought-out and honest decisions.

He was concerned about the city’s growth
and success and supported every effort to im-
prove the prosperity of the area. The town and
the people were his top priorities. He never
wavered on them, even in the face of external
pressures and criticism. It is rare to find an in-
dividual who was so committed to the well-
being of the employees of Harbor Beach and
the well-being of the community.

Joe was very proud of and dedicated to the
successes of his children and grandchildren.
He instilled values that will serve them well
throughout their lives. Because he was so
committed to his family, he owned and oper-
ated the family hotel, Smalley’s with his wife,
Beatrice, who passed away in 1989. It be-
came a friendly hometown bar where the
townspeople loved to congregate. Listening to
Joe’s entertaining stories created a warm and
inviting atmosphere.

As a life member of American Legion Post
No. 197 and its past Commander, Joe held
various offices at the district and regional lev-
els. Joe also found happiness and solitude in
the outdoors, where he loved to fish and hunt.

Mr. Speaker, at a time when there is so
much turmoil in the world, it is comforting to
know that there are still generous people, like
Joe Capling, who care about their community
and serve it with such integrity. Please join me
in remembering and honoring Joe’s legacy.

DEFINING THE NATIONAL
INTEREST

HON. LEE H. HAMILTON
OF INDIANA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, March 2, 1998

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, I would like to
bring to my colleagues’ attention my monthly
newsletter on foreign affairs from February
1998 entitled Defining the National Interest.

The newsletter follows:

DEFINING THE NATIONAL INTEREST

The basic test for judging any foreign pol-
icy decision is easy to state but hard to
apply: Does it serve the American national
interest?

During the Cold War, the guiding principle
of U.S. foreign policy was clear: the contain-
ment of communism. There was broad agree-
ment that the Soviet Union represented a
dire threat to American security and values.
Every foreign policy decision was viewed
through this prism, and defining the na-
tional interest was not difficult.

Today, defining the national interest is
much harder. The Administration has de-
scribed expanding and strengthening the
world’s community of market-based democ-
racies as the goal of American foreign pol-
icy. But this concept is abstract. It gives
only broad guidance to policy makers who
have to make the tough decisions.

Every government in the world wants to
involve the United States in solving its prob-
lems. Yet even the world’s only superpower
cannot solve every problem or address every
tragedy—the American people will never
support such a role. The President and his
advisers must decide which issues matter for
the United States, and which do not. A deci-
sion to invest time and resources—or to risk
the lives of young Americans—must be based
on a hard analysis of the U.S. national inter-
est.

The national interest has several compo-
nents:

First, to preserve the territorial integrity
of the United States and the safety and secu-
rity of its people. Peace requires a strong
U.S. deterrent and a balance of power.

Second, to sustain U.S. economic prosper-
ity. To continue to improve the standard of
living and the quality of life for all Ameri-
cans, the U.S. must open markets and ad-
vance the principles of the free market. We
also need to be able to react to financial cri-
ses, whether they are in Latin America or
Asia, in order to minimize their domestic
impact.

Third, to promote democratic values. U.S.
support for freedom, individual rights, the
rule of law and democratic institutions
around the world helps secure peace and sta-
bility among states, and advance human
rights within states.

Fourth, to promote basic human rights—
such as freedom from starvation and geno-
cide, religious freedom, and freedom of polit-
ical expression. The importance of human
rights should not be underestimated. Rights
abuses not only violate core U.S. values and
ideals—they undermine stability in nations
and regions where other U.S. interests are at
stake.

Finally, to protect the health and welfare
of the American people. The free flow of peo-
ple and products around the globe means
that Americans are no longer isolated from
dangers elsewhere, including international
crime, drugs, terrorism, and communicable
diseases.

No other country in the world has such
broadly defined national interests as the

United States. Our interests are at stake in
every corner of the world and every sector of
human life. On every continent the U.S. has
multiple political, economic, strategic and
humanitarian interests. When confronted
with the many threats to the national inter-
est—as the United States is confronted each
day—we must prioritize those interests or be
overwhelmed by them.

Priorities. Not all interests fall into the
same categories. Some U.S. interests are
vital. Vital means that you are prepared to
go to war, if necessary, to defend them. Vital
interests include protecting the people and
territory of the United States from nuclear,
biological, chemical (NBC) or conventional
military attack. They include preventing
any hostile power from dominating Europe,
the Middle East, Asia or the high seas—as we
did in World War II and the Cold War. Some
interests are vital, even if force cannot pro-
tect them, such as preventing a catastrophic
collapse of the world economy and financial
system.

The United States also has several very
important interests: to prevent the prolifera-
tion of NBC weapons and missiles anywhere;
to maintain strong ties with our neighbors
in the hemisphere and our allies in Europe
and Asia; to help resolve regional conflicts;
to advance stability in Africa; to promote
democracy and the rule of law; to foster U.S.
prosperity through free markets and an open
trading system; and to promote respect for
human rights.

The United States has other important in-
terests, which we cannot disregard without
jeopardizing our long-term security. These
include several transnational issues: fighting
international drugs, crime and terrorism; re-
ducing disease and global poverty; protecting
the environment; and addressing population
growth.

Resources. Setting priorities among these
competing interests guides resource alloca-
tion. We need to determine what resources—
both human and material—we are prepared
to risk or expend to protect the American
national interest. Meeting all of the chal-
lenges to U.S. foreign policy requires dif-
ficult decisions in allocating scarce re-
sources. We simply cannot do it all.

Judgment. When considering the question
of the national interest, there is no sub-
stitute for sound judgment and political
leadership. Americans often have competing
views about which interests should domi-
nate, and what level of resources to commit.
Presidential leadership in sorting out these
questions is critical.

The President conducts American foreign
policy. He has the principal burden of per-
suading the Congress and the American peo-
ple about the threat to the national interest,
and convincing the public that his chosen
course of action will protect those interests
at an acceptable cost.

Conclusion. Focusing on the question of
the U.S. national interest will not—and can-
not—resolve all differences over foreign pol-
icy. Reasonable people will disagree about
priorities and resources. But asking the
right questions will help us arrive at better
answers.

f

TRIBUTE TO ISABELLE GLEN-
LAMBERT

HON. HOWARD L. BERMAN
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, March 2, 1998

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I invite my col-
leagues to join me in congratulating Isabelle
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Glen-Lambert, who is surely one of the young-
est political activists in California.

Isabelle—just seven years old—led a suc-
cessful petition drive in her school to allow all
students fair access to all of the playground
equipment.

I am not surprised to see such political so-
phistication in one so young, considering that
here grandfather, my long time friend Bill Lam-
bert, is the Director of Governmental Relations
for the United Teachers of Los Angeles.

