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sibilities of the Freedoms Foundation at Valley Forge; to the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service.
By Mr.YATRON:
L Con. Res. 105. Concurrent resolution
calling for a U.S. policy ofstrengthening and
maintaining indefinitely the current International Whaling Commission moratorium
on the commercial killing of whales, and
otherwise expressing the sense of the Congress with respect to conserving and protecting the world’s whale, dolphin, and porpoise
populations; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.
By Mr. GLICKMAN:
H. Res. 117. Resolution expressing the sense
of the House of Representatives respecting
the establishment of a system providing universal access to health care; jointly, to the
Committees on Energy and Commerce and
Ways and Means.
By Mr. HERTEL;
H. Res. 118. Resolution amending the rules
of the House of Representatives to grant
floor and speaking privileges to former
Presidents of the United States (other than a
former President who resigned from office);
to the Committee on Rules.
MEMORIALS
Under clause 4 of rule XXI,
45. The Speaker presented a memorial of
the Senate of the State of West Virginia, relative to the desecration of the U.S. flag; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.
PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced
and severally referred as follows:
By Mr. BILBRAY:
HiR. 1594. A bill for the relief of Peter J.
Montagnoli; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. YOUNG ofAlaska:
HiR. 1595. A bill to clear certain impediments to the licensing of a vessel for employment in the coastwise trade and fisheries of
the United States: to the Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries.
ADDITIONAL SPONSORS
Under clause 4 of rule XXI, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolutions as follows:
H.R.2: Mr.DE LUGO and Mr.KLuG.
H.R. 5: Mr. BEVILL, Mr. VOLKMER, Mr.
SMITH of New Jersey, and Mr.MCGRATH.
HR. 14: Mr. SCHAEFER, Mr. KOLTER, Mr.
SKAGGS, Mr. DE LUao, Mr. AHERCROMSIE, Mr.
McGRATH, Mr. BOEHLERT, Mr. DURBIN, Mr.
KOPETKI, Mr. MARTIIEZ. and Mr. PARKER.
HiR. 33: Mr. ROWLAND, Mr. WYDEN, Mr.
ECKART, Mr. SLATrERY, Mr. SIEORSKI, Mr.
BRYANT, Mr. SCHEUER, Mrs. COLLINS of Elinols, Mr. RICHARDSON, Mr. BRUCE, Mr.
TOWNS, Mr. KOSTMAYER, Mr. HARRIS, Mr.
BERMAN, Mr. COLEMAN of Missouri, Mr. COLEMAN of Texas, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. DE LUGO,
Mr. DWYER of New Jersey, Mr. FROST, Mr.
FAZIO, Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mr. GALLO, Mr. GILMAN, Mr. GUARINI, Mr. HERTEL, Mr.
HOCBRUECKNER, Mr. HORTON, Mr. JEFFERSON,Mr. JONES of Georgia, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr.
KLECZKA, Mr. KLUG, Mr. LEVIN of Michigan,
Mr. LIPiNsKa, Ms. LONG, Mrs. LOWEY of New
York, Mr. MACHTLEY, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr.
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MCGRATH, Mr. McDERMOTT, Mr. OLIN, Mr. PENNY, Mr. ROH. Mr. BEREUTE, Mr. TOWNS,
PAYNE of New Jersey, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. RA- Mr. MILLER of California, Mr.DICKINSON, Mr.
HALL, Mr. ItANGEL, Mr. ROE, Mr. SANTORUM, LENMAN of Florida, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. LImiNMr. SISISKY, Mr.WALSH, and Mr.WEISS.
SKI, Mrs. SCHROEDER, Mr. HOAGLAND, MrK.R_ Ti: Mr. TAUZIN, Mr. QUILLEN, and Mr. MFUmE, Mr. FROST, Mr. BEvnIL Mr.GORDON,
SENSENBRENNER.
Mr. TORRES, Mr.RAMSTAD, and Mr.WOLPE.
H.R. 828: Mr. ESPY, Mr. K.nDEE, Mr. SANDH.R. 78: Mr. BOESNER, Mr. KOLBE, Mr.
LEWIS of Florida, Mr. ZELIFF, Mr. QUILLEN, ERS, Mr. SANGMEISTER, and Mr. SPRATT.
Mr. LENT, and Mr.SPENCE.
H.R. 841: Mrs. BOxER, Mrs. KENNELLY, Mr.
H.R. 102: Mr. NEAL of North Carolina, Mr. PRICE, and Mr.WILLIAMS.
GALLO, Mrs. LOWEY ofNew York,Mr. INHOFE,
HR.842: Mr. JEFFERSON.
and Mr.RAMSTAD.
H.R. 863: Mr. RINALDO and Mr. QUILLEN.
H.R. 103: Mr. RINALDO and Mr.AuCOIN.
H.IK 945: Mr. BAKER, Mr. HASTERT, Mr.
BRUCE, Mr. ESPY, Mr. LUKEN, Mr. WILSON
H.R.105: Mr. RAMSTAD.
H.R. 107: Mr. MANTON and Mr. FRANK of and Mr. Cox of California.
Massachusetts.
HiR. 961: Mr. WILSON, Mr. SIISY.Mr. JAH.R. 118: Mr. KYL, Mr. VANDER JAGT, Mr. CONS,Mr. FIELDS, Mr.YATRON, and Mr. BERANTHONY, and Mr. FAZIO.
MAN.
H.R. 127: Mr. BOEHLERT, Mr. AUCOIN, Mr.
H.R. 976: Ms. SLAUGHTER of New York, Mr.
UPTON, Mr. BRYANT, Mr. TALLON, Mr. DER- ASPIN, Mr.BORSKI, Mr. ROE. Mr.BONIOR. Ms.
RICK, Mr.WEISS, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. SCHAEFER, OAKAR, and Mr.MOAKLEY.
Mr. SPRATT, Mr. RAVENEL, and Mr. KILDEE.
Hit. 1001: Mr.ROBRABACHER.
H.R. 179: Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts, Mr.
H.R. 1063: Mr. LANTOS, Mr. DICKS, Mr.
SCHIFF, Mr. BARNARD, and Mr.WILSON.
BONIcR, Mr. MANTON, Mr. MINETA. and Ms.
HR. 341: Mr. LENT, Mr. HUCKABY, and Mr. SLAUGHTER ofNew York
VOLKMER.
HiR. 1066: Mr. MARKEY, Mrs. COLLINS of IlHiR. 394: Ms. NORTON, Mr. YATRON, Mr. linols, and Mr.WEISS.
RAMSTAD, Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mr. BOUCHER, Mr.
HiR. 1093: Mr. OWENS of Utah.
GEJDENSON, Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. KANJORSKI,
HR. 1107: Mr. CONYERS, Mr. DAVIS, Mr.
DEFAZIO, Mr. DOOLEY, Mr. DOWNEY, Mr. EDand Mr.PARKER.
H.R. 413. Mr. HUBBARD, Mr. MOODY, Mr. WARDS of Texas, Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. FASCELL,
PARKER, Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr. BONIOR, Ms. Mr. KILDEE, Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. Mr.
SNOWS. Mr. STALLINGS, and Mr. FLAKE.
MCHUGH, Mr. MAVROULES, Mr. NOWAK. Mr.
PANETTA, Mr. RusSO, Mr. SABO, Mr. SANDH.R. 418: Mr. HUTTO.
H.t. 500: Mr. AuCoIN. Mr. CLAY, Mr. COLE- ERS, and Mr.WOLPE.
MAN of Texas, Mr. COX of Illinois, Mr. COYNE,
H.R. 1113: Mr.SANDERS.
Mr. FLAKE, Mr. CORDON, Mr. HENRY, Mr.
HiR. 1114: Mr. SANDERS.
HOAGLAND, Mr. HYDE, Mr. KASICH, Mr.
H.R. 1135: Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr. LIVINGLUKEN, Mr. MOAKLEY, Ms. OAKAR, Mr. STON, Mr. LUKEN, Mr. STALLINGS, and MrSARPALIUS, Mr. SCHAEFER, Mr. SIKORSKEIMr. FAZIO.
SKAGGS, Mr. SLAUGHTER of Virginia, Mr.
H.R. 1144: Mr. RANGEL, Mr. ROGERS, Mr.
TORRICELLI, Ms.WATERS, and Mr. ZELIFF.
LAGOMARSINO, and Mr.VALENTINE.
H.R. 516: Mr. WILSON, Mr. SANDERS, Mr.
H.R. 1145: Mr. SWIFT, Mr. GORDON, Mr.
CHANDLER, Mr.ENGEL, and Mr.MORAN.
WILLIAMS, and Mr. ToEHIcELLi.
H.R. 524: Mr. QUILLEN and Mr.DOoLITrLE.
HiR. 1181: Mr. AUCOIN, Mr. FROST, Mr.
H.R. 572: Mr.HASTERT.
JONTz, Mr.KENNEDy, Mr.DELLUMS, Mr.LANHR. 582: Mr. ABERCROMBIE and Mr. LOWERY CASTER, Mr. LAFAICE, Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr.
of California.
WOLPE, Mr. MFUME, Mr. WHEAT, Mr. MARH.R. 632: Mr. WEISS.
TINEZ, and Mr.STARK.
B.R. 647: Mr.ECKART.
H.R. 1184: Mr.DELAY and Mr.PARKER.
H.R. 670: Mr. NEAL of North Carolina, Mr.
H.R. 1188: Mr.KILDEE.
DWYER of New Jersey, Mr. VALENTINE and
HiR. 1190: Mrs. LOWEY of New York, Mr.
Mr. PARKER.
OWENS of Utah, Mr. KANJORSKI, and Mr.
H.R. 673: Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota, FLAKE.
Mr. GORDON. Mr. PAYNE of Virginia, Mr.BRYHit. 12MO:
Mr. KOPETSKI, Mr.DWYER of New
ANT, Mr. ScEuER, Mr. LEWIS of Florida, Mr. Jersey. Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. BOUCHER. and Mr.
VALENTINE, Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. FRANK of Mas- VALENTINE.
sachusetts, Mr. COSTELLO, Ms. NORTON, Mr.
H.R. 1205: Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr.
KILDKE, and Mr.JEFFERSON.
TALLON, Mr. DOOLEY, Ms. PELOS., Mr.
H.R. 677: Mr. FORD of Michigan Mr. KOL- INHOFE, Mr. FROST, Mr. BILSRAY, and Mr.
TER, Mrs. UNSOLD, Mr. LENT, Mr. FORD of HORTON.
Tennessee, Mr. WILSON, Mr. SMITH of New
H.R. 1212: Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas.
Jersey, Mr. PENNY, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. HEFHR.1213: Mrs. MERS of Kansas.
NER, Mr. MCCLOSKEY, Mr. QUILLEN, Mr.
HiR. 1233: Mrs. LLOYD.
OWENS of New York, Mr. OWENS of Utah, Mr.
HiR. 1234: Mr. DOOLEY and Ms.KAPTUR.
CARDIN, Mr. PERKINS, Mr. MACHTLEY, Mr.
H-. 1239 Mr- BLAZE. Mr. BEREUTER, Mr.
GUARINI, Mr. KANJORsKI, Mr. ANDERSON, MS. PAYNE of Virginia, Mr. HEFNER, Mr.
SLAUGHTER of New York, Mr. SANDERS, and HOCBRUECENER, Mr. GREEN of New York.
Mr. FIELDS.
Mr. DE LUGO, Mr. FALEOBAVAEGA, Ms.
H.R. 699:Mr.WEISS.
DELAURO, Mr. GUARINI, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr.
H.R. 713: Mr. ROE, Mr. MOAKLEY, Mr. CAR- DEFAZIO, Mr. ANDREWS of Maine, and Mr.
PER,Mr. HATCHER and Mr.PARKER.
COSTELLO.
H.R. 741: Mr. HERTEL, Mr. LIPINSKI, and Mr.
HiR. 1240: Mr. FAZIO.
SOLOMON.
KR. 1241: Mr. BRTON of Indiana, Mrs.
H.K. 747: Mr. SHAW and Mr. RAMSTAD.
BYRON, Mr. CoBLE, Mr. DAboEMsEYsR, Mr.
H.R. 766: Ms. NORTON.
DORSAN of California, Mr. EMERSON, Mr.
H.R. 784: Mr. ECKART, Mr. UPTON, Mr. HENRY, Mr. JEFFERSON, Mrs. JOHNSON of ConGcEKAS,Mr. COSTELLO, Mr. JACOBS, Mr. BRY- necticut, Mr.JOHNSTON of Florida, Mr.KLuG,
ANT, Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. MILLER of Ohio, Mr. Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. MCGRATH,
MAZEOLI, Mr. STEARNS, and Mr. JONES of Mr. MANTON, MS. MOLINARI, Mrs. MORELLA,
Mr. OLIN, Mr. SANGMEISTER, Mr. SMITH of
Georgia.
H.R. 812: Mr. MURPHY, Mr. KOSTMAYER, Mr. New Jersey, Mr. SMITH of Texas, Mr. DWYER
ENGLISH, Mr. HALL of Ohio, Mr. FISH, Mrs. of New Jersey, Mr. VALENTINE, Mr. FIELDS,
UNsOELD, Mr. GILMAN, Mr. SHAYS, Mr. and Mr.PARKER.
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H.R. 1244: Mr. PERKINS, Mrs. BOXER, Mr.
FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. RANEL, Mr.
NEAL of North Carolina, Mrs. JOHNSON of
Connecticut, Mr. OWENS of Utah, Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. EVANS, Mr. WEISS, and Ms.
BELSI.
H.R. 1250: Mr- DELLUMS and Mr. FAZIO.
. 1296: Mr. ATINS, Mr. SOLARZ, Mr.
RANaEL, Mr. THOMAS of Georgia, Mrs. VUCANOVICH, Mr. BATEMAN, Mr. TORRES, Mr. ANNIINzIO, Mr. STARK, Mr. IGGS, Mr. FRANK of
Massachusetts, Mr. PACKARD. Mr. BRYANT,
Mrs. LLOYD, Mr. CAMP, Mr. ZIMMER. and Mr.
Espy.
Mr.
1308: Mrs. BOXER and
1R
HOCHBRUECKNER.
H.R.1326: Mr.EVANS and Mr. COSTELLO.
H.R. 1343: Mr.MACHTLEY.
H.R. 1348: Mr. EVANS, Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois, Mr. SAIRPAIJUS, Mr.BRYANT, Mr.DWYER
of New Jersey, Mr. CoUGHLIN, Mr. ALEXANDER, Mr. STUDDS, Mr. CUNNINOAM, Mr. HAMMERSCH5IDT. Mr.KANJORSKI, Mr. WYLIE, Mr.
SMITH of Florida, Mr. CLAY, Mr. BURNING,
Mr. BUSTAMANTE, Mr. SAWYER, Mr. WILSON.
Mrs. MINK, Mr. SMITH of Texas, Mr. KOSTMAYER, ir. JEFFERSON, Mr. LUKEN, Mr.
SUNDQUIST. and Mr. BARTON of Texas.
H.R. 1375: Mr. WYLIE and Mr. DREIER of
California.
H.R. 1386: Ms. NORTON, Mr. WEISS, and Mr.
ENGEL.
H.R. 1387: Mr. BILBRAY, Mrs. BOXER, Mr.
DOOLEY, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. KopETSKI,
Ms. NORTON, Mr.PETERSON of Minnesota, Mr.
RAHALL, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. WOLPE. and Mr.
YATES.
KR. 1388: Mr. BILsRAY, Mrs. BOXER, Mr.
EVANS, Mr. FALEO.MAVAGA, Mr. KOPETSKI,
Ms. NORTON, Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota, Mr.
RAHALL, Mr. WOLPE, and Mr.YATES.
H.R. 1400: Mr. DRER of California, Mr.
VANDER JAOT, MS. ROS-LEHTINEN, Mr. DICKINSON, Mr. IRELAND, and Mr. BOERNER.
H.R. 1430: Mr. PANETTA, Mr. ANDREWS of
New Jersey, and Mr.KoParsKL
H.R.1443: Ms. NORTONand Mr. FAWELL.
KR.1445: Mr.PETERSON of Minnesota.
HR. 1472: Mr. GRANDY and Mr. THOMAS of
California.
H.R. 1494: Mr. SOLOMON, Mrs. BYRON, Mr.
JOHNSON of South Dakota, and Mr.FISH.
H.R. 1510: Mrs. KENNELLY.
H.. 1511:Mrs. KENNELLY.
K.J. Res. 56: Ms. HORN, Mr. LAFALCE, Mr.
THOMAS of California, Mr. FAZIO, Mr. COUGHLIN, and Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey.