It is clear that Isabelle has inherited Bill’s
endless energy, imagination and determina-
tion, and perhaps has even outdone him!

Mr. Speaker, Isabelle’s extraordinary ac-
complishment was chronicled in the Los Ange-
les Daily News in the following story. I rec-
ommend it to my colleagues as a shining ex-
ample of that wonderful old saying, ‘‘where
there’s a will, there’s a way.’’

PLAYTIME POLITICS AT WORK—7-YEAR-OLD

SHOWS LOBBYIST’S ACUMEN

(By Terri Hardy)

Like any good lobbyist, Isabelle Glen-Lam-
bert has roamed the hallways of the state
Capitol, schmoozed with legislators and
passed out her business card along the way.

Her most successful foray into activism so
far: She directed a petition drive at Calvert
Elementary School in Woodland Hills that
won students fair access to use all of the
playground equipment.

Isabelle is 7—perhaps the youngest politi-
cal activist in the Los Angeles Unified
School District. She comes by it naturally:
Her grandfather is Bill Lambert, lobbyist for
United Teachers Los Angeles.

‘‘Isabelle’s been weaned on the legislative
process,’’ said her dad, Floyd Glen-Lambert.

The second-grader’s most impressive cam-
paign began last month, when Calvert’s prin-
cipal announced that the school’s play-
ground equipment was no longer going to be
open to all students by grade level.

The principal had found that too many
children were using the equipment at the
same time, causing some to get hurt. So
without consulting students, she directed
that only those children seen behaving well
would be awarded with a ticket and allowed
to play there.

‘‘I didn’t get real upset until I started talk-
ing it out with my friends,’’ said the spunky
Isabelle. ‘‘It wasn’t fair that you had to get
those dumb tags.’’

Isabelle stewed about the problem, but
knew that it was possible to change the sys-
tem. After all, she’d been to Sacramento
with her grandfather, watching high-powered
deal making.

She’d talked to politicians herself, handing
out her own ‘‘lobbyist’’ cards, that her fa-
ther—a commercial printer—had made.

(Asked about her grandfather, Isabelle had
a quick response: ‘‘He’s never been a law—
he’s still a Bill,’’ then let out a guffaw.)

A possible solution to the playground prob-
lem dawned when Isabelle’s mother remem-
bered that as a youngster, she had circulated
a petition among her classmates so girls
would be allowed to wear pants at school.

One morning at breakfast, Isabelle shared
her plan—‘‘Daddy, I’ve made my decision,
I’m going to make a petition.’’

‘‘We kicked it around a little bit, she wrote
it, and put it on a clipboard,’’ Glen-Lambert
said.

Her first signature came from her 5-year-
old sister, Rosie. Several names later, she
walked into the principal’s office.

‘‘I wanted to give her the biggest hug,’’
said Calvert Principal Shelley Rivlin-Hollis.
‘‘It indicated she had a real sense of security
here, and also that she had an understanding
of the democratic process.’’

Rivlin-Hollis decided that the best way to
handle the petition—the first she’d gotten as
principal there—was to have the school’s
student council debate the issue.

Representatives from grades three to five
chose sides of the question and then inter-

viewed students, teachers and yard monitors
to back up their arguments. The ‘‘great de-
bate’’ was held in early December.

Those on the ‘‘pro’’ side argued that more
children got hurt under the old system,
which allowed use of the apparatus by rotat-
ing the chance to play on the equipment
grade level by grade level.

‘‘Less people got hurt when it was an
award, in fact, no one got hurt then,’’ said
Rocio Carbajal, a 10-year-old student council
member.

But Derrik Clark, 11, countered that ‘‘no
matter what kind of area, if kids aren’t care-
ful, they’re going to get hurt.’’

Jerry Johnson, 10, tipped the scales when
he argued that everyone should have access.

‘‘Even when some people are bad, they still
want to play there,’’ he said.

In a close vote, the council supported
Isabelle’s petition—with the new proviso
that it would now be rotated by classroom,
not based on grade level or good behavior,
keeping the amount of children in the area
down and limiting the chance of injury.

‘‘Kids identified the issue and solved the
problem, everyone was happy with the reso-
lution,’’ Rivlin-Hollis said.

Glen-Lambert said he was thrilled that the
children were allowed their say.

‘‘We have shared decision making at this
school, but sometimes people forget about
the children,’’ Glen-Lambert said.

And Isabelle? She was happy just to get
back on the monkey bars.

‘‘Look around this place,’’ said Isabelle,
gesturing at the wide expanse of blacktop
playground. ‘‘Do you see anything else good
to play on?’’

Although pleased with the experience, it
hasn’t swayed the little girl from her aspira-
tion to become a singer.

‘‘Would I like to be a lobbyist? No,’’ she
said. ‘‘When I went up to Sacramento, it
seemed like a lot of work.’’
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SENATE COMMITTEE MEETINGS

Title IV of Senate Resolution 4,
agreed to by the Senate on February 4,
1977, calls for establishment of a sys-
tem for a computerized schedule of all
meetings and hearings of Senate com-
mittees, subcommittees, joint commit-
tees, and committees of conference.
This title requires all such committees
to notify the Office of the Senate Daily
Digest—designated by the Rules Com-
mittee—of the time, place, and purpose
of the meetings, when scheduled, and
any cancellations or changes in the
meetings as they occur.

As an additional procedure along
with the computerization of this infor-
mation, the Office of the Senate Daily
Digest will prepare this information for
printing in the Extensions of Remarks
section of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
on Monday and Wednesday of each
week.

Meetings scheduled for Tuesday,
March 3, 1998, may be found in the
Daily Digest of today’s RECORD.

MEETINGS SCHEDULED

MARCH 4

9:30 a.m.
Rules and Administration

To hold hearings on S. 1578, to make
available on the Internet, for the pur-
poses of access and retrieval by the
public, certain information available
through the Congressional Research
Service web site, and on the fiscal year
1999 budget request for the operation of
the Library of Congress, and on pro-
posed legislation authorizing funds for
the American Folklife Center.

SR–301
10:00 a.m.

Appropriations
Commerce, Justice, State, and the Judici-

ary Subcommittee
To hold hearings on proposed budget es-

timates for fiscal year 1999 for the De-
partment of Commerce.

S–146, Capitol
Armed Services
Airland Forces Subcommittee

To hold hearings to examine military
transformation initiatives.

SR–222
Armed Services
Readiness Subcommittee

To hold hearings on the ongoing com-
petitions to determine the dispositions
workloads currently performed at Sac-
ramento and San Antonio Air Logistics
Centers.

SH–216
Energy and Natural Resources

To hold hearings on the President’s pro-
posed budget request for fiscal year
1999 for the Department of Energy.

SD–366
Judiciary

To hold hearings to review the national
drug control strategy.

SD–226
10:30 a.m.

Appropriations
Defense Subcommittee

To hold hearings on proposed budget es-
timates for fiscal year 1999 for the De-
partment of Defense, focusing on Air
Force programs.

SD–192

2:00 p.m.
Armed Services
Personnel Subcommittee

To hold hearings on proposed legislation
authorizing funds for fiscal year 1999
for the Department of Defense and the
future years defense program, focusing
on recruiting and retention policies.

SR–222
Armed Services
Acquisition and Technology Subcommittee

To hold hearings on proposed legislation
authorizing funds for fiscal year 1999
for the Department of Defense and the
future years defense program, focusing
on policies of the industrial and tech-
nology base supporting national de-
fense.

SR–232A
Foreign Relations
East Asian and Pacific Affairs Subcommit-

tee
To hold hearings to examine the World

Trade Organization film case and its
ramifications for United States-Japan
relations.

SD–419
Judiciary
Antitrust, Business Rights, and Competi-

tion Subcommittee
To hold hearings on the implementation

of the Telecommunications Act of 1996,
focusing on section 271.

SD–226
2:30 p.m.

Select on Intelligence
To hold hearings to examine issues with

regard to biological weapons threat to
the United States.

SH–216

MARCH 5

9:00 a.m.
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry

To hold hearings to examine the global
warming agreement recently reached
in Kyoto, Japan and its effect on the
agricultural economy.

SR–332
9:30 a.m.

Appropriations
VA, HUD, and Independent Agencies Sub-

committee
To hold hearings on proposed budget es-

timates for fiscal year 1999 for the Cor-
poration for National and Community
Service, and the Federal Emergency
Management Agency.

SD–138
Commerce, Science, and Transportation

To resume hearings to examine the scope
and depth of the proposed settlement
between State Attorneys General and
tobacco companies to mandate a total
reformation and restructuring of how
tobacco products are manufactured,
marketed, and distributed in America.

SR–253
Energy and Natural Resources

To hold hearings on the President’s pro-
posed budget request for fiscal year
1999 for the Department of the Interior.

SD–366
10:00 a.m.

Appropriations
Commerce, Justice, State, and the Judici-

ary Subcommittee
To hold hearings on proposed budget es-

timates for fiscal year 1999 for the Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Ad-
ministration, Department of Com-
merce, and the Small Business Admin-
istration.

S–146, Capitol

Appropriations
Transportation Subcommittee

To hold hearings to examine barriers to
airline competition.

SD–124
Armed Services

To hold open and closed (SR–222) hear-
ings on the role of the Department of
Defense in countering the
transnational threats of the 21st cen-
tury, including terrorism, narco-traf-
ficking, and weapons of mass destruc-
tion.

SH–216
Judiciary

Business meeting, to consider pending
calendar business.

SD–226
Labor and Human Resources
Children and Families Subcommittee

To hold hearings to examine after school
child care options.

SD–430
1:30 p.m.

Appropriations
Treasury, Postal Service, and General Gov-

ernment Subcommittee
To hold hearings on proposed budget es-

timates for fiscal year 1999 for the In-
ternal Revenue Service, Treasury De-
partment.

SD–124
2:00 p.m.

Appropriations
Labor, Health and Human Services, and

Education Subcommittee
To hold hearings on proposed budget es-

timates for fiscal year 1999 for the De-
partment of Education.

SD–192
Commerce, Science, and Transportation
Science, Technology, and Space Sub-

committee
To hold hearings to examine the com-

mercialization of space.
SR–253

Foreign Relations
European Affairs Subcommittee
Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs Sub-

committee
To hold hearings to examine the conflict

in the Caucasus.
SD–419

Judiciary
Immigration Subcommittee

To hold oversight hearings on the Immi-
gration and Naturalization Service, fo-
cusing on proposals to reform the natu-
ralization process.

SD–226
3:00 p.m.

Appropriations
Labor, Health and Human Services, and

Education Subcommittee
To continue hearings on proposed budget

estimates for fiscal year 1999 for the
Department of Education, focusing on
security on campus.

SD–192

MARCH 6

9:30 a.m.
Judiciary

To hold hearings on civil liability provi-
sions of S. 1530, to resolve ongoing to-
bacco litigation, to reform the civil
justice system responsible for adju-
dicating tort claims against companies
that manufacture tobacco products,
and establish a national tobacco policy
for the United States that will decrease
youth tobacco use and reduce the mar-
keting of tobacco products to young
Americans (pending on Senate cal-
endar).

SD–226
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MARCH 9

1:00 p.m.
Governmental Affairs
Oversight of Government Management, Re-

structuring and the District of Colum-
bia Subcommittee

To hold hearings to examine the current
operation of the District of Columbia
public school system.

SD–342
Special on Aging

To hold hearings to examine how retire-
ment of the baby boomer generation
will impact the demand for long-term
care, the ability of public budgets to
provide those services, and the pro-
jected retirement income of baby
boomers.

SD–562
2:00 p.m.

Judiciary
Youth Violence Subcommittee

To hold hearings to examine the pro-
posed effectiveness of the provisions of
S. 10, to reduce violent juvenile crime,
promote accountability by juvenile
criminals, and punish and deter violent
gang crime (pending on Senate cal-
endar).

SD–226

MARCH 10

9:00 a.m.
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry

To hold hearings to examine the current
Federal crop insurance program and
proposals to improve the system.

SR–332
9:30 a.m.

Appropriations
Military Construction Subcommittee

To hold hearings on proposed budget es-
timates for fiscal year 1999 for military
construction programs, focusing on Air
Force and Navy projects.

SD–124
10:00 a.m.

Appropriations
Agriculture, Rural Development, and Re-

lated Agencies Subcommittee
To hold hearings on proposed budget es-

timates for fiscal year 1999 for the Food
and Nutrition Service, Department of
Agriculture.

SD–138
Appropriations
Commerce, Justice, State, and the Judici-

ary Subcommittee
To hold hearings to examine proposals to

prevent child exploitation.
SD–192

Armed Services
SeaPower Subcommittee

To hold hearings on proposed legislation
authorizing funds for fiscal year 1999
for the Department of Defense and the
future years defense program, focusing
on littoral warfare missions in the 21st
century.

SR–222
Labor and Human Resources

Business meeting, to mark up S. 1648, to
provide for reductions in youth smok-
ing, for advancements in tobacco-relat-
ed research, and the development of
safer tobacco products, and to consider
pending nominations.