H.J. Res. 66: Mr. MOORHEAD, Mr. EcEART,
Mr. PRICE, Mr. KOPEYSKI, Mr. PARON, Mr.
MAVROULES, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr.
ORTON, Mr. NATCHER, Mr. GILCHREST, Mr.
CHAPMAN, Mr. BOUCHER, Mr. CARPER, Mr. ANDREWS of New Jersey, Mr. HAYES of Louisiana, Mr. MRAZEK, Mr. OXLEY, Mr. JONES of
Georgia. Mr. MFUME, Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey, Mr. HERTEL, Mr. PANETA., and Mr. Cox
of California.
H.J. Res. 83: Mr. MORRISON, Mr. BLILEY,
Mr.DUNCAN, Mr.DICKINSON, and Mr. LEWIS of
Florida.
H.J. Res. 134: Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr.
BONIOR, Mr. CRAMER, Mr. FAZIO, Mr. FEIGEAN, Mr. GOODLING. Mr. GORDON, Mr.
INHOFE, Mr. KENNEDY, Mrs. KENNELLY, Ms.
NORTON, Mr. PALLONE, Mr. REED, Mr.
SPENCE, Mr. THOMAS of Georgia, Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. VANDER JAGT, and Mr. WILSON.
H.J. Res. 140: Mr. BENNETr, Ms. SLAUGHTER
of New York, Mr. KASICH, Mr. HAMMERSCHNIDT, Mr. GALLO, Mr. DYMALLY, Mr.DANNEMEYER, Mr. SHAW, Mrs. VUCANOVICH, Mr.
JONTZ, Mr. CALLAHAN, Mr. CRANE, Mr. BATEMAN,Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. RITTER, Mr. EMERSON,
Mr. RAIMSTAD,Mr. LANCASTER, Mr. MANTON,
and Mr. QUILLEN.
H.J. Res. 164: Mr. APPLEGATE, Mr. BILlRAKIS, Mr. EMERSON, Mr. FROST, Mr. GILCHREST, Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER, Mr. LIPINSKI,
Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr. TRAFICANT, and Mr.
SCHAEFER.
H.J. Res. 166: Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. CLEMENT,
Mr. APPLEGATE, and Mr. LIPINSKI.
H.J. Res. 171: Mr. BENNNTr, Mr.
MCDERMOTT, Mr. GOODLING, Mr. MILLER of
Washington, Mr. HOYER, Mr. REGULA, Mr.
SCHEUER. Mr. SPENCE, Mr. COUGHLIN, Mr.
TRAFICANT, Mr. MCMILLEN of Maryland, Mr.
JONES of Georgia, and Mr. NOWAK.
H.J.Res. 175: Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut,
Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. THOMAS
of Georgia, Mr. SMITH of Florida, Mr. GORDON, Mr. TANNER, Mr. SOLOMON, Mr. TOWNS,
Mr. FASTER, Mr. SLATrERY, Mr. WOLPE, Mr.
SAXTON, Mr. CLEMENT, Ms. LONG, Mr. CARPER, Mr. STEARNS, Mr. BARNARD, MS. NORTON, Mr. NICHOLS, Mr. GUARINI, Mr. MCNuLTY, Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts, Mr.
MCGRATH, Mr. LEVIN of Michigan, Mr. ROE,
Mr. BROWN, Mr. KOPETSKi, Mr. HoRTON, Mr.
HARRIS, Mr.WOLF, Mr. GRADISON, Mr. COUGHLIN, Mr. BILPRAY, Mr. WILSON, Mr. REAL,
Mr. MCDADE, Mr. MCMILLEN of Maryland,
Mr. JONT, and Mr. COSTELLO.
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H.J. Res. 183: Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr. YATRON,
Mr. CHAPMAN, Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr. QUILLEN,
Mr.FAZIO, Mr.PANETTA, Mr.BLILEY, and Mr.
PORTER.
H. Con. Res.23: Mr.NEAL of Massachusetts.
H. Con. Res. 50: Mr. JEFFERSON, Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas, Mr. ERDREICH, and Mr. RANGEL.
H.Con. Res. 66:Mr. SANDERS.
H. Con. Res. 88: Mr. RAMSTAD, Ms. HORN,
Mr. DEFAzIO, Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts,
Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. BRUCE,
Mr. KOSTMAYER, Mr. ZIMMER, Mr. FAWELL,
Mr. ANDERSON, Mr. ATKINS, Mr. DWYER of
New Jersey, Mr. SCHEUER, Mr. PALLONE, Mr.
ABERCROMBIE, Mr. OWENS of Utah, Mr. SISISKY, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. M=LLR of
Washington, Mr. UDALL, Mr. DICKS, Mr.
WISE, Mrs. UNSOELD, Mr. CARR, Mr. MATSUI,
Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts,
Mr. TAUZIN, Mr. MILLER of California, Ms.
PELOSI, Mr. INHOFE,Mr. RICHARDSON, and Mr.
STALLINGS.
H. Con. Res. 91: Mr. FASCELL, Ms. ROSLERTINEN, Mr. LIGHTFOOT, Mr.RAMSTAD, Mr.
SCFF,Mr. DWYER of New Jersey, Mr. KYL,
Mr. DURBIN, Mr. REGULA, Mr. FAZIO, ir.
ENGEL, Mr. GOSS, Mr. GLICKMAN, Mr. SMITH
of Florida, Mr. LEVIN of Michigan, and Mr.
LOWERY of California.
H. Con. Res. 96. Mr. GALLEGLY and Mr. FAWELL.
H. Con. Res. 102: Mr. IRELAND, Mr. GILMAN,
Mr. GUNDERSON, and Mrs. BENTLEY.
H. Res. 99: Mr. MOORHEAD, Mr. BATEMAN,
and Mr. QUILLEN.
H. Res. 106:Ms. LONG, Mr. FROST, Mr. KOLTER, Mr. MACHTLEY, Mr. GUARINI, Mr. DE
LuGo, Mr. SKAGGS, Mr. SWTrr, Ms. KAFTUR,
Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. RAVENEL, Mr. HEFNER,
Mr. BERMAN, Mr. DONNELLY, Mr. FORD of
Tennessee, Mr. BEVILL, Mr. ABERCROMBIE,
Mr. ATKINS, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr.
PALLONE, Mr. ANDREWS of Maine. Mr.
KoPrsKI, Mr. JONTZ, and Mr. PERKINS.
H. Res. 113: Mr. MILLER of Washington, Mr.
SCHEUER, Mr. GUARINI, Mr. HUGHES, Mr.
JONES of North Carolina, and Mr.WEISS.
PETITIONS, ETC.
Under clause 1 of rule XXII,
43. The Speaker presented a petition of the
Lieutenant Governor, State of Alaska, relative to Operation Desert Storm; to the
Committee on Armed Services.
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SENATE-Thursday,March 21, 1991
(Legislative day of Wednesday,February6,1991)

SCHEDULE
The Senate met at 9:30 a.m., on the
expiration of the recess, and was called
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, under
JOHN
F.
to order by the Honorable
the previous order, there will now be a
KERRY, a Senator from the State of 2-hour period for morning business,
Massachusetts.
running until 11-0 this morning, with
the first hour under the control of the
PRAYER
Republican leader or his designee, and
The Chaplain, the Reverend Richard the second hour under my control or
C. Halverson, D.D., offered the follow- that of my designee.
Ing prayer:
Last night, a 90-minute time agreeLet us pray:
ment was entered with respect to the
*** For thereis no power but of God:
nomination, and it is my inthe powers that be are ordained of God. Martinez
to
* * * For rulers are not a terror to good tention that the Senate will proceed
works, but to the evil. *** For he is the that nomination at or about 11.30 a.m.
minister of God. *** for good. * * *-- this morning, with a vote to occur
when all time is used or yielded back
Romans 13:1,3,4.
Eternal God, Creator of Heaven and with respect to that nomination.
Senators should be aware that, barEarth, Lord of history, Ruler of the nations, we thank Thee for government ring some factor which causes me to
which Thou hast ordained to restrain alter this proposed schedule, we will
evil in the world. Grant to Thy serv- take up the Martinez nomination at
ants on Capitol Hill a constant re- 11:30 and vote on it at 1 p.m., or someminder that authority comes from time prior to 1 p.m., if time is yielded
Thee, and that they rule by virtue of back prior to the vote.
divine appointment. Grant to the SenIt still is my hope and my expectaators, their administrative assistants, tion that we will complete action on
their chiefs of staff, and the directors the appropriations bills conference reof committee staffs a daily awareness ports, the two measures which we dealt
that their power is from Thee, and that with earlier this week. And I will have
they are accountable to Thee how they a further statement on that matter
exercise that power.
later in the day.
Gracious God, help us all to conduct
ourselves, that our lives are well pleasing to Thee. In His name who is Lord of
Lords and Servant of Servants. Amen.
RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I reserve the remainder of my leader time,
APPOINTMENT OF ACTING
and I reserve all of the leader time of
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE
the distinguished Republican leader. I
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The assume the Senator from Oklahoma
clerk will please read a communication has been designated to control time for
to the Senate from the President pro the Republican leader, and I accordtempore [Mr.BYRD]
ingly yield to him.
The legislative clerk read the followThe ACTING PRESIDENT pro teming letter:
pore. Without objection, it is so orU.S. SENATE,
dered.
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington,DC, March 21,1991.
To the Senate:
Under the provisions of rule I, section 3, of
RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING
the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby
REPUBLICAN LEADER
appoint the Honorable JOHN F. KERRY, a Senator from the State of Massachusetts, to perThe ACTING PRESIDENT pro temform the duties ofthe Chair.
pore. The acting Republican leader is
ROBERT C.BYRD,
Presidentpro tempore. recognized.
Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I yield
Mr. KERRY thereupon assumed the
chair as Acting President pro tempore. 8 minutes to the Senator from Oregon.

FAST-TRACK TRADE
NEGOTIATIONS
Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I
would like to speak this morning about
the President’s request to extend what
is commonly called fast-track negotiating authority-although that name
is a misnomer. It is certainly not fast.
It is often not on track.
What the President is asking for is a
2-year extension ofhis authority to negotiate multilateral and bilateral trade
agreements and have those agreements
come back to the Congress and be
voted on, up or down, without amendment, in a certain time period.
The fast-track authority does not
guarantee that you get a good agreement or bad agreement. That will come
in the negotiations, and I think the
President full well knows, as does Ambassador Carla Hills, our Trade Representative, that if a bad agreement
comes back, Congress will turn it
down.
The argument is made, though, that
we should not give the President an extension of this fast-track authority.
That instead we should just let him go
ahead and negotiate an agreement and
then have it brought back for our review and we can amend it as we want
or treat it as a normal piece of legislation.
There are two who have negotiations
that are going on now. One is called
the Uruguay round, which is multinational, 107 nations of the world involved in an effort to lower tariffs and
trade barriers; the other is the North
American Free Trade Agreement that
the President wants to negotiate with
Canada and Mexico. In those two agreements, we are talking about thousands
of issues-not hundreds; thousands of
issues-and thousands of compromises
that we are asking countries on all
sides to make.
Let me give an example of the problem if the United States does not have
the authority to bring the agreement
back to the Congress and ask for a vote
on it up or down. Let us say we are negotiating with Germany. Germany has
very protective agricultural practicesWe regard ourselves as the most efficient agricultural country in the
world, and we are. And we would like
freer access to the German market.
Germany’s highly protected farmers to
not like that. They are a potent politiRECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
cal
bloc. It is a political problem for
MORNING BUSINESS
LEADER
the German Government to give us
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- market access.
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- pore. The Senator from Oregon is recLet us say, also, that we would like
pore. The distinguished majority leader ognized for 8 minutes.
freer access on telecommunications.
is recognized.
*This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member ofthe Senate on the floor.
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We are also excellent in the manufacture of telecommunications and the installation of systems.
But in dealing with Germany and
most other European countries, most
other countries of the world for that
matter, they have a State-owned telecommunications system,and the entire
bureaucracy of the country does not
like to let another country come in and
compete with their state-owned system. If Germany gives on that, they
have another bloc of voters who are
mad
So we are saying to Germany, you
give on agriculture, you give on telecommunications. Let us say Germany
says to us, "we will consider it, but we
want you to give on cameras and optics
and textiles. You have a quota system
and highly protect your textiles, and
we think we are good at making textiles. We want into the United States,
and we maybe will exchange that and
let you into telecommunications, and
we will let you into agriculture, if you
let us into cameras and optics and textile."
The experience in negotiating agreements is as follows. Those industries
and sectors whom you help really do
not appreciate it. They expect they
should have been helped, and they do
not give you much credit or much support when you have negotiated an
agreement that helps them.
The people who do not like the agreement are very mad. In Germany, it
would be the farmers of Germany, if
they give on agriculture, and it would
be the state telecommunications system if they give on telecommunications. They are livid about this
agreement. They will do everything
they can to kill it.
What the German Government has to
be able to do and what the United
States has to be able to do is to come
back to our respective legislative bodies and say, "Overall, we know this is a
good agreement for the entire country.
We have had to give something to get
something, but on balance it is a good
agreement." And the German Government has to be able to say the same
thing.
But, if in negotiating with the United
States, another government knows
that this agreement Is going to come
back to Congress and can be amendedwe can vote it down if we want-but
can be amended, the power of those
who want to kill the part of the agreement they do not like is so overwhelming they would probably succeed, because those who benefit would not
fight nearly as hard for it as those who
think they are hurt by the agreement.
Therefore, no government in its right
mind is going to negotiate with us-let
us use Germany as an example-and
give what we want in agriculture and
make their farmers mad; give what we
want in telecommunications and make
their entire state telecommunications

monopoly mad. Because they know
that in the next election those people
are probably going to vote against
them in the election, and then have
this come back to the United States
and have the entire trade agreement
defeated. And all Germany has is a loss
and all our President has is a loss and
no one wins.
The fast-track negotiating authority
simply allows the President to negotiate an agreement and bring it back,
and we will vote on it up or down. That
is all. Congress maintains the right to
turn the agreement down.
There is a genuine case to be made by
labor. They are strongly opposed to one
fast-track extension, and I sympathize
with them and I fully understand their
concerns. It does not relate to Germany and Europe and the Uruguay
round; it relates to the so-called North
American Free-Trade Agreement which
brings Mexico into the United StatesCanada Free-Trade Agreement.
Labor is afraid that if we have a freetrade agreement with Mexico, a fair
portion of American industry will simply move south of the border where the
wages are less, and all the manufacturing will be done there and Americans
will lose jobs.
I want to say right now so it’s perfectly clear, if we get an agreement
with Mexico that is going to lead to
that, I am not going to support it. I
will not support it and will urge my
colleagues to do the same.
But I think in the longrun, and in the
shortrun, if there is a North American
free-trade agreement with the United
States, Canada, and Mexico, American
labor will benefit.
But labor’s concerns are legitimate
and have to be taken into account. If
any agreement comes back that deprecates and damages American labor in
the aggregate, that agreement ought to
be defeated. The points they raise are
certainly valid. I hope as we are negotiating these agreements, our Trade
Representative Carla Hills will take labor’s concerns into account. I know she
will, but I think I can assure her that
if she does not, I, for one, will not support the agreement.
But without the fast-track authority,
Mr. President, we need not even have
to worry about it. There will be no
agreement; no good agreement; no bad
agreement; no agreement. And with it
we will have lost our one great chance
in the remainder of this century for
America to break down barriers overseas to our products. I am afraid we
will not stay where we are, but will
move backwards into an era of protectionism, higher tariffs, and quotas that
will serve the world badly, serve America badly, and will especially serve
badly American labor and American
consumers. I thank the Chair.
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tempore. Who yields time?
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Mr. NICKLES. I yield 5 minutes to
Senator DANFORTH.
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Missouri is recognized for 5 minutes.
FAST-TRACK AUTHORTrY

Mr. DANFORTH. Mr. President, I am
pleased to follow the comments of my
friend Senator PACKWOOD. I think he
had it exactly right. My analogy would
be to riding a bicycle. I think in international trade, you either move forward or you fall off. I do not think you
can afford to do nothing and stand pat.
I think this is really the issue we are
facing with respect to negotiating authority.
I know that the idea offast-track authority is something that causes concern to people who say, well, this really is not the appropriate method of
conducting business in the Senate: to
have something proceeding on a fast
track reach the floor without amendments. But the fact of the matter is
that without the fast-track concept,
the fast-track procedure, there really
is no possibility of multilateral trade
negotiations.
Prior to the 1S60s, most of the trade
negotiations that our country had were
mainly tariff-reduction agreements,
one on one with other countries. Those
are agreements that are manageable.
But beginning in the 1960s, we started
to get into multilateral trade agreements involving not tariffs but socalled nontariff barriers. Those agreements became much more complex.
They involved a number of countries at
the same time. As a matter of fact, the
experience that we had in 1967 with the
Kennedy Round was that Congress
ended up aborting the process because
we did not have the fast-track authority at that point. The implementing
legislation reached the floor of the
House and the floor of the Senate. It
was amended so badly that it really ruined the deal.
With that as a background, in 1974,
Congress developed the concept of fasttrack, and it was at that time a compromise-type of procedure which involved a quid pro quo, a tradeoff with
the administration. The administration was to have a formal consultative
mechanism with Congress, and with
the private sector as well, in exchange
for a process by which, when the legislation finally comes to the floor of the
House and the Senate, it is not amendable. Because of this new process, first
of all, there was, in fact, greater congressional input than in virtually anything else I can imagine that the executive branch does.
Second, it made it possible in 1979 for
Congress to approve the Tokyo round
even though a lot of people thought at
that time it was not possible for us to
approve something that is as complex
as this. We did it.
Now we are engaged in the Uruguay
round of negotiations. These have been
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going on since 1986. They have involved
16 different areas. They have involved
107 different countries. They have been
very complicated negotiations extending over a very long period of time. It
is the testimony of Carla Hills, our
U.S. Trade Representative, that if Congress can undo it or unravel the complex negotiations in floor debate, then
the negotiations will simply come to
an end.
Mr. President, what has happened is
that the fast-track authority has effectively expired, and the administration
allowed it to expire with respect to the
Uruguay round even though we could
have agreed to a deal last year. In
Brussels last year, the administration
was very tough with respect to agriculture, walked away from the table on
agriculture, and took the position that
we were not going to sign on to just
any deal. And now, because of the
toughness of the administration, we
have the possibility of making real
strides in the field of agriculture. It
wculd be an irony, indeed, if Congress
would say that our reward to Carla
Hills for taking a tough approach in
agricultural negotiations for the Uruguay round would be to strip her of her
negotiating authority. To me that is
no way to have a tough and consistent
U.S. trade policy.
I would make only one other point,
Mr. President, and it is this. I think
that the real issue that is before the
Congress with respect to trade is a
kind of a follow-on to what we have
been talking about over the last few
months with respect to America’s role
in the world in foreign policy issues.
There are those who say that America
is really a country that is not very
competent; we cannot do the job,
whether it is involving ourselves in
messy things in the Middle East or
whether it is involving ourselves in
international trade. We are all thumbs;
we foul things up and, therefore, let us
not do anything at all. Let us bail out
of the world around us and bail out of
our international responsibilities.
To me, to say that we cannot even
negotiate, that we do not even have the
power to enter into meaningful negotiations with other countries is to say
that we have such a dim view ofAmerica’s prospects in the world that we do
not even want to try to get anything
done, we do not even want to try to
work things out with other countries
in international trade. That kind of
pessimism, I think, is not in keeping
with the can-do experience of America’s past. I believe that we can compete
in international markets. I believe that
if we are going to be the world leader,
we must compete in international markets. The key to that is opening up
international markets, and that is
what trade agreements are all about. It
is possible that we will decide to turn
down the fruits of these negotiations,
but to say that we are not even going

to negotiate in the first place is a degree of pessimism which I think is not
really fitting for our country.
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tempore. Who yields time?
Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I yield
the Senator from Washington 5 minutes.
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Washington is
recognized for 5minutes.
WISEST ACTION IS NOACTIONAT ALL