SD–430
2:00 p.m.

Appropriations
Energy and Water Development Sub-

committee
To hold hearings on proposed budget es-

timates for fiscal year 1999 for the De-
partment of Energy, focusing on re-
search and efficiency programs.

SD–116

MARCH 11

9:00 a.m.
Armed Services
Readiness Subcommittee

To resume hearings on proposed legisla-
tion authorizing funds for fiscal year
1999 for the Department of Defense and
the future years defense program, fo-
cusing on environmental and military
contruction programs.

SR–232A
9:30 a.m.

Indian Affairs
Business meeting, to mark up those pro-

visions which fall within the commit-
tee’s jurisdiction as contained in the
President’s proposed budget for fiscal
year 1999 with a view towards making
its recommendations to the Committee
on the Budget, and proposed legislation
relating to the proposed tobacco settle-
ment; to be followed by an oversight
hearing on sovereign immunity, focus-
ing on contracts involving Indian
tribes and alleged difficulties in col-
lecting State retail taxes.

SH–216
10:00 a.m.

Appropriations
Defense Subcommittee

To hold hearings on proposed budget es-
timates for fiscal year 1999 for the De-
partment of Defense, focusing on Navy
and Marine Corps programs.

SD–192
2:00 p.m.

Armed Services
Personnel Subcommittee

To resume hearings on proposed legisla-
tion authorizing funds for fiscal year
1999 for the Department of Defense and
the future years defense program, fo-
cusing on the defense health program.

SR–222

MARCH 12

9:00 a.m.
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry

To hold hearings on proposed legislation
authorizing funds for child nutrition
programs.

SR–332
9:30 a.m.

Appropriations
VA, HUD, and Independent Agencies Sub-

committee
To hold hearings on proposed budget es-

timates for fiscal year 1999 for the De-
partment of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment, and the Community Develop-
ment Financial Institute.

SD–138
Appropriations
Legislative Branch Subcommittee

To hold hearings on proposed budget es-
timates for fiscal year 1999 for the
Joint Committee on Printing, the
Joint Economic Committee, the Joint
Committee on Taxation, the Sergeant
at Arms, the Library of Congress and
the Congressional Research Service,
and the Office of Compliance.

S–128, Capitol
Appropriations
Treasury, Postal Service, and General Gov-

ernment Subcommittee
To hold hearings on proposed budget es-

timates for fiscal year 1999 for the
Treasury Department.

SD–192
Armed Services
Acquisition and Technology Subcommittee

To hold hearings on proposed legislation
authorizing funds for fiscal year 1999
for the Department of Defense and the

future years defense program, focusing
on science and technology programs.

SR–222
Commerce, Science, and Transportation

Business meeting, to mark up proposed
legislation relating to the proposed set-
tlement between State Attorneys Gen-
eral and tobacco companies to mandate
a total reformation and restructuring
of how tobacco products are manufac-
tured, marketed, and distributed in
America, and to consider other pending
calendar business.

SR–253
Labor and Human Resources
Public Health and Safety Subcommittee

To hold hearings to assess the quality
and technology of the Agency for
Health Care Policy and Research.

SD–430
10:00 a.m.

Appropriations
Commerce, Justice, State, and the Judici-

ary Subcommittee
To hold hearings on proposed budget es-

timates for fiscal year 1999 for the Su-
preme Court, and the Judiciary.

S–146, Capitol

MARCH 17

9:00 a.m.
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry

To resume hearings on proposed legisla-
tion authorizing funds for child nutri-
tion programs, focusing on the Women,
Infants, and Children (WIC) program.

SR–332
9:30 a.m.

Appropriations
Energy and Water Development Sub-

committee
To hold hearings on proposed budget es-

timates for fiscal year 1999 for the De-
partment of Energy’s enivronmental
management program.

SD–116
10:00 a.m.

Appropriations
Agriculture, Rural Development, and Re-

lated Agencies Subcommittee
To hold hearings on proposed budget es-

timates for fiscal year 1999 for the Food
Safety and Inspection Service, Animal
and Plant Health Inspection Service,
Agriculture Marketing Service, and the
Grain Inspection, Packers and Stock-
yards Administration, all of the De-
partment of Agriculture.

SD–138
Appropriations
Commerce, Justice, State, and the Judici-

ary Subcommittee
To hold hearings on proposed budget es-

timates for fiscal year 1999 for the
United Nations.

S–146, Capitol
Labor and Human Resources

To hold hearings to examine retirement
security issues.

SD–430
10:30 a.m.

Appropriations
Foreign Operations Subcommittee

To hold hearings on proposed budget es-
timates for fiscal year 1999 for foreign
assistance programs, focusing on inter-
national narcotics.

SD–124
2:30 p.m.

Armed Services
SeaPower Subcommittee

To hold hearings on proposed legislation
authorizing funds for fiscal year 1999
for the Department of Defense and the
future years defense program, focusing
on ship acquisition.

SR–222
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MARCH 18

9:30 a.m.
Appropriations
Labor, Health and Human Services, and

Education Subcommittee
To hold hearings on proposed budget es-

timates for fiscal year 1999 for the De-
partment of Labor.

SD–138
Labor and Human Resources

Business meeting, to consider pending
calendar business.

SD–430
Veterans’ Affairs

To hold joint hearings with the House
Committee on Veterans Affairs to re-
view the legislative recommendations
of the Disabled American Veterans.

345 Cannon Building
Indian Affairs

To hold oversight hearings on the imple-
mentation of the Indian Arts and
Crafts Act (P.L. 101-644).

SR–485
10:00 a.m.

Appropriations
Defense Subcommittee

To hold hearings on proposed budget es-
timates for fiscal year 1999 for the De-
partment of Defense, focusing on Na-
tional Guard programs.

SD–192

MARCH 19
9:30 a.m.

Appropriations
VA, HUD, and Independent Agencies Sub-

committee
To hold hearings on proposed budget es-

timates for fiscal year 1999 for the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs, and
cemeterial expenses for the Army.

SD–138
Appropriations
Legislative Branch Subcommittee

To hold hearings on proposed budget es-
timates for fiscal year 1999 for the Ar-
chitect of the Capitol, the General Ac-
counting Office, and the Government
Printing Office.

S–128, Capitol
10:00 a.m.

Appropriations
Commerce, Justice, State, and the Judici-

ary Subcommittee
To hold hearings on proposed budget es-

timates for the Federal Communica-
tions Commission, and the Securities
and Exchange Commission.

S–146, Capitol
Appropriations
Transportation Subcommittee

To hold hearings on proposed budget es-
timates for fiscal year 1999 for the De-
partment of Transportation.