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, "fast
track" is a phrase that stands for authority granted by Congress to the
President to enter into trade agreements under a set of rules by which
Congress will vote on those trade
agreements within a fixed period of
time, will vote the agreements up or
down without amendment, but will
have done so only after extensive
statutorially required consultation
among the President, his representatives, and Congress.
Fast-track authority with respect to
present negotiations with Mexico and
with most of the rest of the world
through the GATT talks would have
expired on the 1st of June of this year
except for an extension authorized by
the President. That extension may be
repudiated by a resolution passing either this body or the House of Representatives by June 1.
This is a case, Mr. President, in
which the wisest action for the Congress of the United States is no action
at all. All trade agreements in recent
decades which have liberalized rules relating to foreign trade have taken
place under fast-track authority. The
Tokyo round of GATT negotiations, a
free-trade agreement with Israel, and a
highly successful free-trade agreement
with Canada are the most striking examples ofthat success.
Mr. President, we cannot say, of
course, that the extension of fast track
authority necessarily will result in increased international trade or increased exports for American manufacturers and producers. We simply do not
know what agreements may be negotiated in the future under that fast
track authority.
As a consequence, we cannot be certain that we will succeed if we take the
proper nonaction here in Congress and
allow fast track authority to continue.
On the other hand, Mr. President, we
do know that this country will suffer if
we cancel or restrict the President’s
fast track authority. No other nation
will negotiate with our Trade Representative and reach a final agreement with full knowledge that Congress can amend or change that agreement. We cannot have members of our
executive branch negotiating when
they do not have the power to reach a
deal. Congress cannot engage in those
negotiations on a day-by-day basis,
though under fast-track authority it
can and should and does consistently
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advise the administration on what is
acceptable and what is not.
Growth in the American economy,
Mr.President, has been fueled by international trade and by its expansion, especially by expansion of our exports
over the last decade. Growth in the
decade of the 1990’s will result largely
from increases in international trade.
As a nation with one of the freest
trading systems in the world, we particularly benefit from free international trade and by removing restrictions among our trading partners. That
can be done only through bilateral or
multilateral negotiations. Those negotiations are possible only when the
other parties to those negotiations can
act in the belief that when they make
a deal with the United States, the
United States is likely to keep that
agreement. That knowledge will be
present only if fast track negotiating
authority is extended.
This country will gain by freer trade,
Mr. President, and will gain almost
certainly by the extension of this fasttrack authority. America certainly
will lose if we should repudiate it. In
this case, as in some others, the best
action the Congress of the United
States can take is no action at all. We
in Congress can and should rely on the
President and the Trade Representative to negotiate treaties. We will have
every opportunity to examine and to
vote either in favor of those agreements, if they are in the interest of the
United States, or against them, if we
determine that they are not- The time
to do that is after agreements are
signed, not at this stage when we do
not know what we can reach through
negotiationsMr.President, I thank my colleague,
the Senator from OklahomaMr. NICKLES. Mr- President, I yield
Senator DURENSERGER from Minnesota
3 minutes.
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro ternpore. The Senator from Minnesota is
recognized for 3 minutes.
Mr. DURENBERGER. I thank my
colleague.

THE SUFFERING OF SUDAN
Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President,
I rise to express my deep concern for
the dire humanitarian situation in the
Sudan. The drought and the ongoing
civil war have combined to affect up to
9 million Sudanese, fully one-third of
the country’s population. It appears
that the 1990 drought has been worse
even than that of 1984 and 1985.
The scale of human suffering in
Sudan should concern and slarm each
of us. The United States, United Nations, other governments, and a number of private organizations have made
enormous efforts to deliver food aid
and other assistance. And more aid will
likely be required as this year progresses.
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United States humanitarian efforts
in the Sudan are long standing and extensive. I want to commend not only
the current United States Embassy and
AID teams in Khartoum, but also
former Assistant Secretary of State
McCormick for his great work in the
past in Sudan. He has gone far out of
his way to try to bring about help to
the Sudanese people.
This year alone, Mr. President, the
United States has already committed
to delivering some 250,000 tens of grain
to Sudan. And we could provide as
much as $10 to $12 million in other
nonfood emergency aid. We continue to
cooperate with the U.N.-sponsored Operations Lifeline Sudan Program,
which is designed to help feed and care
for over 3 million people displaced by
Sudan’s ongoing civil war. Depending
on other countries’ contributions, the
United States could provide anywhere
from one-fourth to one-third of all food
aid to the Sudan.
Mr. President, even with this extensive aid response, the desperate suffering of the Sudanese people cannot be
alleviated sufficiently without the active cooperation of the Government of
Sudan. It was only 2 months ago that
the Government even acknowledged
that it required assistance and formally requested it from the United Nations.
Even such a basic and fundamental
matter as recognizing there is a problem and accepting international assistance has become a major achievement.
Mr. President, there is a great deal
more that the Government of Sudan
must do to alleviate the suffering of its
own people. No matter how much aid
the international community donates,
the people of Sudan require the cooperation of their Government in order
to benefit from that aid.
Once the food arrives at Port Sudan,
it must be off-loaded from the ships
and transported throughout the country. The voluntary organizations who
distribute the aid must be given permission to operate in the country. Import duties on the equipment and materiel have to be reduced or eliminated
in order to make it possible to bring in
the supplies needed to operate.
Even under the best of circumstances, the logistical problems of distributing food aid throughout a desperately poor, remote, and undeveloped
country are daunting. Without the host
government’s cooperation, it becomes
impossible.
If the political will exists, a great
deal more can be done to alleviate the
misery. The Government of Sudan has
yet to demonstrate a sustained willingness to address fundamental issues of
human suffering.
Let us also recognize, Mr. President,
that the hunger and deprivation will
persist as long as the civil conflict in
Sudan continues. War and peace do not
affect the rainfall, but they do affect

efforts to overcome natural disasters
such as drought. No matter how much
aid is provided, no matter how many
tons of food are distributed throughout
the country, people will continue to
suffer more than otherwise as long as
the war persists.
Mr. President, drought would exist
without war. But famine can be averted if there is peace. There is one consistent thread in famine suffering:
Wherever one finds famine, one finds
conflict; wars; battles. It is the conflicts that push the drought suffering
over the edge to famine.
We must recognize this reality as one
of the root causes of famine, particularly in Sudan. We should call on the
international community, especially
the United Nations, to exert its influence to achieve a peaceful and rapid solution to Sudan’s civil war. The
drought and crop failures are bad
enough, but the war is destroying the
country and its people.
Mr. President, in conclusion, I urge
my colleagues to remember the suffering of Sudan. To take every opportunity to urge the Government of
Sudan to cooperate with international
relief efforts. To encourage a peaceful
settlement to the civil war. Sudan is a
remote and desolate land. But its people are our brothers. They need our efforts. They deserve our compassion.
Mr. President, I yield the floor.
Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I yield
the Senator from Kansas 3 minutes.
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Kansas is recognized for 3 minutes.
FAMINE IN SUDAN
Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, I
rise today to join with my colleague,
Senator DURENBERGER, to express my
great concern about the emergency
famine situation in Sudan. Senator
DURENBERGER has laid out, I think,
very clearly the tragic situation that
exists there.
With the dramatic events taking
place in the Persian Gulf and the Soviet Union, the issue of famine in Africa has received scant attention in the
United States over the past 6 months.
We all remember the 1984-85 African
famine, with the pictures of starving
women, and children with bloated bellies. Those tragic images shocked the
consciousness of the entire world community.
The famine we face this year is one of
much greater proportions than that of
1985. Unless urgent and coordinated action is taken, we will soon look at the
same shocking pictures, asking: How
could this happen again?
In Sudan alone, the reality of the
numbers is difficult to comprehend: 9
million Sudanese are at risk of malnutrition and death, of a total population of 26 million; 1.2 million metric
tons of food will be needed to avert this
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crisis; and several experts predict that
at least 200,000 Sudanese will die this
year due to hunger-even if relief efforts begin to work effectively from
this point onward.
The famine in Sudan has been caused
by the deadly combination of a severe
drought-worse than that of 1984-and
continuing civil conflict between the
Government of Sudan and the Sudanese People’sLiberation Movement.
Despite the tremendous food shortages in Sudan caused by this combination, the problem of the famine is not
primarily one of the quantity of food.
The resources from the international
community are available to avert this
crisis. For example, the United States
alone has committed over 331,000 metric tens of food.
The real problem has been distributing the food to those in need. Over the
past 6 months, the Sudanese Government has been extremely uncooperative, refusing to recognize the severity
of the impending crisis. The regime in
Khartoum has repeatedly delayed or
canceled relief efforts.
However, the Government of Sudan
has made some progress in the past
month. In late February, United Nations Undersecretary General James
Jonah traveled to Sudan to meet with
President Bashir. For the first time,
the Sudanese Government recognized
that the drought was an urgent matter.
President Bashir also agreed that the
United Nations should coordinate famine relief operations. These steps
should facilitate, and accelerate, relief
efforts. However, it is still unclear to
what extent these words will be translated into concrete actions.
For example, despite the new agreement, the Government continues tc
suspend many United Nations-sponsored flights to southern Sudan. These
flights are essential for the continuation of relief efforts at this point. All
International Committee of the Red
Cross flights have been canceled by the
Government.
On March 7, United States Ambassador Jim Cheek returned to Khartoum
to resume United States diplomatic activity on relief efforts. Because of the
gulf crisis, Ambassador Cheek, as well
as almost all of the United States Embassy personnel, had been forced to
leave Sudan in mid-January. Because
of the urgency of this food crisis, Ambassador Cheek was anxious to return
and, I believe it was important that he
do so.
Over the coming months, I fervently
believe that the international community must focus on the crisis in Sudan.
Several actions are essential:
First, we must strongly support the
United States Embassy in Khartoum
and the private voluntary organizations working in Sudan. The efforts of
Ambassador Cheek to coordinate and
mobilize relief efforts in Sudan are crucially important. Assistant Secretary
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Han Cohen has been very active on
this issue. Because of the critical nature of the famine in Sudan-as well as
the problems of hunger in the rest of
Africa-I urge President Bush and Secretary Baker to become actively involved in this issue.
Second, the United Nations has a key
role to play on famine relief, particularly in the Sudan. Fifty colleagues recently joined me in a letter to United
Nations Secretary General de Cuellar
urging him to personally make famine
in Africa an item of the highest priority. The recent, successful visit of
United Nations Under Secretary General Jonah to Khartoum is an example
of the type of active and energetic action the United Nations should be taking to relieve the food shortages.
Third, all efforts should be made to
hold the international donor community together. The intransigence of the
Sudanese Government has frustrated
and demoralized many of the donor nations and private voluntary organizations over the past year. -Yet,because
of the magnitude of the crisis, the
United States cannot go it alone. We
need the active participation of the entire donor community.
Fourth, we should urge the Sudanese
Government to be as cooperative as
possible. The recent, improved position
reached at the meeting with Undersecretary General Jonah is encouraging,
but much remains to be done. For example, the critically important U.N.
flights remain suspended.
Finally, and perhaps most importantly, we must continue to draw public attention to this crisis. Last November, we held hearings in the Senate
African Affairs Subcommittee on the
emergency in Sudan, and I call upon
the committee to hold hearings in the
near future on the problems of famine
in Africa.
Mr. President, 4 months from now,
the pictures of the starving children
will appear on our television screens.
We will all be upset, calling for ways to
move food as quickly as possible. Yet,
because of the logistical problems of
moving food, at that time it will be too
late to avert the suffering and death of
hundreds of thousands of innocent Sudanese civilians.
Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I cornpliment the Senator from Kansas, and
also Senator DuRENEERGER for their attention to a very critical problem.
I wish to associate myself with their
remarks, and I hope to work toward
some positive constructive solutions to
the very desperate problems.
Mr. President, I yield the Senator
from New Hampshire (Mr. Smi.uH] 5
minutes.
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from New Hampshire
is recognized for 5minutes.
Mr. SMITH. I thank the Senator
from Oklahoma for yielding the time.

CRIME IN THE STREETS OF OUR
AMERICAN CITIES
Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, on the
night of March 21, 1962, 29 years ago
today--convicted rapist Booker Hillery
killed 15-year-old Marlene Miller. After
attempting to rape the young girl,
Hillery stabbed her through the throat
with the sewing scissors, monogrammed with her name, that she had
been using to sew a dress for her 16th
birthday party. Then he dumped her
body in an irrigation ditch.
Hillery, who was out on parole from
an earlier rape conviction, was arrested, convicted, and sentenced to
death. But this sentence was merely
the beginning of a 29-year legal struggle which has still not been resolved.
In 1965, having once upheld Hillery’s
murder conviction, the California Supreme Court ordered a new trial with
respect to the sentencing phase. The
reason for the reversal is that the jury
that sentenced Hillery to death had
been erroneously told that, if it gave
Hillery a life sentence, he could be released on parole. Although this was
correct at the time of Hillery’s trial, a
subsequent case created a new rule.
Hillery was again tried and sentenced
to death. He filed a habeas corpus petition and again the sentence was
thrown out. This time the reason was
that a potential juror had been excused
because she had stated that she
thought she could not sentence anyone
to death.
So Hillery was tried a third time and,
once again, sentenced to death. This
time he contended that the death penalty was unconstitutional under the
California constitution. His sentence
was reduced to life imprisonment.
Later that year, Hillery filed another
petition for habeas corpus, demanding
to be released on the grounds that
blacks had been excluded from the
grand jury which indicted him. There
was no evidence that there was any discriminatory intent. In fact, the judge
responsible for grand jury selection had
asked Hillery’s lawyer to identify potential black jurors, declining to include a potential black juror only because jury service would have conflicted with the juror’s employment.
Nevertheless, after 5 years of litigation, a U.S. district court granted
Hillery’s petition and ordered him released or retried. That decision was affinned by the U.S. Court of Appeals
and the U.S. Supreme Court.
On December 18, 1986, Hillery was
again convicted of murdering Marlene
Miller in 1962, and sentenced to life imprisonment. Within hours of the conviction, Hillery filed a notice of appeal,
which is still pending. Twenty-nine
years after Booker Hillery rammed a
pair of scissors through Marlene Miller’s throat, the case is not even close
to being resolved.
Mr. President, the case of Booker
Hillery is only another pathetic exam-
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ple of the ways in which the high level
of crime in our Nation’s cities are the
direct result of the criminal justice-or
better stated injustice-policies of our
courts and legislatures. While each of
these cases is heart-rending in itself,
an examination of crime statistics
helps us realize that this case is not an
isolated instance.
In April 1990, the Department of Justice published a profile of felony defendants in large urban counties for
calendar year 1988. That study showed
that two-thirds of the felony defendants were known to have been arrested
previously. Seventy-nine percent of
those with a previous arrest record had
at least one prior felony arrest. One
quarter of all defendants had four or
more prior felony arrests.
The study also found that the average number of prior arrest charges for
all defendants was three felony arrest
charges and three misdemeanor arrest
charges. When including only defendants who were known to have at least
one prior arrest, the average number of
prior arrests went up to four arrest
charges for felonies and five arrest
charges for misdemeanors.
The study found that about one-third
of the defendants already had some
type of status with the criminal justice
system at the time of their arrest; 41
percent of these were on probation, 34
percent were on pretrial release for a
previous case that was still pending.
Finally, the study found that 59 percent of defendants charged with violent
offenses were released before case disposition, and 46 percent of all released
defendants were released on the day of
their arrest or the following day. Only
one-third of those defendants originally arrested on felony assault
charges were ultimately convicted of
felonies.
Mr. President, it does not take a
rocket scientist to figure out what all
this means: First, the major part ofour
violent crime in American cities is the
result of a relatively small number of
career criminals who commit crimes
over and over again; second, these career criminals are in a position to commit violent crimes because our criminal justice system processes them and
turns them loose on the streets.
I agree with the President that the
key to taming crime in our cities is to
take the career criminals off the
street. This means curbing frivolous
prisoner petitions, insuring that dangerous criminals are not set free on innocent technicalities, and imposing
tough mandatory minimum sentences
including the death penalty where the
crime is particularly hideous.
Mr. President, the American people
are far ahead of Congress on this issue.
They realize that violent crime is both
a serious problem and an avoidable
one. Unless Congress begins to take a
leadership role in this area, I am convinced that our constituents will find
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leaders who will. This Senator intends
to work with the American people, not
against them, to put violent criminals
where they belong-behind bars and
away from the innocent people they
prey upon.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
FOWLER). The Senator from Wyoming
is recognized.
Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from New Hampshire.
I yield to the Senator from Idaho
[Mr. SYMS].
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Idaho [Mr. SyMms] is recognized for such time as he may use.
Mr. SYMMS. Thank you very much,
Mr. President.

FAST TRACK MUST BE LOOKED AT
CAREFULLY

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, there is
a lot to be said for negotiating trade
agreements that offer the prospect of
significantly increasing trade between
nations. I believe open borders benefit
the countries involved and I have always been supportive of efforts to expand trade.
Let me quote from Winston Churchill:
We say that every [citizen] shall have the
right to buy whatever he wants, wherever he
chooses, at his own good pleasure, without
restriction or discouragement
from the State.
*
That is our plan. * * In pursuit ofthis simple plan there came last year into [our country], from every land and people under the
sun. millions’ worth of merchandise, so marvelously varied in its character that a whole
volume could scarcely describe it. Why did it
come? Was it to crush us, or to conquer us,
or to starve us, or was it to nourish and enrich our country? It is a sober fact that
every single item, however inconsiderable, in
all that vast catalogue of commodities came
to our shores because some [citizen] desired
it, paid for it, and meant to turn it to his
comfort or profit.
What Winston Churchill said so well,
I say simply free trade in a free society provides the maximum benefit to
our citizens.
The question is: How do we get there?
How do we get free trade and still have
fair trade? Mr. President, I am a supporter of fast track,but a cautious supporter of fast track. We will not get
anywhere if our trading partners know
that an agreement negotiated by our
trade team will be bent and twisted by
the Senate. They simply will not negotiate with us. They will not deal with
us if. in fact, they think that whatever
they agree to, the Senate will change
it, and modify it, and make arrangements to suit every parochial interest
that any one of us might have.
In fact, our trading partners have
made it clear that they will not get involved in a negotiation with the United
States without fast track. In other
words, no fast track, no new agreements, no new opportunities for us, no

new opportunities for the engines of
production in the United States. It is
that simple.
But problems do come up, and we
need to look at them squarely at the
outset. I want to cite two or three of
these problems that I see that we need
to be able to handle. I have confidence
that our trade team will look out for
and work on these issues. I think it
cannot be overlooked.
One of the problems is the recent attempt by the provincial Government of
British Columbia to withdraw from the
memorandum of understanding for timber products. This is no small matter.
This memorandum was central to the
support of many Senators for the United States-Canada Free-Trade Agreement, myself included. I have joined
with Senator PACKWOOD to urge the
USTR to work toward the preservation
of that memorandum.
Mr. President, at the time that the
United
States-Canada
Agreement
passed the Finance Committee, it was
a tie vote, until we were able to extract
the agreement, and I happen to be the
Senator that did that extracted agreement from former President Reagan,
that he personally would set aside the
timber issue, so that it would be separately negotiated.
That memorandum of understanding
was agreed to, and I think that the Canadians need to understand, and the
American trade team needs to understand, that this is not the first time
that memorandum has been under attack. Some Canadian firms have failed
to pay the full export tax or have
misclassified lumber exports as other
wood products.
After the agreement was signed in
1986, for example, there was a significant increase in remanufactured wood
product exports into the United States.
These products are not subject to the
15-percent surtax. I do not think there
is much question that much of this increase resulted from misclassification.
There is another good example where
we are having problems with the United States-Canada Free-Trade Agreement. The situation that comes to
mind is the Saferco fertilizer project in
Saskatchewan, which the provincial
government is subsidizing by providing
significant equity and is guaranteeing
the owners’ commercial debt.
This is a huge, state-of-the-art nitrogen processing complex. It will cost
$435 million to build, and it will increase Canadian production by about 20
percent in a nitrogen market already
fully served by existing facilities. The
plants now in operation are sufficient
to serve the market and industry. Analysts do not foresee any need for any
additional supply in the future. It is
difficult for domestic fertilizer producers to gauge their markets and profit
margins when a massive increase in
subsidized product is on the horizon.
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Fortunately, there are dispute settlement procedures in place to remedy
these problems. How this situation is
resolved will be very important to how
this Senator will view any future
agreement.
Another concern we have in Idaho, of
course,is the prospect ofdumping a lot
of sugar product into the United
States. I know a lot of industries are
concerned about the antidumping provisions in the GATT. The sugar industry, of course, is very concerned that
the USTR is not going to be able to
protect the sugar producers from
dumping;
Finally, there is the current pork dispute. Currently, there is a Binational
Commission to resolve the dispute.
However, the Binational Conmission
and the U.S. International Trade Commission do not see eye to eye on some
things. They do not agree.
There are a lot of pork producers, not
only in Idaho but across the country,
very little of which are the Federal variety. The pork producers that I talk to
are very upset about the recent verdict
by the binational Commission, implying that there is no injury or threat of
injury to domestic production by subsidized-repeat, subsidized--Canadian
fresh and chilled pork producers. From
what I have seen, the Idaho producers I
have talked with make a pretty good
case. I know Senator GRASSLEY and
others have talked about this in the Finance Committee. They, too, come
from other pork producing States.
I was leery about the binational panels when they were debated in the Senate on the United States-Canadian
trade agreement. As I say, we cannot
win all the disputes, but it is something we have to look at.
A supranational dispute settlement
panel can effectively resolve problems
only if everything-hearings, notice,
analysis, and so forth-is done exactly
right. It seems to me that the system
may not be working in this case. What
we should do is be cautious that we do
not catch producers--in this case pork
producers-in an interagency struggle
for power, which leaves them mired, as
some ofmy friends from Idaho said, "in
a pigpen of indecision." I think it is
unfair, and I sincerely hope we can resolve this matter quickly, and that we
do not face this in the future.
I have asked Ambassador Carla Hills
to look into this and to respond to
some questions about the binational
panel, and I am looking forward to
those answers. I do think, as we move
forward to a long-term dream of former
President Reagan, that North America
will become an open trading zone.
I recall that in 1976 he came to Boise,
ID, in his, at that -time,unsuccessful
bid for the Presidency, and I was working on his behalf in my State at that
time, and he unveiled his dream and vision of a North American trade zone.
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We have taken a big step by getting
a Canadian Free-Trade Agreement. I
hope we will have another successful
step by getting one with Mexico. We
must remember that we must have fair
trade, and we have to have fair rules
that we go by. We need to move on
these free trade agreements, both on
the North America Free-Trade Agreement and the Uruguay round. Our
economy and the American consumer
will benefit tremendously if those
agreements can be successfully concluded.

WHY WE SHOULD CUT THE PAYROLL TAX AND LEAVE THE
WAGE BASE ALONE
Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, in my
opinion, reducing the payroll tax as
has been suggested by Senator MOYNimHr and Senator KASTEN is good tax
policy, it is good economics, and it is
good politics. That is why I am an
original cosponsor of their bill, S. 11,
the Social Security Tax Cut Act of
1991.
When the majority leader, Senator
MrCHELL, and the rest of the Democratic leadership in the Senate embraced the idea of a payroll tax cut, I
had great hopes that we might actually
enact some good economic policy without a bruising political fight.
You know, Mr. President, it is hard
to be an optimist in this town sometimes. Apparently, my colleagues on
the other side of the aisle are going to
try to exact a price for supporting good
economic policy.
Apparently, they are going to try,
once again, to soak the rich by raising
the wage cap for Social Security contributions from 553,400 to $125,000 or
more.
It was just last year that the wage
cap for the hospital insurance part of
the FICA tax was raised to $125,000. I
predicted at the time that it would not
take long before the folks who believe
higher taxes produce economic prosperity would be back to raise the rest of
the FICA tax base.
Well, it did not take them long. Just
5 months later and my prediction has
come true.
Mr. President, there is a lot to be
said on this, and I see no need to say it
all now. But much of what needs to be
said was explained with great clarity
by Senator KASTEN in an article published in the Washington Times yesterday. I ask unanimous consent that this
article be printed in the RECORD following my remarks.
There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
[From the Washington Times,Mar. 20,1991]
To TE RESCUE OF PAYROLL TAx CUTs
(ByRobert Kasten)
Senate Majority Leader George Mitchell’s
recent decision to support the MoynilhanKasten payroll tax cut plan is a significant
49-059 0--95 VOL 137WPL5138

political development. But his suggestion to
increase the amount of income subject to the
tax to soak the "rich" in order to make up
the revenue loss will kill it-leaving America’sworkers and retirees in the lurch.
Raising the taxable wage cap from the current 353,400 to 3125,000--or eliminating the
cap altogether-is bad policy, bad economics
and bad politics. Not only would this action
perpetuate the charade of using the Social
Security surplus funds to pay for other government programs, it would reduce economic
growth and convert Social Security into the
world’slargest welfare program.
The current taxable maximum upon which
the 7.65 percent payroll tax rate is levied (6.2
percent for Social Security, 1.45 percent for
Medicare) is seven times higher than it was
in 1970-and it continues to rise rapidly because it’s tied to the growth of average wage
rates in the economy. Last year’s tax-increase budget plan raised the wage cap for
the Medicare tax rate to $125,000. It was only
a matter of time before this served as an excuse to raise the wage cap for the Social Security tax.
The bill Sen. Daniel Patrick Moynihan,
New York Democrat, and I have proposed
would cut the Social Security tax from 6.2
percent to 5.2 percent for both employees and
employers over the next six years, saving
businesses and workers a whopping $160 billion. Although our legislation proposes a
slight increase in the wage cap compared to
current law (Mr.Moynihan argues that the
percentage of wages in the U.S. economy
covered by the taxable maximum has fallen
below the traditional 90 percent to 86 percent
today), every taxpayer would receive a tax
cut.
In addition to boosting take-home pay and
reducing labor costs, the Moynihan-Kasten
proposal would return the Social Security
program to itstraditional pay-as-you-go financing. Taxpayers were told that the payroll-tax surpluses would be placed in a "trust
fund" to finance future benefits. But these
surpluses aren’t really saved at all. Rather,
they are immediately spent on other federal
programs.
Judging from past comments by his fellow
Democrats, Mr. Mitchell may find very little
support from his own party foreliminating
the wage base. During last fall’sfloor debate
on payroll tax cuts, Sen. Ernest Hollings,
South Carolina Democrat, referred to use of
the surplus to finance other federal spending
as "embezzlement." Sen. Brock Adams,
Washington Democrat, put it best when he
said, "We are masking the federal deficit
with Social Security. And, in the eyes of the
American public, whom we represent, this is
criminal.."
This "criminal" practice would continue
under the Mitchell proposal, since there
would be little or no net tax cut-and the
government would continue generating and
spending huge Social Security surpluass.
That’s not all. Lifting the wage cap would
also cause serious harm to the economy. We
ought to remember that there are two goals
that are important-fairness and economic
growth. If we strive for a spurious fairness
and fail to consider the need to promote real
growth as well, we will be striking a fatal
blow at our future prosperity.
The Dallas-based Institute for Policy Innovation calculates that while a combined 2
percentage point cut in the payroll tax
would create 650,000 new jobs by the year
even the modest increase in the cap
2000,
called for in Moynihan-Kasten wipes out half
of this job gain. Lifting the cap entirely, or
raising it to 3125,000, would wipe out all the
extra Jobs,and maybe even lose Jobs.
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The reason is clear: Eliminating the cap
would increase the marginal tax rates on affected workers by up to 13.3 percent-thus
raising the top rate on wages from 31 percent
to 44.3 percent. This rise in marginal tax
rates powerfully and directly reduces the incentive to work, invest and produce.
Perhaps the greatest danger of eliminating
the cap is the threat it poses to the longterm health of Social Security. This irresponsible move would break the link between what workers pay into the Social Security and what they get out In benefits.
There are essentially two choices for policymakers: Either give the wealthy massive Socil Security checks commensurate with
their payroll-tax contributions over the
years or explicitly make Social Security an
income-redistribution program.
Social Security is not a welfare program;
it is a retirement program. Lifting the wage
cap is, indeed, "messing" with Social Security.In the process of socking it to the rich,
the "pro-envy" crowd will derail our effort
to provide tax relief to 132 million workers
by imperiling Social Security and economic
growth.
Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from Idaho, and I
will yield 5 minutes to the Senator
from Oklahoma [Mr.NICELES].
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. NICxLES] is
recognized for 5minutes.
S. 3 WILL COST A BILLION
DOLLARS--AND MORE
Mr. NICKEIS. Mr. President, yesterday the Rules Committee reported out
S. 3, the so-called Campaign Reform
Act.
Mr. President, in looking at this bill
I think, instead of being called campaign reform, it should be called politicians’ pork barrel bill, because that is
exactly what it is.
I testified before the Rules Committee and said the estimated public subsidy in S.3 is about $1 billion over a 6year cycle, $1 billion on taxpayers and
on the general public, to subsidize politicians. I do not think that is campaign
reform.
Some people have asked me, where
did I get those figures? I am going to
put in the RECORD an analysis done by
the Republican Policy Committee tabulating the cost. I will go through it

very quickly.
In 1994 the cost in Senate elections
alone would be about $131 million. Over
a 6-year cycle, if we would include all
Senators, we would be talking about
$358 million.
I will also say if you are going to
have public financing for the Senate
you are going to have public financing
for the House. The House generally
spends 1 times what the Senate does.
Over a 6-year election cycle that cost
would be about $550 million. Over the 6
years that totals about $908 million for
both Senate and House races.
I will tell the Presiding Officer, that
does not include third party candidates, it does not include very much
for independent expenditures. It is very
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conservative on the so-called discount
for broadcasting, and it does not include administrative expenses. We
found out from FEC they anticipate
they will have to hire something like
2,500 auditors just to comply with this
bill.
So the subsidies are enormous; up to
$1 billion, maybe well over $1 billion
for taxpayers and the general public to
subsidize politicians for the next 6
years. I do not think that is what taxpayers are asking for. I do not think
politicians should be at the public
trough to finance their campaigns.
Mr. President, I will submit all of
this background work to substantiate
these figures. But again, my colleagues
and all American people should know
what these subsidies are we are talking
about.
Automatically an eligible candidate
would be given communications vouchers, communications vouchers that are
in the hundreds of thousands of dollars,
depending on the size of your State. An
eligible candidate could buy broadcast
time at one-half the rate of anybody
else.
Why should politicians be able to buy
time cheaper than other organizations,
even charitable organizations? And certainly if we are going to mandate that
U.S. Senators get broadcast time at
one-half the rate, that has to apply not
only to House candidates but I would
expect to gubernatorial, maybe county
commissioners, city commissioners, as
well. Why should we get a rate one-half
the rate of other politicians?
Then S. 3 goes so far as to say politicians should be able to mail at onefourth the cost of regular taxpayers.
Most taxpayers are paying 29 cents for
a first-class stamp. The politicians
would be able to get the same stamp
for 7.25 cents. That makes no sense. It
is not fair.But that is in S.3.
Mr. President, yesterday the Rules
Committee ordered S. 3 favorably reported. S. 3 is the campaign finance reform bill of the Democratic leadership.
I oppose S. 3 for several reasons,
mostly because I find its costs staggering and unacceptable. When I testified
on S. 3 last week, I estimated that it
would cost $1 billion over a 6-year election cycle. These costs, which are conservatively estimated, will be borne by
the private sector and the public section, which, of course, gets its money
from taxpayers in the private sector.
S. 3 provides politicians with a billion dollars of subsidies over 6 years. It
should be opposed for that reason
alone--but the sober facts of the Federal budget provide plenty of other reasons. This year the Treasury of the
United States will borrow hundreds of
billions of dollars to meet the country’s financial obligations. I can hardly
believe that the Senate of the United
States is now bringing to the floor a
bill that will set up an entitlement program for our own political campaigns
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and then take borrowed money to pay
for it. S. ’s*proponentsappear committed to using taxes for political campaigns, however. In this morning’s
markup, a McConnell amendment to
strip out all taxpayer subsidies was defeated on a party line vote.
So that taxpayers may be apprised of
the billion dollar tab they are going to
get stuck with, I ask unanimous consent that my letter to the chairman of
the Rules Committee and a paper prepared by the Republican Policy Committee be printed in the RECORD.
There being no objection, the material was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

that participation rates under S. 3 will be
very high Indeed.)
S. 3 provides politicians with a billion dollars of subsidies over six years. It should be
opposed for that reason alone-but the sober
facts of the Federal budget provide plenty of
other reasons. This year the Treasury of the
United States will borrow hundreds of billions of dollars to meet the country’s financial obligations. I can hardly believe that the
Senate of the United States is preparing to
vote on a bill that will set up an entitlement
program for our own political campaigns and
then take borrowed money to pay for it.
I appreciate the hearings you held on S. 3.
Those hearings will help explain the bill to
the American people. To that purpose, I ask
that this letter and the accompanying study
prepared by the Republican Policy Committee
be placed in the hearing record together
U.S. SENATE,
Washington,DC, March 18,1991. with my testimony of March 13.
Sincerely,
Hon. WENDELL H.FORD.
DON NICKLES.
Chairman,Committee on Rules and AdminisiraEnclosure: U.S. Senate Republican Policy
tin,U.S. Senate.Washington,DC.
DEAR MR. CHAImAN: In my testimony to Committee Policy Analysis, "The Five
the Committee last week, I estimated that S. Major Financial Benefits of S. 3: How They
3 could cost $1 billion over a 6-year election Work and Who Will Pay" (March 12, 1991).