SD–124
Labor and Human Resources

To hold oversight hearings on the imple-
mentation of the Health Insurance
Portability and Accountability Act.

SD–430
2:00 p.m.

Judiciary
Antitrust, Business Rights, and Competi-

tion Subcommittee
To hold hearings to examine inter-

national aviation agreements and anti-
trust immunity implications.

SD–226

MARCH 24

9:30 a.m.
Appropriations
Energy and Water Development Sub-

committee
To hold hearings on proposed budget es-

timates for fiscal year 1999 for the Corp

of Engineers, and the Bureau of Rec-
lamation, Department of the Interior.

SD–116
10:00 a.m.

Appropriations
Agriculture, Rural Development, and Re-

lated Agencies Subcommittee
To hold hearings on proposed budget es-

timates for fiscal year 1999 for the
Farm Service Agency, Foreign Agricul-
tural Service, and the Risk Manage-
ment Agency, all of the Department of
Agriculture.

SD–138
Appropriations
Transportation Subcommittee

To hold hearings on proposed budget es-
timates for fiscal year 1999 for AM-
TRAK, focusing on the future of AM-
TRAK.

SD–192
Labor and Human Resources

To hold hearings to examine health care
quality issues.

SD–430
10:30 a.m.

Appropriations
Foreign Operations Subcommittee

To hold hearings on proposed budget es-
timates for fiscal year 1999 for foreign
assistance programs, focusing on infec-
tious diseases.

SD–124

MARCH 25
9:30 a.m.

Veterans’ Affairs
To hold joint hearings with the House

Committee on Veterans Affairs to re-
view the legislative recommendations
of AMVETS, the American Ex-Pris-
oners of War, the Vietnam Veterans of
America, and the Retired Officers Asso-
ciation.

345 Cannon Building
Indian Affairs

To hold hearings to examine Indian gam-
ing issues.

SH–216
10:00 a.m.

Appropriations
Defense Subcommittee

To hold hearings on proposed budget es-
timates for fiscal year 1999 for the De-
partment of Defense, focusing on Army
programs.

SD–192

MARCH 26

9:30 a.m.
Appropriations
Labor, Health and Human Services, and

Education Subcommittee
To hold hearings on proposed budget es-

timates for fiscal year 1999 for the De-
partment of Health and Human Serv-
ices.

SD–138
Appropriations
Treasury, Postal Service, and General Gov-

ernment Subcommittee
To hold hearings on proposed budget es-

timates for fiscal year 1999 for the Of-
fice of National Drug Control Policy.

SD–192
Labor and Human Resources
Children and Families Subcommittee

To hold hearings on the Head Start edu-
cation program.

SD–430

MARCH 31

9:30 a.m.
Energy and Natural Resources

To hold hearings on S. 1100, to amend the
Covenant to Establish a Common-
wealth of the Northern Mariana Islands

in Political Union with the United
States of America, the legislation ap-
proving such covenant, and S. 1275, to
implement further the Act (Public Law
94-241) approving the Covenant to Es-
tablish a Commonwealth of the North-
ern Mariana Islands in Political Union
with the United States of America.

SD–366
10:00 a.m.

Appropriations
Agriculture, Rural Development, and Re-

lated Agencies Subcommittee
To hold hearings on proposed budget es-

timates for fiscal year 1999 for the
Commodity Futures Trading Commis-
sion and the Food and Drug Adminis-
tration.

SD–138
Appropriations
Commerce, Justice, State, and the Judici-

ary Subcommittee
To hold hearings on proposed budget es-

timates for fiscal year 1999 for the De-
partment of Justice’s counterterrorism
programs.

SD–192
Labor and Human Resources

To hold hearings to examine issues relat-
ing to charter schools.

SD–430
10:30 a.m.

Appropriations
Foreign Operations Subcommittee

To hold hearings on proposed budget es-
timates for fiscal year 1999 for foreign
assistance programs, focusing on the
Caspian energy program.

SD–124

APRIL 1

9:30 a.m.
Indian Affairs

To hold oversight hearings on barriers to
credit and lending in Indian country.

SR–485
10:00 a.m.

Appropriations
Defense Subcommittee

To hold hearings on proposed budget es-
timates for fiscal year 1999 for Depart-
ment of Defense medical programs.

SD–192
2:00 p.m.

Judiciary
Antitrust, Business Rights, and Competi-

tion Subcommittee
To hold hearings to examine competition

and concentration in the cable/video
markets.

SD–226

APRIL 2

9:00 a.m.
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry

To hold hearings on S. 1323, to regulate
concentrated animal feeding oper-
ations for the protection of the envi-
ronment and public health.

SR–332
9:30 a.m.

Appropriations
Labor, Health and Human Services, and

Education Subcommittee
To hold hearings on proposed budget es-

timates for fiscal year 1999 for the Na-
tional Institutes of Health, Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services.

SD–138
10:00 a.m.

Appropriations
Transportation Subcommittee

To hold hearings to examine airline
ticketing practices.

SD–124
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APRIL 21

10:30 a.m.
Appropriations
Foreign Operations Subcommittee

To hold hearings on proposed budget es-
timates for fiscal year 1999 for foreign
assistance, focusing on crime pro-
grams.

Room to be announced

APRIL 22
9:30 a.m.

Indian Affairs
To hold oversight hearings on Title V

amendments to the Indian Self-Deter-
mination and Education Assistance
Act of 1975.

SR–485
10:00 a.m.

Appropriations
Defense Subcommittee

To hold hearings on proposed budget es-
timates for fiscal year 1999 for the De-
partment of Defense, focusing on the
Ballistic Missile Defense program.

SD–192

APRIL 23
9:30 a.m.

Appropriations
Energy and Water Development Sub-

committee
To hold hearings on proposed budget es-

timates for fiscal year 1999 for the Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Adminis-
tration.

SD–138

APRIL 28

10:30 a.m.
Appropriations
Foreign Operations Subcommittee

To hold hearings on proposed budget es-
timates for foreign assistance pro-
grams, focusing on Bosnia.

Room to be announced

APRIL 29

9:30 a.m.
Indian Affairs

To resume hearings to examine Indian
gaming issues.

Room to be announced
10:00 a.m.

Appropriations
Defense Subcommittee

To hold hearings on proposed budget es-
timates for fiscal year 1999 for the De-
partment of Defense, focusing on Bos-
nian assistance.

SD–192

APRIL 30

9:30 a.m.
Appropriations
VA, HUD, and Independent Agencies Sub-

committee
To hold hearings on proposed budget es-

timates for fiscal year 1999 for the
Envrionmental Protection Agency, and
the Council on Environmental Quality.