cycle. These costs will be borne by the private sector and the public sector (which, of
course, gets its money from taxpayers in the
private sector). The basis for my estimate is
a study done by the Republican Policy Committee,a copy ofwhich is enclosed.
As the study shows, if S. 3 is enacted and
all Senate candidates in 1994 avail themselves of the benefits of the bill, costs for
that one Senate election will be about $131
million. Over the six-year Senate election
cycle, costs for major party Senate candidates will total about $358 million. If similar subsidies are extended to the House, subsidies for major party House candidates will
cost about $550 million. (This assumes that
the costs for subsidizing House races will
bear the same relationship to Senate costs as
1990 receipts for House candidates bore to
1990 receipts for Senate candidates.) The sum
of more than 3900 million (which is probably
understated because of extremely conservative assumptions for broadcast purchases
and independent expenditures) does not include payments to minor party candidates
and does not include additional administrative costs. (The Federal Election Commission testified that 2500 auditors would be required to administer S. 3. The Commission
now employs 25 auditors.)
The Policy Committee assumed 100 percent
participation rates. This assumption may
prove to be too high; however, 100 percent
participation rates appear Justified by the
nation’s experience with the Presidential
Election Campaign Fund (onlyone candidate
has turned down Federal money, and his
campaign was a costly failure) and by the intentions of S. ’s sponsors (who intend the
benefits ofS. 3to be so valuable that no candidate will turn them down). Additionally, it
is possible to halve the estimate of the participation rate and not substantially change
the 31 billion estimate: If one candidate
(rather than two) will be eligible for S. ’s
benefits and if the noneligible opponent
raises or spends 134 percent of S. ’s spending
limit then the eligible candidate is entitled
to an additional taxpayer-subsidized payment equal to 100 percent of the general election expenditure limit. This payment, the
"excess expenditure amount," is not available when both candidates are eligible for S.
3"s benefits. (Thethreat of a noneligible candidate triggering payment of the excess expenditure amount to his or her eligible opponent provides another reason for thinking

THE FrVE MAJOR FINANCIAL BENEFITS OF S. 3:
How THEY WORK ANDWHO WILL PAY
(ByLincoln C. Oliphant, Policy Committee
Legislative Counsel)
SYNOPSIS
If S.3is enacted, candidates for the United
States Senate who agree to limit their campaign spending will be eligible for five financial subsidies. This paper analyzes and explains those subsidies and estimates their
costs. Our cost estimates are preliminary
and incomplete, but it appears that the subsidies will cost about 180 percent of the
spending limit. For example, in a State
where the general election expenditure limit
would be $1 million, an eligible candidate
(running against an ineligible candidate)
would be entitled to various subsidies worth
about $1.8 million. These subsidies will be
paid for by taxpayers, by broadcasters, and
by others who the sponsors of S. 3 have yet
to identify. There is a substantial likelihood
that the unidentified party also is the American taxpayer.
The subsidies will amount to hundreds of
millions of dollars. If S. 3is in force for the
1994 elections, the subsidies will amount to
about $105 million if one Senate candidate in
each race participates and to about $131 million if both Senate candidates participate. If
the House of Representatives gets involved,
add another couple of hundred million dollars.
I. INTRODUCTION
S. 3is the leading campaign finance reform
proposal of the 102d Congress because it is
sponsored by the Democratic leadership and
because it is similar to a bill that passed the
Senate last year (S. 137). This month, the
Rules Committee is holding three hearings
on S. 3 and other campaign reform bills, and
a bill can be expected on the Senate floor
this spring.
The bill’s Democratic sponsors say the key
(and nonnegotiable) feature of S. 3 Is its
spending limits. Under S. 3 candidates for
the United States Senate who (1) agree to
limit their campaign spending,’ (2) raise a
relatively small
amount in contributions of
$250 or less,2 and (3) comply with other requirements of the acts will be entitled to
five major financial benefits, viz.
Half-price broadcast media rates,
Footnotes at end of article.
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Low cost mailing rates,
Funds to respond to independent expenditures (the "independent expenditure
amount"),
Funds to match "excessive" spending by
an opponent (the "excess expenditure
amount"), and
Vouchers to buy broadcast air time ("voter
communication vouchers").
This paper considers each
4 of these benefits
to "eligible candidates" in the order that
the bill bestows them.
II.THE GENERAL ELECTION EXPENDITURE LIMIT
AND A HYPOTHETICAL MILLIONN DOLLAR
STATE"

The general election expenditure limits
under S.3 run from 3950,000 (for about
20
5
States) to 35.5 million for California. These
general election limits, which the Appendix
lists for each of the fifty States, are used to
determine three of the five financial subsidies of S.3. Still,the value of the subsidies
can only be estimated after various assumptions are made.
We have tried in every case to state our assumptions openly. If our assumptions are
valid, the subsidies to a major party candidate for a seat in the United States Senate
(when his or her opponent is not eligible for
the subsidies) will amount to about 10 percent of the general election expenditure
limit. If both major party candidates are eligible for subsidies, the benefits to each will
be about 112 percent of the expenditure limit
(fora total subsidy of 224 percent).
Readers who disagree with our assumption
can assign other values and reach their own
conclusions-which may be either higher or
lower than our own. We are fully aware that
our estimates are entirely dependent on our
assumptions. Nevertheless, we hope to demonstrate that both the assumptions and the
estimates are sound and helpful.
In the Appendix, we estimate the value of
the subsidies only for those States that will
have Senate races in 1994. With the numbers
in the Appendix we do provide a basis for estimating S. Ts total costs for one election.
However, this paper’s primary purpose is not
to "cost out" S.3 but to explain S. Fs financial benefits in a typical Senate race. To
help us achieve that purpose we use one
State where the general election expenditure
limit is an even $1million. That spending
limit is hypothetical, but it Is close to S.S’s
actual8limits for about one-half of the 50
States. The rules and ratios for our "million
dollar State" may be applied to Senate races
in every State, however.
El.THE SUBSIDY PROVIDED BY rHE PRIVATE
SECTOR: HALF-PRICE BROADCAST MEDIARATES

Under current law, for the 45 days before a
primary or run-off election and for the 60
days before a general or special election, a
broadcaster may not charge political advertisers more than the "lowest unit charge"
for "the same class7 and amount of time for
the ssame period." S. 3 will amend current
law so that an "eligible candidate" who is
running for the Senate will be entitled to (1)
the "lowest unit charge" during the 45 days
preceding the primary or run-off election,
and (2) one-half of the "lowest unit charge"
during the period (of whatever length)beginning the day after the primary or runoff
election (whichever is later) and ending on
the day of the general electionY The halfprice rates are available only to an eligible
candidate.
Unlike the other benefits of S.3, this subsidy is provided directly to Senate candidates by the private sector (here,the ownersand employees of broadcast stations and

their advertisers) without first filtering the
money through the Department of the Treasury or some other agency or instrumentality
0
of the United States Government.
The rationale for the broadcast subsidy
seems to be that campaigns cost too much
and that broadcasters are rich enough to
subsidize them. For example, in his introductory remarks on S. 3,the Senate Majority
Leader said:
"The cost of campaign advertising on television has skyrocketed in recent yearsgrowing more than 10 fold between 1974 and
1988. In the typical competitive Senate campaign more than 50 percent of the cost is attributed to television advertising. Many candidates spend the last few weeks of the campaign in nonstop fundraising simply to turn
the money over to television stations....
"The proposal in this legislation is ...
modest.It attempts to maintain market factors by relating the cost of election advertising to the cost of commercial time so that
candidates still must pay based on the
viewership of the programming. I expect this
proposal will be resisted by many in the
broadcast Industry but campaign advertising
is a very minor part of their overall advertising-less than 1percent of total television ad
revenues.""
Even if campaign advertising does constitute less than one percent of total television advertising revenue, political advertising on broadcast television totalled 3203.3
million In 1990.1 Presumably, the industry
will indeed resist this subsidy; an industry
that is being ordered to sell its product at
one-half the going rate is unlikely to be comforted by a claim that "marketfactors" are
being "maintained." "s
The half-price broadcast rate will constitute a subsidy of at least one-half million
dollars to an eligible Senate candidate where
the general election expenditure limit is $1
million. This is so because the eligible candidate gets $500,000 in broadcast vouchers
(explained below), and that 3500,000 plus any
other funds the eligible candidate spends on
broadcasting will be matched, dollar-for-dollar, by the half-price subsidy that broadcasters are being compelled to provide.
In truth, the eligible candidate will get $1
million in advertising, and he will pay ...
absolutely nothing. In a State with a $1million general election limit, an eligible candidate will receive M500,000
in vouchers which
he or she will then use to buy $1 million in
broadcast time (because the time must be
sold at one-half the regular rate). Therefore,
an eligible candidate gets $1 million in advertising and spends no cash. (Presumably,a
good portion of that unspent cash also will
be spent on broadcast purchases, and those
additional purchases of time will be
matched, dollar-for-dollar, by the subsidy required of the broadcast industry.) The
noneligible candidate, on the other hand,
will find himself or herself in the outdated
and curiously capitalistic position of having
to pay 3100,000 for half-a-million dollars of
broadcast time.
There may be a tendency to think that the
broadcast subsidy (one-half regular rates)
and the broadcast vouchers (equal to onehalf the general election limit) combine to
give the eligible candidate a fourfold benefit
whereby $4 of advertising can be purchased
for $1. But the benefits are infinitely more
valuable than that: An eligible candidate
will receive broadcast benefits equal to the
general election expenditure limit without
spending a single dollar bill. One-half of
those benefits will be paid for by the broadcast industry, and one-half will be paid for
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from the still-mystertous Senate Election
Campaign Fund (see below).
We summarize the value of this subsidy in
the following table. (Werepeat this table for
each of the subsidies that follow.)
Estimated value of subsidies to eligible candidaiesunderS. 3in Staie where generalelection spending limit is $ million
General election expenditure
limit ......................................... $ ,000-00Subsidies:
Half price broadcast rates
5 0,0D
Reduced mail rates ....................................
Independent
expenditure
amount ..................................................
Excess expenditure amount ........................

Voter communication vouchers ..................
This subsidy is worth at least 50percent of
the spending limit We emphasize that this
estimate is rock solid because it sits on the
rock bottom. Our estimate for the value of
this subsidy will be too high if and only if an
eligible candidate does not spend all of his or
her broadcast vouchers. Since the vouchers
are free to the eligible candidate and can
only be spent on broadcast time to tout the
candidate, we hold firmly to the thought
that this estimate is cheap.
IV. THE SUBSIDy PROVIDED BYTHE TAXPAYERS:
LOWCOST MAIL
14
Under current law, certain diplomats,
blind persons and others who "cannot use or
read conventionally printed material
be5
cause of a physical impairment,"’ persons
overseas who are posting 6ballots for elections in the United States, and nonprofit or7
political or other qualified organizations,’
receive substantial mail subsidies. These
subsidies are paid for out of the general revenues of the United Statess unless Congress
fails to appropriate the amount authorized)’
In the case of a failure to appropriate, the
rate is to be increased to make up for the
amount "that the Congress was to appropriate." w
S. 3 will give eligible candidates preferentiai rates for nmail. The preferential
rates will be (1) for first-class mail, onefourth of the regular rate, and (2)for thirdclass mail, two cents per piece less than the
fist-class rate. This subsidy comes to an end
when the total amount paid for reduced-rate
mail (i.e.,the sum of first-class postage and
third-class postage at the reduced-rate
prices) exceeds five percent of the general
election
expenditure limIt for the can2
didate.
Up to the 5 percent cap, therefore, eligible
Senate candidates will be able to mail a
first-class letter for 7.25 cents (Le, onefourth of the regular rate which is now 29
cents) and a third-class letter for 5,25 cents
(i.e., 2 cents less than S. S’sreduced rate for
first class mail). Postal rate structures are
complicated and it is somewhat difficult to
compare rates, but we are informed by the
Postal Service that, with respect to first
class rates, there is no comparable rate reduction for any other group; with respect to
third class rates for non-profit organizations,
the average rate per piece is 9.5 cents.
We estimate the value of the mail subsidy
at 10 percent of the general election expenditure limit.This subsidy apparently is to be
paid for by taxpayers, not stamp buyers per
se, because section 104(b) of the bill provides
permanent authorizing authority for an appropriation=
The eligible candidate’s spending and not
the subsidy is capped at 5 percent ofthe general election limit.In a state where the general election limit is 31 million, an eligible
candidate could buy 000-00- of first-class
postage before reaching the 350,000 spending
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limit because each letter costs only one- candidates facing noneligible opponents. If candidate raises, spends, or obligates to
fourth of the regular rate. Therefore, if all of an election involved two eligible candidates, spend $1,000,000-plus-one-dollar the eligible
of the candidate is entitled to a check drawn on the
the postage were used on first-class mail the each would be entitled to a payment
34
Current Senate Election Campaign Fund for $666,667.
subsidy would be $150,000 ($200,000 received independent expenditure amount
minus $50,000 paid). If the $50,000 were spent law does not, of course, provide any com- Once the noneligible candidate in our hypothetical State spends or raises more than
on third-class postage, our eligible candidate parable benefit
Relatively small independent expenditures $1,333,333 (13333 percent of the general elecwould receive a subsidy of about $50,000 because the third-class subsidy is roughly 100 would not trigger the payment of the inde- tion spending limit), the eligible candidate is
percent ($100,000 of third-class postage could pendent expenditure amount from the Sen- entitled to another check for 3=5,333. Hence,
ate Election Campaign Fund. Under the bill, if the noneligible candidate raises or spends
be purchased for $5.00O).|
In measuring the cost of this subsidy we independent expenditures that are made or $333,334 above the million dollar limit, he or
assume that an eligible candidate with a $1 obligated to be made during any general, pri- she triggers a payment of 31 million to his or
million general election limit will divide his mary, or runoff election period must be re- her eligible opponent.If the noneligible canor her use of the postal subsidy so that ported to the Federal Election Commission if didate raises or spends more than 133.3 per$150,000 of postage will be procured with the they exceed $MOOO.n Only reported amounts cent of the general election spending limit
candidate’s $50,000. Therefore, the subsidy is trigger a payment. Therefore, an independ- then all spending limits are removed for the
paid), ent expenditure of exactly $10,000 would not eligible candidate.
3100,000 (3150,000 received minus $50,000
be reported and would not be matched by a
In the table, we value the excess expendior 10 percent of the general election limit.
Estimated value of subsidies to eligible can- payment of the independent expenditure ture amount at only two-thirds of the maximum
allowable amount, i.e., an amount
amount.
This
is
the
case
even
if
there
are
didatesunder S. 3in State where generalelechundreds of separate, truly discrete inde- equal to two-thrids of the general election
spending limit is $1 million
tion
pendent expenditures of $10,000. However, expenditure limit. Remember, this amount
General election
expenditure
limit .........................................
$1,000,000 any independent expenditure above $10,000 becomes available to an eligible candidate
must be reported and would be matched if it when the nonellgible candidate raises or
Subsidies:
Half price broadcast rates ........50,000 was3 made during the general election pe- spends one dollar above the general election
rio.
limit.
100,0
Reduced mail rates .............
The independent expenditure amount is Estimated value of subsidies to eligible canexpenditure
Independent
unlimited, but we value it at 2 percent of the
am ount ................................................
didatesunder S. 3 in State where generalelecExcess expenditure amount ........................
general election expenditure limit. Our estition spending limit is $1 million
Voter communication vouchers ..................
mate is based on F.E.C. numbers showing General
election
expenditure
We estimate that this subsidy is worth 10 that in the 1987-8 election cycle independent
limit ......................................... $1,0 0,000
percent of the spending limit, although it expenditures equaled about 2 percent
of all Subsidies:
4
could range from about 5 percent of the spending on Senate campaigns. We have
Half price broadcast rates ........
500,000
spending limit (if only third-class postage is not attempted to apportion that spending to
100,000
Reduced mail rates ...... Q
............
purchased) to 15 percent (if only first-class the general election period.
Independent
expenditure
postage is purchased). We place our estimate Estimated value of subsidies to eligible canamount ..................................
20,000
at the midpoint. By doing so we knowingly
666,667
Excess expenditure amount ......
didatesunderS. 3in State where generalelecdiscount the incentive to use more first-class
Voter communication vouchers ..................
tionspending limit is $1million
mail (and receive additional subsidies worth General
This value is particularly difficult to aselection
expenditure
tens of thousands of dollars).
limit ......................................... $1,000,000 sess even though we have only three choices
V. SUBSIDIES TO CANDIDATES THROUGH THE Subsidies:
100 percent, 66.6 percent, and zero. We asSENATE ELECTION CAMPAIGN FUND TO BEPRsume that a noneligible candidate will raise,
Half price broadcast rates ........
500,0
VIDED BY PERSONS AS YET UNIDENTIIED
Reduced mail rates .................
10,000 spend, or obligate to spend at least one dolA. The Senate Election CampaignFund
Independent
expenditure
lar over the general election limit That one
amount ..................................
20,000 dollar decision will, of course, trigger a twoThe three subsidies discussed in this secExcess expenditure amount ........................
thirds of a million dollars windfall to his or
tion will come out of a Senate Election CamVoter communications vouchher eligible opponent. Our difficulty with the
paign Fund.Unfortunately, S. 3 does not say
ers............................................................
estimate vanishes, however, when we assume
who will put money into the Fund. In part,
that
both candidates are eligible. In that
We estimate this subsidy to be worth 2perit is said, that silence is in deference to the
House’s constitutional prerogatives on tax- cent of the spending limit Surely we are case, neither candidate is entitled to an exation. In part, that silence is intended to ob- low.Many observers believe that when direct cess expenditure amount and we can safely
scure the prospect that taxpayers are about spending is limited independent expenditures say that the subsidy disapeare. Estimates for
to be told to pick up the tab for Senators’ will increase greatly. There is perhaps an in- Senate races where both candidates are eligicampaigns. Some of our reasons for thinking dication of this likelihood in the history of ble can be found in the Appendix.
that taxpayers will be handed the bill--over the presidential system,which of course has
D. Voter communication vouchers
the objections of Republican Senators--are public financing and spending limits. In the
An eligible, major party candidate is entigiven below in subsection E,"Who Will Pay 1988 election, presidential candidates re- tied to "voter communication vouchers" in
ceived $213.8 million, and independent ex- the amount of 50 percent of the general elecfor the Senate Election Campaign Fund?"
totalled $14.1 million or 7 per- tion expenditure limit. These vouchers may
There are some things about S. 3 that its penditures
34
sponsors are not revealing (suchas the detail cent.
be used only to purchase broadcast time of
of who pays), but there are other things that
C. The excess expenditure amount
at least one minute but not more than five
34
we do know: We know, for example, that S.
Under S. 3, an eligible candidate will re- minutes during the general election period.
3 establishes "on the books of the Treasury
a payment from the Senate Election After the F.E.C. certifies that a candidate is
of the United States a special fund to be ceive
eligible, the Secretary of the Treasury issues
known as the ’Senate Election Campaign Campaign Fund to counteract his or her voter communication vouchers. These are in
Fund’," and we know that S. 3 appropriates (noneligible)opponent’s(1) spending, (2)obli- turn used to purchase broadcast time and
(3)
gation
to
spend,
or
even
receipt
of
conto the Fund for each fiscal year an amount tributions,
that is in excess of the bill’s gen- then turned back to the Secretary by the
34
equal to "any contributions by persons
eral election expenditure limit. This pay- broadcaster for payment at face value.
which are specifically designated as being
ment is the "excess expenditure amount." Funds for the payment are to come from the
made to the Fund." 2 We do not know who Unlike
the independent expenditure amount, Senate Election Campaign Fund. Current
will be assigned to make these "specifically
law does not of course, provide any comdesignated" "contributions," but we do the excess expenditure payment doesn’t Just parable benefit.
equal that spending which the bill’s proknow that S.3 will offer the following bene- ponents find objectionable, it often exceeds
Estimated value of subsidies to eligible cans
fits to be paid out of that phantom fund:
it ’Current law does not, of course, provide
didatesunder S.3 in Statewhere generalelecB. The Independentexpenditureamount
any comparable benefit.
tion spendinglimit is $1 million
a
Under S. 3, an eligible candidate will reFor a major party candidate, 2 the excess General election
expenditure
ceive a payment from the Senate Election expenditure amount is two-thirds of the genlimit ......................................... $I,60 0,060
Campaign Fund to counteract independent eral election spending limit payable when- Subsidies:
expenditures that are made or obligated to ever the nonellgible opponent spends or
Half price broadcast rates
500,000
be made during the general election period raises more than 100 percent of the general
Reduced mail rates ...................
100,000
(1)in opposition to the eligible candidate or election limit but less than 133.33 percent of
Independent
expenditure
(2)on behalf of the eligible candidate’s oppo- that limit. Therefore, in a race for U.S. Senamount .................................
20,000
nent.A This benefit, the "independent ex- ate where the general election expenditure
Excess expenditure amount ......
666,667
penditure amount," is not limited to eligible limit is $1million, as soon as the noneligible
Voter communication vouchers
000-00
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Voter communication vouchers may be
valued with precision; they are equal to 50
percent of the general election expenditure
limit.
E. Who will pay for the Senate Election
Campaign Fund?
In his introductory remarks on S. 3, the
Majority Leader said:
"I recognize there will be those who will be
concerned that taxpayers could be asked to
help pay for cleaner[,) more competitive
campaigns. But this isn’t a novel idea; we
have been doing it in Presidential elections
since 1976. The cost of this is quite minor and
like the presidential system would be financed by the voluntary checkoff on the tax
return."=
If a checkoff system is used, as the Majority Leader suggests it will be, all taxpayers
are handed the bill, not just those who check
a box on their form 1040. Those who check
that box determine how much money is
transferred from the general fund to the
election fund, but they do not themselves
pay the bill, and neither do they increase
their tax liability nor reduce the size of their
refund. (The current Form 1040 reminds taxpayers that,"Checking ’Yes’will not change
your tax or reduce your refund.") The same
design is in prospect for S. 3.
Senate Republicans oppose using tax funds
to pay for the political campaigns of Members of Congress. During last year’s debate
on a campaign finance reform bill, S. 137,
Senate Republicans led a fight to eliminate
all taxpayer-financed subsidies from the bill.
Republicans lost that battle--but not the
war, which rages on-when a McConnell
amendment was defeated by only three
votes. Not one Republican voted against that
amendment. By contrast, 49 of 51 Democrats
voted against it.

After defeat of the McConnell amendment;
Senator Exon proposed that the bill’s benefits be paid by individual taxpayers who
would redirect a part of their income tax refund to a campaign finance fund. Unlike the
current checkoff system, the Exon plan
would have reduced a taxpayer’s refund.
That amendment failed 39-to-60." Senator
Boren’s sense-of-the-Senate amendment to
the same effect as the Exon amendment was

then adopted, 55-to-44.w Amendments expressing the sense of the Senate do not, of
course, bind the Senate or the House or anyone else, and the idea that taxpayers will
designate enough of their tax refunds to a
Senate Election Campaign Fund so that Senators can finance their re-election campaigns is, to say no more, improbable.
Improbability is indicated by the current
plight of the Presidential Election Campaign
Fund, which is not funded by payments that
reduce refunds but which nevertheless is facing serious financial difficulties. ’There will
be a shortfall in the [Presidential] Fund,"
says the Chairman of the F.E.C. "This may
occur as early as next year’s Presidential
election. It will occur in the 1996 elections
4
absent corrective legislative action." As
costs have risen, participation has dropped
off. In 1989, the percentage of tax returns
showing a "check of"’fell below 20 percent
for the first time."
VI.CONCLUSION
Under our assumptions, an eligible candidate in a State with a 31 million general
election expenditure limit is entitled to an
estimated $1,787,000 in subsidies if his or her
opponent is not an eligible candidate. This
ratio of 1 to about 1.80, which may be too
high or too low, will hold for every State. If
both candidates are eligible major party candidates, the combined subsidy for both cam-

paigns will equal about 32,240,000, or 2.24
times the general election expenditure limit
for one candidate. (The subsidy for an election when both candidates are eligible candidates is calculated by omitting the excess
expenditure amount and then doubling the
result.) Estimates for the 1994 Senate elections can be seen in the Appendix.
Three of the five subsidies will be paid for
by persons as yet undisclosed. Taxpayers and
broadcasters have already been assigned to
pay for the other two subsidies.
This paper does not purport to provide a
comprehensive estimate of costs. We make
no estimate for administrative costs for example." Our estimate for the independent
expenditure amount Is probably far too low;
nearly everyone expects independent expenditures to balloon If direct campaign spending
is capped. Costs for minor party candidates
are sure to climb,perhaps steeply," Our estimate of the subsidy for the half-price broadcast rates may be far too low because it accounts only for the eligible candidate’s voter
coamunication vouchers. Our estimate for
the cost of the excess expenditure amount is
an honest guess. How can it be anything else
when the value of that benefit is either 100
percent or 67 percent of the general election
expenditure lmit or zero? And, of course, all
aggregate estimates--ours and everyone
else’s-are functions of participation rates,
which are unknowable. Based on the presidential model, however, we believe that participation rates will be very high, (John B.
Connally is the only presidential candidateamong dozens during a generation, who has
refused money from the Treasury.)
We look forward to a more comprehensive
estimate of the costs of S.3.
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AND
APPENDIL-SPENDING
LIMITS
Stale

1990suingagepopulation
e

electionependiture
linal
7993,110D

TOt

elections

58,509.81)

1994estimated
subsidy
for
oneeligiblecandidate
105,317,000

1994estimated
subsidyfor
twoeligiblecandidates
00-000.131

appliesto NenJersey.c tOt-"5034b)(2)."
SAuniqe formula
FOOTNOTES
*The spending limits for the general election are
explained in section 2Hof this Paper. Spending limits
for a primary election are 67percent of the general
election limit or 31,000-00-ever is less. The
limit for a runoffelection is20percent of the general election expenditure limit. Sec. 1Ol-"25(d)".
(hin form of citation, which is used throughout this
paper, signifies a reference to that part of section
101of S.3 that proposes toadd new subsection 502(d)
to the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971
("FECA,1"which iscodiied at 2 U.S.C. 431
’To become eligible, a candidate must raise 10percent of the general election expenditure limit in
contributions of S210 or less from individuals. Onehalfof those inudlviduals must reside within the candidate’s State. The contributions must be made by
"written instrument identifying" the Contributor
and must be made after January 1 of the calendar
year preceding the year of the general election. Sec.
101-"502(e)".
the filing reqairement of subeece.
’For example,
’
101-"5(b)-(c)", the recerdkesping and audit requirements of sec. 101-"56’",and the limitation on
the
t use of personal or family funds ofsec. 101-"50".
This is the term to denominated a candidate who
has agreed to the requirements of the bill and is
therefore eligible for its benefits. See. sec. 1d"99110)".
S.3 provides that the general election expenditure limit is, ". .. [T]he aggregate amount of expenditroes for a general election by an eligible candidate and the candidate’s authorized committees
or (B)
shall not exceed the lesser of- (A)$5,00,000;
pIns (1)
30
the greater of- (I) 9K3,Oi;or (iti) $4000,
cents multiplied by the voting age population not in
exce of 4,00.00, and (11)25cents multiplied by the
" Sec.
voting age population in exce of 4,=000.
lMl-"Oif(h)(i)". New Jersey gets its own formula.
Se 101-"103(bX2y’. Despite the name of the term,
an eligible candidate can spend substantially more
in the general election than the formula allows. For
example, an eligible candidate can spend up to 25
percent above his or her limit if that amount is
raised from individuals within his or her State in
amounts of$10 or les, sec. 101-"95(b)(4)", and can
spend up to 15 percent above the limit (ors30.000
plus an amount the F.FC. approves, whichever is
less)for qualified legal and accounting fees, sec. 10-

noneligible candidates). the broadcaster may not
preempt the air time that a candidate hais purchased
unless preemption is "unavoidable." Subsea. 103(b).
0Tm major campaign finance reform bills sponsored by Republicans also would regulate broadcast
rates, but generally just by guaranteeing that nonpreemptible time could be purchased at preemptible
rates. See. sec. 501 of S. 6 (non-preemptihle time
rnst be sold at the lowest unit rate for preemptible
time during the final weeks of an election) & title
III of S. 143(same). However, title V ofS 7requires
that non-preeaptible time must be sold at the lowest unit rate for preemptible time and also requires
broadcasters toprovide 5 hours of free time (most of
it daring the last few weeks before the election) daring every 2-year election cycle.
n137 Cong. S. 479 (daly ed. Jan.14, 1991) (remarks
of Sen Mitchell).
number Is from the Television Bureau of
07his
Advertising (telephone interview). In 199 the Natienat Association ofBroadcasters testified before a
Congreoonal committee that political advertising
account for one percent of total revenues in large
markets and feor percent in small markets. "Subcommittee Bashes Broadcasters on Lowest Unit
115 Broadcatine48 (Sept.19. 1999).
Rate."
0
From the industry’s point of view. half-price
rates are being piled on lowest unit rates, which apparently they don’tlike either: "Lowest unit charge
is ’a flat-out, polltician-ordered broadcaster subsidy
for politicians.’ [former F.C.C. Chairman Mark
Fowler told a cheering audience [of the National Association of Broadcasters]. He said there’s nothlinlg
wrong with broadcasters making cheap advertising
time available for candidates: ’The difference-indeed the rub-is that government put its big, thick
thumb on the cales ofJstlice by ordering all this to
occur.’ - - *Fowler, who was interrupted repeatedly
by applause. * *- received 0-second standing ovations at the beginning and conclusion of his speech.
a * a" "Record 40,388 in Daas." 7 Communications
Daily 2 (April 1.1997).
1n39U.S.C. 217(199).
39U.S.C. 3403(1913).
039U.S.C. 3406(1911).
39 T.J.C. 36 (1m).
m39 U.S.C. 2401(c) (1998) (permanent authorization).
039U.S.C. 37 (19 .

sold.

-Sec. ld0-"04(a)(2)" & sec. 104(a).
eThe limit likely will be $99,000 for Alaska, ArThe bill does not appear to amend 39 U.S.C. 3627.
kanss, Delaware, Hawaii, Idaho, Maine. Montana., Therefore. unlike the other classes of subsidized
Nebraska, Nevads, New Hampshire, New Mexico. mail listed in the text, If Congress falls to approNorth Dakota, Rhode Island, South Dakota, Utah. priate funds to cover the costs of the subsidy the
Vermont, West Virginia, and Wyoming. and about $1 shortfall may have to be made up by all stamp buymillion for Arizona, Colorado, Connecticut. Iowa, ers and not just by those using the class ofmall that
Kansas. Miissippi, oklahoma,Oregon, and South is being subsidized, which otherwise is the requireCarolina.
ment of section 29. On the other hand, the failure
147 U.S.C. 315(b) (198). In the summer of 1990, the of the bill to amend section 3627 may mean that the
subsidy will end if Congress does not make an ansion conducted an
Federal Communications Co
audit of television and radio stations to measure nual appropriation. Conversations with members of
compliance with the roles requiring the lowest unit the Rules Committee staff lead us to the conclusion
charge for political advertisements. Sixteen of 20 that there is some unintentional ambiguity in the
television stations and four of eight radio stations mall subidy provisions and that an amendment
may be forthcoming.
were found to be in noncompliance. Broadcasters
"For third-class mall, we are comparing the subhave complained for years that the F.C.C-’s rolesar
complex, confing, and costly. In September, 1990. sidized rate under S. 3 with a rate that is already
being
subsidized. Neither rate reflects the actual
the Commission lesued new guidelines requiring
broadcasters to disclose all rates and the avallabil- cost of delivering a letter. In short, we understate
the
value
of the subsidy.
Ity of package optios available to commercial adSec. 101-"105a)".
vertisers and prohibiting broadcastersfrom creating
-Here, Sec. 101-"306(d)", and elsewhere throughnew classesof time that result in higher rates for
candidates. "FCC Iesues New Lowest Charge Gulde- out the bill, If the Senate Election Campaign Fund
does not have enough money to provide a fall paylines,"119Broadcsting30(Sept.10,1990).
’Section 315of the Communications Act of 193. 47 ment,the candidate is given a pro rate share.
Sec. 101-"504(a)(3)" & see. 101-"504(b)".
U.S.C. 315, will get a thorough going over if S.3 is
-Sec. 16-"304A(b)".
enacted. Section 103(a) of the bill
amends subsection
"Sec. 101-"504(’o)(2)". The iection-by-section sumto require the 50 percent rates; section 103(b)
315(b)
adds to section 315 two new subsections on preemp- mary of S.3says, -Eligible candidates would receive
tion and voucher; and section 202 rewrites sub- public funds torespond to independent broadcast ads
exceeding $10,000 from any source daring the general
section 315(a) the equal time requirements.
See.101-"350(a)(1)" & Subsea. 103(a). In each case, election period." 137 Cong. Rec. S 478 (dly
ed Jan.
the lowest unit charge is "determined at the rate 14,1991) (remarks of Sen. Ford). We see no evidence,
applicable to broadcasts of 10seconds for the same however, that the Independent expenditure amount
time of day and day ofweek." Subsec. 103(a). During is available only if the independent expenditure is
for ’broadcast ads." Any independent expenditure
any period In which the rules on "lowest unit
charge" are in effect (whether for eligible or whether for broadcast ads or not, will trigger the

payment of the independent expenditure amount If
the expenditure is above 310,00.
-Net receipts (not expenditures) for Senate candidates in the 1987-99 cycle were $19.3 million. Independent expenditures in Senate campaigns totalled
$4.2 million (84 percent of which were for not against
a candidate). "FRC Final Report on 1999 Congressional Campaigns Shows $459Million Spent."F.E.C.
press release Oct.3L 1999, pp. 5,13.
30,,FECReleases Final Report on 199 Presidential
Primary Campaign," F.E.C. press release Aug. 25,
1989 at 1.
reSec.101-"i54(a)(3)". see. 101-"504o)(1)XB)", &
see. l01-"’50(b)O)".
32Here, sec. 191-"504(b(3)(BY’. and elsewhere
throughout the bill, different roles apply to minor
psrty candidates.
-See. l01-"5D4(dX2)".
-Se. 101-"504(a)(4)" & see. 000-004(c)".
"See.101-’)6(c)".

-Id.
- 137 Cong. Rec. S.479 (dally ed. Jan. 14,1991) (remarks of Sen. Mitchell).
"136 Cong. Ree. S.1110 (daily ad. July 30.1990)
(amendment no. 243). See also, 139 Cong. Rec. S
11229 (dalyed. July 31, 1990) (Kerry amendment no.
2443).
t136Cong. Ree. S.1107 (daily ad. Aug. 1, 1991)
(amendmentno.2448).
"136 Cong. Re. S.11493 (dally ed.Ang. 1. 1991)
(amendmentno. 2449).
41Statement of John Warren Mc~arry, Chairman.
F.E.C., before the U.S. Senate Comm. on Rules and
Administration at 1 (Mar.G,1991) (imeo).
"Id. See also. "Campaign Fund Faces Shortfall As
More Taxpayers Check No," 49Cong. Q. Weekly Rpt.
(Mar.2.1991).
000-00S. Rpt. 000-003 [toaccompany S. 137,101st
OaCf..
Cong., 2d Seas. 23 (1990) (C.B.O.’s estimate for additionalF.E.C. administrative costs).
"in 198. of the fifteen presidential candidates
who received Federal funds there was one minor
party candidate (Ms. Fulani) and one other candidate (Mr. LaRouche) who ran as a Democrat bat
whose bona fides were questioned.