SD–138

MAY 5

10:30 a.m.
Appropriations
Foreign Operations Subcommittee

To hold hearings on proposed budget es-
timates for fiscal year 1999 for foreign
assistance programs.

Room to be announced

MAY 6

10:00 a.m.
Appropriations
Defense Subcommittee

To hold hearings on proposed budget es-
timates for fiscal year 1999 for the De-
partment of Defense, focusing on the
U.S. Pacific Command.

SD–192

MAY 7

9:30 a.m.
Appropriations
Energy and Water Development Sub-

committee
To hold hearings on proposed budget es-

timates for fiscal year 1999 for the Na-
tional Science Foundation, and the Of-
fice of Science and Technology.

SD–138

MAY 11

2:00 p.m.
Appropriations
Defense Subcommittee

To hold hearings on proposed budget es-
timates for fiscal year 1999 for the De-
partment of Defense.

SD–192

MAY 13

10:00 a.m.
Appropriations
Defense Subcommittee

To hold hearings on proposed budget es-
timates for fiscal year 1999 for the De-
partment of Defense.

SD–192

OCTOBER 6

9:30 a.m.
Veterans’ Affairs

To hold joint hearings with the House
Committee on Veterans Affairs on the
legislative recommendations of the
American Legion.

345 Cannon Building
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Daily Digest
HIGHLIGHTS

See Résumé of Congressional Activity

Senate
Chamber Action
Routine Proceedings, pages S1177–S1213
Measures Introduced: Four bills and two resolu-
tions were introduced, as follows: S. 1694–1697, S.
Res. 187, and S. Con. Res. 78.                           Page S1200

Measures Reported: Reports were made as follows:
S. 1579, to amend the Rehabilitation Act of 1973

to extend the authorizations of appropriations for
such Act, with amendments. (S. Rept. No. 105–166)
                                                                                            Page S1200

ISTEA Authorization: Senate resumed consider-
ation of S. 1173, to authorize funds for construction
of highways, for highway safety programs, and for
mass transit programs, with a modified committee
amendment in the nature of a substitute (Amend-
ment No. 1676).                             Pages S1189–93, S1197–98

Senate will resume consideration of the bill on
Tuesday, March 3, 1998.

Messages From the President: Senate received the
following messages from the President of the United
States:

Transmitting the report of the 1998 Trade Policy
Agenda and 1997 annual report on the Trade Agree-
ments Program; referred to the Committee on Fi-
nance. (PM–101).                                                       Page S1200

Nominations Confirmed: Senate confirmed the fol-
lowing nominations:

By unanimous vote of 81 yeas (Vote No. 18 EX),
Richard L. Young, of Indiana, to be United States
District Judge for the Southern District of Indiana.
                                                                      Pages S1198–99, S1212

42 Air Force nominations in the rank of general.
7 Army nominations in the rank of general.

14 Marine Corps nominations in the rank of gen-
eral.

21 Navy nominations in the rank of admiral.
Routine lists in the Air Force, Army, Marine

Corps, Navy.                                                         Pages S1210–13

Messages From the President:                        Page S1200

Statements on Introduced Bills:            Pages S1200–05

Additional Cosponsors:                               Pages S1205–06

Notices of Hearings:                                              Page S1208

Authority for Committees:                                Page S1208

Additional Statements:                                Pages S1208–10

Record Votes: One record vote was taken today.
(Total—18)                                                                    Page S1199

Adjournment: Senate convened at 12 noon, and ad-
journed at 6:17 p.m., until 10 a.m., on Tuesday,
March 3, 1998. (For Senate’s program, see the re-
marks of the Acting Majority Leader in today’s
Record on pages S1211–12.)

Committee Meetings
(Committees not listed did not meet)

IRAQ
Committee on Foreign Relations: Subcommittee on Near
Eastern and South Asian Affairs held hearings to ex-
amine the current situation in Iraq and whether Sad-
dam Hussein can be forced out of power, receiving
testimony from R. James Woolsey, former Director
of Central Intelligence; Ahmed Chalabi, Iraqi Na-
tional Congress, London, England; and Zalmay
Khalilzad, Rand Corporation, and Richard N. Haass,
Brookings Institution, both of Washington, D.C.

Hearings were recessed subject to call.
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House of Representatives
Chamber Action
Bills Introduced: 2 public bills, H.R. 3301–3302;
and 2 resolutions, H. Res. 374–375, were intro-
duced.                                                                                 Page H691

Reports Filed: Reports were filed as follows:
Filed on February 27, H.R. 3130, to provide for

an alternative penalty procedure for States that fail
to meet Federal child support data processing re-
quirements, to reform Federal incentive payments for
effective child support performance, and to provide
for a more flexible penalty procedure for States that
violate interjurisdictional adoption requirements,
amended (H. Rept. 105–422); and

H.R. 1432, to authorize a new trade and invest-
ment policy for sub-Saharan Africa, amended (H.
Rept. 105–423 Part 1 and H. Rept. 105–423 Part
2).                                                                                         Page H691

Speaker Pro Tempore: Read a letter from the
Speaker wherein he designated Representative Coble
to act as Speaker pro tempore for today.          Page H683

John C. Stennis Center for Public Service Train-
ing and Development: The Chair announced the
Speaker’s appointment of Representative Pickering to
the Board of Trustees for the John C. Stennis Center
for Public Service Training and Development.
                                                                                              Page H683

Presidential Message—Trade Policy: Read a mes-
sage from the President wherein he transmitted his
1998 Trade Policy Agenda and 1997 annual Report
on the Trade Agreement’s Program—referred to the
Committee on Ways and Means.                         Page H689

Senate Messages: Message received from the Senate
today appears on page H683.
Quorum Calls—Votes: No recorded votes or
quorum calls developed during the proceedings of
the House today.
Adjournment: Met at 2:00 p.m. and adjourned at
3:02 p.m.

Committee Meetings
MISCELLANEOUS MEASURES
Committee on Government Reform and Oversight: Sub-
committee on Government Management, Informa-
tion and Technology held a hearing on the following
measures: Government Waste, Fraud, and Error Re-
duction Act of 1998; H.R. 2347, Federal Benefit
Verification and Integrity Act; and H.R. 2063, Debt
Collection Wage Information Act of 1997.

Testimony was heard from G. Edward DeSeve,
Acting Deputy Director, Management, OMB; Don
Hammond, Acting Fiscal Assistant Secretary, De-
partment of the Treasury; David Longaknecker, As-
sistant Secretary, Postsecondary Education, Depart-
ment of Education; Karen Lee, Acting Inspector
General, SBA and Chairman of the President’s Coun-
cil on Integrity and Efficiency, Ad Hoc Committee
on Benefit Eligibility Verification; and a public wit-
ness.
f

COMMITTEE MEETINGS FOR TUESDAY,
MARCH 3, 1998

(Committee meetings are open unless otherwise indicated)

Senate
Committee on Appropriations, Subcommittee on Energy

and Water Development, to hold hearings on proposed
budget estimates for fiscal year 1999 for the Department
of Energy, focusing on defense programs, 9:30 a.m.,
SD–116.

Subcommittee on Agriculture, Rural Development, and
Related Agencies, to hold hearings on proposed budget
estimates for fiscal year 1999 for the Rural Utilities Serv-
ice, Rural Housing Service, Rural Business-Cooperative
Service, and the Alternative Agricultural Research and
Commercialization Center, all of the Department of Agri-
culture, 10 a.m., SD–138.

Subcommittee on Military Construction, to hold hear-
ings on proposed budget estimates for fiscal year 1999 for
Army and Defense programs, 10 a.m., SD–124.

Subcommittee on Commerce, Justice, State, and the
Judiciary, to hold hearings on proposed budget estimates
for fiscal year 1999 for the Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tions, the Drug Enforcement Administration, and the Im-
migration and Naturalization Service, all of the Depart-
ment of Justice, 10 a.m., S–146, Capitol.

Subcommittee on Foreign Operations, to hold hearings
on proposed legislation making supplemental appropria-
tions for the International Monetary Fund for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1998, 10:30 a.m., SD–192.

Committee on Armed Services, to hold hearings on pro-
posed legislation authorizing funds for fiscal year 1999
for the Department of Defense and the future years de-
fense program, focusing on the military strategies and
operational requirements of the unified commands, 10
a.m., SD–106.

Subcommittee on SeaPower, to hold open and closed
hearings on proposed legislation authorizing funds for fis-
cal year 1999 for the Department of Defense and the fu-
ture years defense program, focusing on the seapower
threat-based requirement, 2:30 p.m., SR–222.

Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs, to
hold hearings on S. 1405, to provide for improved mone-
tary policy and regulatory reform in financial institution
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management and activities, to streamline financial regu-
latory agency action, and to provide for improved con-
sumer credit disclosure, 10 a.m., SD–538.

Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation, to re-
sume hearings to examine the scope and depth of the pro-
posed settlement between State Attorneys General and to-
bacco companies to mandate a total reformation and re-
structuring of how tobacco products are manufactured,
marketed, and distributed in America, 9:30 a.m.,
SR–253.

Committee on Energy and Natural Resources, to hold hear-
ings on the President’s proposed budget request for fiscal
year 1999 for the Forest Service, Department of Agri-
culture, 9:30 a.m., SD–366.

Committee on Environment and Public Works, business
meeting, to consider amendments to S. 1173, authorizing
funds for construction of highways, for highway safety,
and for mass transit programs (ISTEA) (pending in Sen-
ate), 9:30 a.m., SD–406.

Committee on Foreign Relations, business meeting, to con-
sider the Protocols to the North Atlantic Treaty of 1949
on the accession of Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Re-
public, and to mark up S. Res. 174, to state the sense
of the Senate that Thailand is a key partner and friend
of the United States, has committed itself to executing
its responsibilities under its arrangements with the Inter-
national Monetary Fund, and that the United States
should be prepared to ensure continued close bilateral re-
lations, and H.R. 1116, to provide for the conveyance of
the reversionary interest of the U.S. in certain lands to
the Clint Independent School District and the Fabens
Independent School District, 2:15 p.m., SD–419.

Committee on the Judiciary, to hold hearings to examine
market power and structural change in the software in-
dustry, 10 a.m., SH–216.

Committee on Labor and Human Resources, Subcommittee
on Public Health and Safety, to hold hearings to examine
the United States’ response to infectious diseases, 9:30
a.m., SD–430.

Committee on Veterans Affairs, to hold joint hearings
with the House Committee on Veterans Affairs to review
the legislative recommendations of the Veterans of For-
eign Wars, 9:30 a.m., 345 Cannon Building.

NOTICE

For a listing of Senate committee meetings sched-
uled ahead, see pages E254–57 in today’s Record.

House
Committee on Agriculture, Subcommittee on Department

Operations, Nutrition, and Foreign Agriculture, hearing
to review legislation to reform information technology
procurement at the USDA to ensure year 2000 compli-
ance; and to mark up H.R. 3280, USDA Year 2000
Compliance Enhancement Act, 9:30 a.m., 1300 Long-
worth.

Committee on Appropriations, Subcommittee on Agri-
culture, Rural Development, Food and Drug Administra-
tion, and Related Agencies, on Rural Development, 1
p.m., 2362–A Rayburn.

Subcommittee on Interior, on Congressional and public
witnesses (Natural Resources), 10 a.m., and 1:30 p.m.,
B–308 Rayburn.

Subcommittee on Labor, Health and Human Services,
and Education, on the Secretary of Health and Human
Services, 10 a.m., and the Substance Abuse and Mental
Health Services Administration and the Inspector Gen-
eral, 2 p.m., 2358 Rayburn.

Subcommittee on Military Construction, on Navy Con-
struction, 1:30 p.m., B–300 Rayburn.

Subcommittee on National Security, executive, on U.S.
Special Operations Command, 2 p.m., H–140 Capitol.

Subcommittee on Transportation, on the Secretary of
Transportation, 10 a.m., 2358 Rayburn.

Subcommittee on VA–HUD and Independent Agen-
cies, on FEMA, 9 a.m., and 12 p.m., H–143 Capitol.

Committee on Education and the Workforce, Subcommittee
on Employer-Employee Relations, hearing on the Future
Direction of the EEOC, 10 a.m., 2175 Rayburn.

Committee on Government Reform and Oversight, Sub-
committee on Government Management, Information and
Technology, to mark up the following: Government
Waste, Fraud, and Error Reduction Act of 1998; H.R.
2347, Federal Benefit Verification and Integrity Act; and
H.R. 2063, Debt Collection Wage Information Act of
1997; and H.R. 2883, Government Performance and Re-
sults Act Technical Amendments of 1997, 1 p.m., 2154
Rayburn.