Mr. NICKLES. I thank my colleagues
and friend from Wyoming.
Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from Oklahoma for
his powerful explanation of that proposal which indeed will confront us all.
I think the American public is demanding we do campaign reform and demanding we do it in a sensible way, and
we will not escape that obligation.
I see my friend from Delaware is
present and I yield 4 minutes to the
Senator from Delaware.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Delaware [Mr. ROTH] is recognized for 4 minutes.
Mr. ROTH.I thank the Chair.
The remarks of Mr. ROnH pertaining
to the introduction of S.721 are located
in today’s RECORD under "Statements
on Introduced Bills and Joint Resolutions.")

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I yield
back the floor and thank my friend and
distinguished colleague from Wyoming.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Wyoming has 2 minutes remaining.
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EXTENSION OF MORNING

BUSINESS
Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that we be permitted to proceed for an additional 7
minutes.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, therefore in view of that, I yield to my
friend from Montana 4 minutes.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Montana [Mr.BURNS] is recognized.
THE MIDDLE EAST
Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, last
weekend about 17 Senators, bipartisan,
visited the Middle East. We all came
away with different impressions and
different thoughts of the Middle East
and the activities and the actions that
were taken there.
We tend to forget sometimes that
Saddam Hussein was the man who
made the first move. There was a time
when we wrenched with our decisions
that had to be made here in the U.S.
Senate, and those decisions were made
and they were made in the right direction and we proceeded.
But as I visited Kuwait City last
weekend, it reminded me of some
things we are doing in this Congress I
think we ought to be mindful of or be
reminded of every now and again.
What Saddam Hussein did to a city in
7 months might be happening to our
country and our cities, only spread
over a longer time, maybe in 70 years.
When you go into a city that you have
visited just 4 years ago and see its vitality and its modern conveniences and
the amenities that Americans are used
to completely trashed and destroyedit was a ghost city, and we in the West
know what ghost cities look like: no
people, no utilities, such as water or
power, the ability to handle sewage or
waste. None of those amenities or necessities to run a city was evident, and
with the fires from those oil wells outside and the rain in cities on the buildings that were once white, that were
dingy and streaked from the rains of
the spring.
I got to thinking, do we invest in this
country, in our infrastructure called
transportation, called communications, called utilities, such as electricity and water and all these things
that it takes, that we have to provide
for our society--completely destroyed,
a city taken to its knees.
I would remind our colleagues here,
not only in the Federal Government,
but also in our State and county governments, -that the investments that
we make in infrastructure, such as
bridges, such as roads, such as electricity, such as water and power, how
important they are to us in our ability
to compete with the rest of the world.
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Sometimes we move our priorities, menting legislation within a fixed time
and I have moved mine. We respond to period; and, two, no amendments to the
reactions and kneejerk reactions of final agreement. These guarantees are
some social programs that do not absolutely essential to negotiating any
agreement. Without them, the final
work.
I am always reminded of a comic package will be unraveled by every sinstrip I saw a couple of weeks ago. I gle special-interest group in the United
think it was Shoe. This guy says, "I States, every single one that comes
react to my problems. I throw money down the pike. More importantly,
at them. And the only thing that dis- many countries will not commence
appears is my money. The problem re- trade negotiations without an assurance of the fast-track procedure. We
mains:’
So as we start to allocate dollars must be able to ensure that the final
working in this budget-and the Amer- agreement reached can be voted on inican people have told us that this na- tact.
The Uruguay round of GATT and the
tional debt and deficit spending is the
No. 1 priority. But they also have an- North American Free-Trade Agreement
other priority, called the maintenance represents good policy-good trade policy, good economic policy, and good
of infrastructure.
All you have to do, Mr. President, is foreign policy.
Over the last decade, we have become
go and look at Kuwait City. What was
done in 7 months, we are doing to our- increasingly aware of the critical role
selves, also, over a period of years. It is that international competition and
happening before our eyes, and we are trade play in our economy. From 1982
to 1989, imports increased from 3254 bilnot realizing it.
That is what I brought back from the lion to $430 billion, while exports inMiddle East, other than a force that creased from $212 billion to 364 billion.
was moved in short time, present posi- This $178 billion expansion accounted
tions, and an operation that went off for 40 percent of the 4-year growth in
without a hitch. Those young men and the U.S. gross national product. The
women of our country should be con- balance of trade during that same time
gratulated for a job well done. What we period increased from $42 billion to $129
billion. Despite our international trade
want to do is bring them home.
But I just want to remind my col- efforts, imports continue to greatly exleagues that we should take a look at ceed exports. We must realize that domestically, we just are not going to be
our infrastructure.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time able to consume a great deal more than
we currently are. We cannot. Without
ofthe Senator has expired.
Mr. BURNS. I thank the Chair and I actively pursuing all avenues to inthank my leader, and I yield the floor. crease exports, the balance of payMr. SIMPSON. I thank the Senator ments will continue to deteriorate.
The so-called Hollings resolution
from Montana for his graphic description of his visit to Kuwait.
aiming to derail the executive branch’s
Mr.
Presimuch
time
remains,
How
ability to negotiate trade agreements
is not appropriate. The language of the
dent?
The PRESIDING OFFICER.The Sen- disapproval resolution makes it so very
ator has 4 minutes remaining.
clear that fast-track authority would
be eliminated for both multilateral and
bilateral agreements. If that passes, we
SUPPORT OF THE EXTENSION OF
will not have either the NAFTA or the
THE FAST-TRACK AUTHORITY
Uruguay round. Essentially, a vote
Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I want against fast track is a vote against
to express my strong support of the trade.
We cannot fool ourselves by thinking
President’s request to extend the fasttrack past the May 31, 1991, deadline that any final agreement on the proset by the Congress in the Omnibus posed trade agreements will be welcomed globally. Yet, if we were to
Trade and Competitiveness Act.
We really have before us two great eliminate the fast-track procedure, we
opportunities to improve the slowing of will irreparably damage prospects for a
the United States economy-specifi- favorable conclusion to trade agreecally, the Uruguay round of GATT and ments and the international competithe North America Free-Trade Agree- tiveness of the United States.
We cannot deceive ourselves by diment. Historically, Congress and the
executive branch have recognized that minishing the importance of the fasttrack
provision. We have before us a
the negotiation of and the implementation of free-trade agreements requires decision which will determine the dia very special kind of cooperation. This rection, as well as the strength, of U.S.
relationship has worked very success- trade policy in the future.
I urge my colleagues to support the
fully over the years. The proof of this
is the inclusion of the fast-track proce- President’s request to extend the fast
and commend Carla Hills for her
track,
in
1974,
dures in the trade legislation
1979, and the 1988 Omnibus Trade and superb work in this effort.
Mr. President, I than the majority
Competitiveness Act.
Fast-track provides two essential leader for this opportunity of a special
guarantees for us: A vote on the imple- order to express some of the views and
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observations and feelings of those of us
on our side of the aisle. The majority
leader is always the most courteous
about that,and we appreciate it.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair thanks the Senator from Wyoming.

The Senate continues in a period of
morning business until 11:30 this morning,in which Senators are permitted to
speak. The time between now and 11:30
will be under the control of the majority leader orhis designee.
Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.
The assistant legislative clerk proceeded to call the roll.
Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
LiEBEsAsx). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR
Mr. GRAHAM. MTr. President, I also
request unanimous consent that Mr.
Richard Legatski, a congressional fellow serving on my staff,be granted the
privilege of the floor during my remarks this morning and during any future floor consideration of the bills I
am about to introduce.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection,it is so ordered.
(The remarks of Mr. GRAHAM pertaining to the introduction of S. 733
through S.737 are located in today’s
REcORD under "Statements on Introduced Bills and Joint Resolutions.")
Mr.DODD. Mr.President,I ask unanimous consent to speak for 10 minutes.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection,it is so ordered.

THE SUBMAARINE INDUSTRIAL
BASE
Mr.DODD. Mr. President, I requested
time this morning to talk about a serious problem that threatens to endanger the national security of the United
States. I am talking about our declining defense industrial base and the
long-term consequences of decisions
made today about the procurement of
weapons systems. More specifically,
my subject is the serious threat to one
of our most important assets, our submarine construction capability.
It seems to me that our Nation in
this century is bound to make the
same error after every major war: to
disengage, to disarm too much too
soon. Our premature pullback from European affairs after World War I
doomed the League of Nations system
and allowed the rise of Adolf Hitler.
After World War II, our fast disarmament was taken as a signal by Stalin that he could complete his seizure

of central Europe and disregard the
Yalta provisions on free elections.
Compounding the error, the Nation’s
defense industry was left to decayforcing us to take extraordinary measures to prepare for the Korean war. It
was in fact the lack of military readiness that, 3months after the beginning
of the Korean war, prompted Congress
to pass the Defense Production Act.
Parts of this act are still in force
today.
In an article in the April-June 1953
issue of the Federal Bar Journal, Robert Finley of the Office of Defense Mobilization presented an Army estimate
that if $10 million had been made available only for maintenance during each
of the 5 years preceding Korea, between
$200 and 300 million would have been
saved in subsequent rehabilitation
costs.
Finley wrote:
The great expense and delay which could
have been avoided in the period of buildup
since Korea, had more of the facilities of
World War II been retained and maintained,
requires no elaboration. In the years following the war * * * large numbers of plants
were sold and many of those retained were
permitted to deteriorate. It is evident that
these mistakes must not be repeated.
One widely cited example is the case
of machine tools. In his book "Industrial Mobilization: The Relevant History," Roderick L. Vawter points out
that an excess of machine tools after
the war caused them to be dumped by
the War Assets Administration at 15
cents on the dollar. This drove 34 machine tools companies out of business,
leaving the United States in 1951 with
one-third the machine tool capacity
that had existed at the start of World
War II.
My speech here is a warning that
something even worse than what happened to the machine tool industry
may befall our submarine industry, unless we make wise decisions with respect to the future of that industry.
Let me be more specific. Our principal submarine builder, the Electric
Boat Shipyard in Groton, CT, in 1 recent year received construction awards
for five new submarines. Now, Congress
and the Pentagon face decisions that
may result in a few years in Electric
Boat having no more than one submarine to build every 2 years, far less
then what is necessary to keep this
vital national asset in business. If we
lose Electric Boat, we will lose a crucial component of our defense industrial base.
When I called Electric Boat our submarine builder I did not mean to slight
the other still functioning submarine
yard in Newport News, VA. It is also a
tremendous asset of our Nation. The
fact is, however, that Electric Boat is
dedicated exclusively to submarine
construction, it has no other business
to survive on, and only Electric Boat is
qualified to build every class of submarine we have in our inventory. Of
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the three classes presently in construction, Electric Boat is building all three
at the same time, the other shipyard,
Newport News, only one.
The question at hand is the impending decision on the procurement strategy of the new Seawolf-class attack
submarine. Originally, this program
was planned to launch a fleet of 29
Seawolfs. After repeated cutbacks we
are now down to 9 ships planned and
even this figure is not immune to further reductions; 29 Seawolfs could have
kept 2 shipyards working in healthy
competition, just as was done with the
previous Los Angeles class of attack
submarines. A program of merely nine
submarines, however, will probably call
for a different procurement strategy.
Electric Boat is now constructing the
lead ship of the class. It won the award
in genuine competition. Instead of continuing with a competitive strategy,
though, the Navy is now prepared to direct the award for the second ship to
Newport News, presumably to preseve
the option for a competitive acquisition strategy.
A little explanation is in order here.
Anticipating a directed award to Newport News, last year’s Defense Appropriation Act ordered that the contract
for the second Seawolf be awarded
competitively. The act also provided
that the Secretary of the Navy may
consider "all applicable factors" in
making his award. This language is, of
course, so broad that you could pilot a
Trident through it and the Secretary
now faces the decision whether to
make the award based on price or to direct the award to the higher bidderand justify the decision on the basis of
some other applicable factor.
Mr. President, it is my firm belief
that if Electric Boat’s bid is lower than
that of Newport News, it would be a
mistake to direct this award to the
higher bidder for several reasons. It
would be unfair, extremely costly, and
would lead to the opposite of its intended effect, the preservation of our
submarine industrial base.
It would be unfair, because Electric
Boat won the lead ship award in fair
competition and is entitled to the advantages that come with that victory.
That is the name of the competitive
game. To direct the second award to
Newport News would negate those advantages fairly won, and would de facto
award a second lead ship to Newport
News which it did not win in fair competition. With the 1-year pause that
was built into the program between
SSN-21 and SSN-22, an at least 3-year
break between two ships would be
forced upon Electric Boat, enough to
wipe out most of its fairly gained advantages and its descent on the learning curve.

Such a directed award would be extremely costly on at least two accounts. The first premium we would
pay is the price difference the See-
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retary of the Navy may be willing to
overlook. The second premium would
be the approximately $230 million in
extra cost that would result from the 3year construction break at Electric
Boat.
Mr. President, at this point, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the RECORD those cost differentials.
There being no objection, the material was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
These costs include:
$84 million in unabsorbed overhead, which
directly impacts existing construction contracts.
$126 million due to loss of savings, resulting from the inability to efficiently roll over
trades from the lead ship to the next follow
ship. Key experience developed on the lead
ship would be lost due to at least a threeyear production gap.
$20 million in increased vendor material
costs, resulting from a break in production
as well as additional certification.
Mr. DODD. Far from preserving the
submarine industrial base, such a directed award would, in its long-term
consequences, actually undermine it by
driving Electric Boat out of business.
It simply cannot survive on less than
one submarine per year. That is the
real threat,it simply cannot survive on
less than one submarine a year. Any
realistic student of the business knows
that competition with this small number of units-nine ships or fewer-will
actually mean alternating directed
awards to the two shipyards. This
would bring Electric Boat at most five
submarines in 10 years, which is simply
not enough to carry its overhead,
skilled work force and its technological and design superstructure-the
best in the world.
It is important to emphasize that all
Electric Boat builds is submarines,
while Newport News has a huge backlog of noncompetitively awarded contracts for new construction of aircraft
carriers and aircraft carrier overhauls
and expects further carrier awards in
the following years. Mr. President, the
Seawolf contract for Newport News
means more; for Electric Boat it means
survival.
I strongly hope that our future submarine construction will support two
capable shipyards. If that will be the
case, we can always pay the premium
later to bring in Newport News as the
second producer who, Electric Boat,
will be able to survive on its other
business while keeping its submarine
skills.
Mr. President, we must now allow
the errors of the past to be repeated.
The cold war may have eased, but we
arm ourselves against the capabilities
of our adversaries, not against their declared or putative intentions. At a
time when the Soviets have launched
19 submarines in the past 2 years and
have double the number of attack submarines we have, and 50 percent more
ballistic missile submarines, it is im-

operative that we safeguard this tremendous asset we have in our submarine industry. I call on all my colleagues, the Secretary of Defense, and
the Secretary of the Navy, to unite in
an effort to save our submarine industrial base with a well-considered longterm policy.
Mr. President, 2 days ago the Defense
Appropriations Subcommittee, under
the leadership of Senator INouYE, held
a very constructive hearing, in which
it invited both yards, Newport News as
well as the Electric Boat Division, to
provide testimony as to their thoughts
on the present Seawolf award and their
future capabilities of providing a longterm consistent industrial base for submarine construction. The Secretary of
the Navy, Mr. Garrett, testified as
well. A number of Senators attended
that hearing. Senator RuDmANi, Senator
STEvENs, and Senator SPEcT’R participated in those hearings.
I strongly urge our colleagues who
have any interest at all in this industrial base question to review that testimony and to listen to the questions
that were raised.
It was an extremely valuable and
worthwhile hearing, to cast light on
exactly this problem.
My intention is, over the coming
weeks, to discuss the broader issue of
industrial base policy. While we all appreciate the tremendous good news
over the last several years and the
prospects for arms controls with the
Soviet Union, I think it is vitally important to recognize that while those
talks are going forward, and glasnost
and perestroika seem to still be surviving-barely, I point out-they have a
tremendous program underway in the
Soviet Union.
As I mentioned earlier, they have
some 19 new submarines in the last 2
years to our 1 that has been launched.
You do not have to have a Ph.D in industrial base policy to understand
what is going on here. If we lose the
premier submarine contractor in this
country, then this Nation will have
suffered a major loss.
We are not talking about a sewer
contract team. We are talking about
something that goes to the very heart
of this Nation’s ability to provide for
its national security with the most defensible leg of our triad.
Mr. President, I hope our Pentagon,
and those responsible for reviewing
these matters, will consider the seriousness of this issue and what is at
hand here. It is not the interest of just
one particular State or region of that
State. That is hard enough to understand. We can accept that. We understand with base closings and mergers of
various labs and so forth that is going
on, and some of that is going to be necessary. All I ask is that there be consideration of maintaining the industrial base in this country.