Committee on the Judiciary, to mark up the following:
H.R. 1704, Congressional Office of Regulatory Analysis
Creation Act; H.J. Res. 78, proposing an amendment to
the Constitution of the United States regarding religious
freedom; H.R. 3117, Civil Rights Commission Act of
1998; H.R. 2589, Copyright Term Extension Act; H.R.
2294, Federal Courts Improvement Act of 1997; H.R.
2696, Vessel Hull Design Protection Act; H.R. 1252, Ju-
diciary Reform Act of 1997; H. Res. 372, expressing the
sense of the House of Representatives that marijuana is
a dangerous and addictive drug and should not be legal-
ized for medicinal use; H.R. 118, Traffic Stops Statistics
Act of 1997; and Committee Budget Views and Esti-
mates; and to consider other pending Committee busi-
ness, 2 p.m., 2141 Rayburn.

Committee on National Security, Special Oversight Panel
on Morale, Welfare and Recreation, hearing on the resale
system and CBO report implications, 2 p.m., 2212 Ray-
burn.

Subcommittee on Military Installations and Facilities,
hearing on the Administration’s fiscal year 1999 budget
request for the military construction and military family
housing programs of the Department of Defense, 10 a.m.,
2212 Rayburn.

Committee on Resources, Subcommittee on Fisheries Con-
servation, Wildlife and Oceans, hearing on H.R. 2973,
Sportfishing and Boating Improvement Act of 1997, 2
p.m., 1334 Longworth.

Committee on Rules, to consider H.R. 856, to provide a
process leading to a full self government for Puerto Rico,
2:30 p.m., H–313 Capitol.
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Committee on Small Business, hearing on the SBA’s fiscal
year 1999 Budget and their annual performance plan, 3
p.m., 2360 Rayburn.

Committee on Ways and Means, Subcommittee on Health,
hearing on reports regarding Medicare payment policies,
12 p.m., 1100 Longworth.

Joint Meetings
Joint Hearing: Senate Committee on Veterans Affairs, to

hold joint hearings with the House Committee on Veter-
ans Affairs to review the legislative recommendations of
the Veterans of Foreign Wars, 9:30 a.m., 345 Cannon
Building.
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* These figures include all measures reported, even if there was no accom-
panying report. A total of 7 reports have been filed in the Senate, a total
of 15 reports have been filed in the House.

Résumé of Congressional Activity
SECOND SESSION OF THE ONE HUNDRED FIFTH CONGRESS

The first table gives a comprehensive résumé of all legislative business transacted by the Senate and House.
The second table accounts for all nominations submitted to the Senate by the President for Senate confirmation.

DATA ON LEGISLATIVE ACTIVITY

January 27 through February 28, 1998

Senate House Total
Days in session .................................... 17 10 . .
Time in session ................................... 117 hrs., 41′ 70 hrs., 15′ . .
Congressional Record:

Pages of proceedings ................... 1176 682 . .
Extensions of Remarks ................ . . 250 . .

Public bills enacted into law ............... 3 3 6
Private bills enacted into law .............. . . . . . .
Bills in conference ............................... 1 2 . .
Measures passed, total ......................... 15 44 59

Senate bills .................................. 1 7 . .
House bills .................................. 1 13 . .
Senate joint resolutions ............... . . . . . .
House joint resolutions ............... . . 1 . .
Senate concurrent resolutions ...... . . . . . .
House concurrent resolutions ...... 1 2 . .
Simple resolutions ....................... 12 21 . .

Measures reported, total ...................... 11 15 26
Senate bills .................................. 8 . . . .
House bills .................................. 1 6 . .
Senate joint resolutions ............... . . . . . .
House joint resolutions ............... . . . . . .
Senate concurrent resolutions ...... . . . . . .
House concurrent resolutions ...... . . . . . .
Simple resolutions ....................... 2 9 . .

Special reports ..................................... 1 . . . .
Conference reports ............................... . . . . . .
Measures pending on calendar ............. 125 37 . .
Measures introduced, total .................. 158 287 445

Bills ............................................. 126 212 . .
Joint resolutions .......................... 2 6 . .
Concurrent resolutions ................ 7 30 . .
Simple resolutions ....................... 23 39 . .

Quorum calls ....................................... 1 2 . .
Yea-and-nay votes ............................... 17 17 . .
Recorded votes .................................... . . 6 . .
Bills vetoed ......................................... . . . . . .
Vetoes overridden ................................ 1 1 . .

DISPOSITION OF EXECUTIVE NOMINATIONS

January 27 through February 28, 1998

Civilian nominations totaling 182, (including 124 nominations carried
over from the First Session), disposed of as follows:

Confirmed ...................................................................................... 18
Unconfirmed .................................................................................. 158
Withdrawn .................................................................................... 6

Civilian nominations (FS, PHS, CG, NOAA) totaling 148, (including
86 nominations carried over from the First Session), disposed of
as follows:

Unconfirmed .................................................................................. 148

Air Force nominations, totaling 1,398, (including 21 nominations
carried over from the First Session), disposed of as follows:

Unconfirmed .................................................................................. 1,398

Army nominations, totaling 742, (including 2 nominations carried
over from the First Session), disposed of as follows:

Confirmed ...................................................................................... 2
Unconfirmed .................................................................................. 740

Navy nominations, totaling 72, (including 2 nominations carried over
from the First Session), disposed of as follows:

Unconfirmed .................................................................................. 72

Marine Corps nominations, totaling 861, disposed of as follows:

Unconfirmed .................................................................................. 861

Summary

Total nominations carried over from the First Session ........................... 237
Total nominations received this session ................................................. 3,166
Total confirmed ..................................................................................... 22
Total unconfirmed ................................................................................. 3,375
Total withdrawn .................................................................................... 6
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Next Meeting of the SENATE

10 a.m., Tuesday, March 3

Senate Chamber

Program for Tuesday: After the recognition of three
Senators for speeches and the transaction of any morning
business (not to extend beyond 11 a.m.), Senate will re-
sume consideration of S. 1173, ISTEA Authorization.

(Senate will recess from 12:30 p.m. until 2:15 p.m. for re-
spective party conferences.)

Next Meeting of the HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

12:30 p.m., Tuesday, March 3

House Chamber

Program for Tuesday: Consideration of 2 Suspensions:
(1) H.R. 217, Homeless Housing Programs Consolida-

tion and Flexibility Act; and
(2) H.R. 613, Designating the Sam Nunn Federal Cen-

ter.
NOTE: The House will meet at 12:30 p.m. for morn-

ing hour and 2:00 p.m. for legislative business. No re-
corded votes are expected before 5:00 p.m.

Extensions of Remarks, as inserted in this issue
HOUSE

Barcia, James A., Mich., E252
Berman, Howard L., Calif., E252
Hamilton, Lee H., Ind., E252
McIntosh, David M., Ind., E251
Maloney, Carolyn B., N.Y., E251
Oxley, Michael G., Ohio, E251
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