My fear is that we are not giving
enough consideration to that policy,
and we are shutting down these facilities and consolidating and merging to
save dollars because of the budget constraints, but little or no thought is
being given to the long-term industrial
base needs of this Nation as it applies
to its national security.
As I said, Mr. President, this has
gone on in every single case. We have
paid a dear price in every single instance because we did not pay attention to industrial base policy.
I urge my colleagues to look at the
testimony from the hearing conducted
by Senator INOuYE the other day. It
was a very worthwhile and important
hearing on this issue.
STATEMENT ON SEAWOLF

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
agree with my distinguished colleague
from Connecticut about the importance of a fair and objective competition for the second Seawolf. The upcoming decision is of enormous importance for a number of reasons. First,
this decision will have a major impact
on southeastern Connecticut. I have recently met with the workers of Electric Boat [EB]and have felt their anxiety. I realize that thousands of jobs
may be on the line in the most economically vulnerable part of our State.
And these workers are also located in
the part of the country that is suffering the most from the current recession, New England. This is not an abstract decision to be made in a vacuum.People’s livelihoods are at stake.
But it is also a vital issue for the
U.S. taxpayer. Real cost savings are
best achieved in a stable production environment and the most cost-effective
way to fund the Seawolf Program is to
ensure a steady production rate at EB.
If the fiscal year 1991 Seawolf is not
awarded to EB, there will be a 3-year
production gap at the Connecticut
shipyard. EB therefore will have to lay
off much of its newly trained Seawolf
work force and halt its production line.
The Seawolf Program will sacrifice significant production and learning curve
improvements.
To be more precise, Electric Boat and
the Navy itself have estimated that
there would be an immediate loss to
the Government of $335 million due to
the following negative repercussions:
The lost learning curve would result
in a $140 million loss.
Unabsorbed overhead would cost the
Government S120 million.
The disruption of vendor supplies
would result in a $40 million loss.
Rehiring and training costs would
end up costing $35 million.
I repeat, all told, this comes to 3335
million.
Nor do these numbers include the
price differential between the two competitors’ bids for the second Seawolfi
Logic supports the belief that Electric
Boat has submitted the lowest bid- No
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RECORD-SENA [E
wps the chairman of the subcommittee with the criminal justice system. And
apprised of the status of the industrial it falls to me the responsibility. as
mobilization base for submarine con- chairman of the Judiciary Committee,
struction and does he have any conclu- and having worked on that committee
for years and years, to deal with the issions in this regard?
Mr. INOUYE. The testimonies of the sues relating to the criminal justice
system, including the issue of police
in
heads of the two shipyards engaged
submarine construction and the Sec- brutality.
Mr. President, I have turned on the
retary of the Navy leaves me with
grave concerns as to our ability to television every morning, and on every
maintain the current industrial mobili- morning show I watched, since the
zation base of two shipyards and the dreadful incident, we have all observed
suppliers of critical components within a home videotape machine replayed
the acquisition levels projected at 1,000 times, as it should be, in Los Anpresent. It is my intention to ask the geles.
Secretary of Defense for a more de- I have now listened and heard with
tailed review of this matter. The cur- equal anger and horror about the prosrent instability of the international en- pect of a similar circumstance having
vironment and the lack of any reduc- occurred in the city of New Yorktion in Soviet submarine construction without video-but the allegation that
indicate that it may not be in the in- a young man, a car thief, may have
terest of our national defense to allow been suffocated. We are going to hear
a significant degradation of our indus- more, as we should, about incidents
and alleged incidents of outrage that
trial mobilization base at this time.
Mr. DODD. Following up on that,Mr. have occurred at the hands of some poPresident, did the Senator receive tes- lice.
What I am starting to hear now distimony on the proposed acquisition
strategy for the Seawolf Attack Sub- turbs me almost as much. Every time I
marine Program?
turn on the television, there is a psyMr. INOUYE. The Secretary of the chologist on talking about the presNavy is presently reviewing proposals sures on police, the implication being
in response to a competitive solicita- that all police engage in this kind of
tion for the fiscal year 1991 ship. There activity, that this is somehow a wideis a serious question, however, whether spread phenomenon throughout the Nathe projected acquisition level will be tion.
sufficient to maintain a long-term
Mr. President, I am labeled one of
competitive acquisition strategy for those people on civil rights and civil
the program. The Electric Boat ship- liberties issues as being on the left. I
yard builds only submarines and has am labeled as one of those people, and
stated that it requires one submarine often criticized for being too concerned
per year to stay in business. The New- about civil liberties and too outspoken
port News shipyard builds both attack about civil rights issues.
submarines as well as carriers and has
So I do not come at this from the
stated that it would need a half ship perspective of someone who is autoper year to maintain its attack sub- matically expected to be supportive of
marine construction activity. If one re- the police whenever anything happens.
sult of competition is potentially los- But it does disturb me, and therefore I
ing one of the nuclear capable sub- feel compelled to speak this morning. I
marine construction yards entirely and have had the opportunity, as I said, for
reducing the capability of the other the last two decades, to learn more
significantly, this is not the -time to about the criminal justice system than
take that path.
I ever wanted to know, quite frankly.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The And the fact of the matter is the overChair recognizes the Senator from whelming-the overwhelming-majorDelaware, [Mr.BIDENJ{S3838}.
ity of the police in this Nation do not
Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I ask engage in such activity.
unanimous consent I be able to proceed
Let me put it in perspective for just
for 10 minutes as if in morning busi- a moment, and I am not going to take
ness.
much of the Senate’s time this mornThe PRESIDING OFFICER. Without ing. According to the Justice Departobjection, it is so ordered.
ment’s most recent accounts, there are
about a half million police officers in
500,000 law enforcement
America,
THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM officers inabout
this country. And according
Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I rise for to Attorney General Thornburgh,there
two purposes today.
were about 2,500 incidents of reported
POICE BRUTAL=TY
police brutality this year.
One is to discuss very briefly the That is horrible and we should ferret
issue that has riveted the attention of it out; we should go after those who enthe Nation, and that is the subject of gage in that brutality, and they should
be given the strictest measure of the
police brutality.
I have spent the entirety of my pro- law applied to them. But this is equal
fessional life as both a practicing at- to about one reported incident of police
torney and as a Member of the U.S. brutality for every 200 police officers
Senate over the last 24 years dealing there are in the Nation, and every re-
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doubt, this is in large part due to its
mastery of the new modular system of
construction. The modular system,
which EB pioneered when constructing
Trident submarines, involves building
a submarine in intact sections rather
than from the keel up. Newport News
bas yet to implement this new and
cheaper method.
Some have asserted that the second
Seawolf must go to Newport News to
preserve an industrial base of two nuclear submarine yards. However such
an award will likely have the opposite
effect, leading to the elimination of

EB.
EB must have at least one submarine
a year in the budget to survive because
it has a significantly smaller backlog
of work than Newport News and only
builds submarines. Newport News is
currently building 10 submarines and
three carriers through 1997. It was recently awarded the multiyear carrier
Enterprise nuclear refueling overhaul
and expects more such carrier major
overhauls later in the decade. It will
begin building another carrier in 1995.
Thus, Newport News will have a stable
work force at least through 1997.
In contrast, EB has a workload 40
percent smaller than Newport News
and is currently laying off workers. EB
will lose half its work force if it only
gets one submarine a year. Its future
will be even more tenuous if it is
awarded only one submarine every
other year. This is the expected outcome if Newport News receives the second Seawolf and awards alternate between yards at the Navy’s planned construction rate of one Seawolf a year.
Mr. President, I would like to salute
the fine work performed by the Senator
from Hawaii, chairman of the Defense
Subcommittee of the Appropriations
Committee. Last Tuesday, he held an
excellent hearing in which Jim Turner,
head of Electric Boat, made many of
these same arguments.
Senator INOUYR has also directed in
last year’s appropriations bill a fair
and objective competition based on
price and quality. He knows that political pressures and bureaucratic inertia
should not drive the decision. I want to
compliment the senior Senator from
Hawaii for insisting on a fair competition. The taxpayers owe him a vote of
thanks.
I also intend to remain vigilant in
order to assure that a fair competition
takes place. I expect that the taxpayers will insist that all of us in Congress be vigilant as well. At a time of
declining defense budgets, this is no
time to throw away money on poor
Procurement practices. This is a time
to think of the national interest.
ONU.S. SUBMARINE INDUSTRIAL BASE
Mr. DODD. Mr. President, this week
your Defense Appropriations Subcommittee took testimony on the acquisition strategy of the new Seawolfclass submarine. Through this hearing,
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ported incident does not necessarily of it is occurring. We should be forever length at a future date, will consider
vigilant, because it does occur and will the report on rape as well as other facmean it occurred.
But let us assume it did; that every occur and has occurred and will con- tual data which will point out that
reported incident, I say to the Presid- tinue to occur because of the nature of American women are more at risk
ing Officer, who was attorney general the business and the nature of human today than they have been at any time
in our history, and we must do someof his State, and had probably-each nature.
But it is not only not the majority, it thing about it.
State attorney general has slightly difI thank the Chair and I thank my
in
to
a
representation,
is
not
even
close
but
authority,
ferent jurisdictions and
I expect he had jurisdiction over such this Senator’s view, of how police offi- colleagues.
Mr. CHAFER. Mr. President, I ask
cers operate in this country.
matters.
Again, 500,000 police officers, roughly unanimous consent that I might proAnd I would also note that there were
as in morning business for 6 minceed
2,500
incidents.
about 14,300,000 arrests in the year 1989 14,300,000 arrests, and
by these half million police officers. So All of them are bad, the incidents, but utes.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
let us put this in perspective. A half 99.9 times out of 100 is without inciobjection, it is so ordered.
million police officers, over 14 million dent.
Mr. CHAFEE. First, Mr. President, I
COMMIrTE REPORT
arrests made by those police officers,
and 2,500 reported cases of police bruMr. BIDEN. A second subject, Mr. wish to thank the distinguished senior
Senator
from South Carolina for pertality. That means that in 99.9 percent President, and very briefly: I am very
of all the arrests made in this coun- proud of the Judiciary Committee’s mitting this. I know that he was pretry-99.98 percent of all the arrests staff, and we have been issuing on a pared to go ahead with another matter.
made in this country-there wag no al- fairly regular basis reports that have
legation of brutality.
been greeted by the professional com- THE AWARDING OF THE SEAWOLF
I am not a fan of the man who heads munity, by those who know the issues
SUBMARINE CONTRACT
the Los Angeles Police Department. I on which we speak, almost uniformly if
Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I would
have said publicly that although that not uniformly, with praise.
I rise for two purposes today on this like to address a matter which is of
is a local responsibility to determine
whether or not he stays, were I the matter. A, to praise the staff for the re- great importance to the Nation and to
mayor, were I one of the commis- port that we are releasing today: Vio- my home State. Sometimes we have a
sioners, I would be pleased to see him lence Against Women; the Increase of juxtaposition where a parochial conhand in his resignation. And I contend Rape in America in 1990.Not unlike the cern also coincides with a national conthat were I there, that would be my po- report we recently released showing cern, and that is the situation we have
that America had the highest murder before us today; namely, the awarding
sition.
We have no authority, the Presiding rate in its history, and the highest of of the contract for the second SSN-21
Officer and I,to determine who is going almost any industrialized country in class submarine. This contract to be
to be the presiding chief of police in the world: 23,000 murders on a per cap- awarded would be for the second one;
namely, SSN-22, the Seawolf attack
any city or municipality, nor should ita basis.
If we had the same murder rate that submarine.
we.
The Secretary of the Navy is curBut the fact remains, notwithstand- Britain had, we would have had 2,300
rently considering competing bids for
ing what we saw on that video-and it murders, not 23,000, in this country.
the
second Seawolf submarine. The
But today, we are releasing the findwas horrible, inexcusable-it is hard to
believe that not only the people who ings of the majority staff report,which bids have come in from General Dywere engaged in, but those who were reveals that the extent of the rape epi- namics’ Electric Boat Division, which
watching, in authority, are not cul- demic that has spread across this coun- has its principal facility in New Lonpable for that activity. Again, that is try is real. And here are some of the don, CT, and the other facility in
for juries to decide, not for me to de- conclusions. In 1990, more women were Quonset Point, RI, and Newport News
cide, as a trier. I am no trier of fact, raped than in any year in U.S. history. Shipbuilding of Virginia.
Originally, it was expected that a sigand/or the jury in this case. But they In 1990, the number of rapes in this
should be prosecuted, and people country reported to authorities ex- nificant number of Seawolf-class subshould be made to pay for what hap- ceeded 100,000 for the first time. There marines would be built and that the
was over a 6-percent increase in the two yards could compete effectively for
pened.
I can assure you and assure my col- number of rapes from last year, an in- the business and, through the competileagues that for every citizen who crease of 5,929 attacks, the largest in tion, there would be savings for the
watched that videotape and felt a sense over a decade; 1990 continued a 3-year U.S. Government.
The Navy awarded Electric Boat the
of anger and rage, there were 10 times trend of increases in the number of
as many police officers who watched rapes, and, further, the 1990 increases contract for the first Seawolf. It was a
the video and felt a genuine sense of grew nearly three times greater than competed contract. Electric Boat won
rage, because they knew what would 1989. Last year half of the States, 29, it, and it was anticipated that the seccome next; that notwithstanding the set all-time records in the number and ond one might go to Newport News.
The two yards would then compete
fact they put themselves in a cir- rate ofrapes.
What do all these things tell us? thereafter for the subsequent subcumstance more dangerous than they
have ever been placed as a group in the Well, the simple but horrible fact is marines.
There are several factors why thin
history of this Nation, with 23,000 mur- American women are in greater peril
ders last year, tens of thousands of now from attack than they have ever strategy might result in significant
crimes committed, that notwithstand- been in the history of this Nation. Un- losses to the American taxpayer and
ing that fact, they knew what would fortunately, it has taken these findings our national security interests. The
happen once that was put on the to again prove that our society and the first factor relates to the possible loss
screen, as it should have been. The peo- laws must change to address the prob- of a critical industrial base. The second
relates to the actual cost of the prople would look at them and say: You lem.
Mr. President, it is in the spirit of gram itself. Both of these factors argue
wear a blue uniform; are you like that?
trying to deal with this problem that I in favor of a decision to award the secAnd they are not, Mr. President.
So I just rise from my seat today to have introduced once again this year ond Seawolf to Electric Boat.
Recent cutbacks in defense spending
try to put it in perspective; put both the Violence Against Women Act in
the beating in perspective-it is inex- this Congress. I hope my colleagues, in has reduced the number of Seawolfs to
cusable, and it should be prosecuted. considering the details of that legisla- be built to as few as five or six vessels
And we should look to see if any more tion, which I will be speaking to at over the next 5 years. In other words,
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100 man-hours in the construction of aviation community. The Collier Trophy is
the Trident; they were spending 54. In widely considered the most prestigious aviamade in the United States. It was
other words, there had been a 46-per- tion award
awarded in 1911 to Glenn Curtis for his
cent reduction in the number of man- first
achievements in developing a seaplane.
hours for the construction of sub- The citation accompanying the trophy
marine No. 12, as opposed to the con- reads:
struction of submarine No. 1. Each
’To the Bell Boeing Team for the developyear, Mr. President, each year, with ment of the V-22 Osprey Tiltrotor, the
each successive submarine, there was a world’sfirst large-scale tiltrotor aircraft."
decline in the number of man7hours The Committee selected the V-22 because
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at a rate of one per year. This number
is insufficient to allow two yards to
produce the ships.
I think we also should be aware of
the fact that Newport News produces
surface ships-principally aircraft carriers, the only builder of aircraft carriers in our country, and also the only
builder of nuclear-powered surface
ships. Also, Newport News produces
submarines. And that yard has a significant backlog of business, which is
expected to keep that yard busy well
into the current decade and probably
into the next century as well. Electric
Boat, on the other hand, produces only
submarines and has a much smaller
backlog. Newport News is thriving with
its present submarine and surface ship
contracts, but without the Seawolf
contract, Electric Boat most likely
would shut its doors in the mid to late
1990’s. If the United States is going to
retain two nuclear-capable shipyards
able to build nuclear-powered submarines, then this contract, in my
judgment, should go to Electric Boat.
Another factor, Mr. President, which
is paramount is the bottom line cost to
the American taxpayer. It is my understanding that the bid for the second
Seawolf submitted by Electric Boat is
approximately $80 to $100 million less
than the bid submitted by Newport
News for the second submarine, for the
Seawolf SSN-22. It is only logical that
this would come about because Newport News never built a Seawolf and
would have significant firat-time startup costs. ,
There are also substantial costs associated with an interruption of production at Electric Boat should this number two submarine go to Newport News.
These costs are estimated to amount to
about $220 million in additional costs
that the Navy would incur if there was
an interruption in production at Electric Boat. In other words, by keeping a
continuous flow of production at Electric Boat, by making Electric Boat the
builder of the Seawolf submarine, there
would be not only savings for the second boat, as I have pointed out, but additional savings in the future.
Mr. President, in closing, I will point
out that there are great savings
achieved even though one yard is the
sole source of supply for a particular
boat; for example, the Trident program- The Trident submarine has only
been built at Electric Boat.
Now, some say the only way to get
reduced cost is through competition.
That is not necessarily so. I will point
out that if you take a basis of 100 manhours--in the construction of the first
Trident submarine we will use the figure of 100 for the total number of manhours for the construction of that first
Trident submarine. As a result of the
continuous construction that Electric
Boat has had for the Trident submarine, when they built the 12th vessel, they were not spending a factor of

of its belief that tiltrotor technology has
spent in the construction of that sub- long-term
for meeting objecmarine. The beneficiary was the tax- tives of bothsignificance
military and civil aviation. The
payers of the United States of America. V-22’s combat capabilities include: speeds
So, Mr. President, I believe it is in twice as fast as a helicopter; twice the range
the Nation’s best interest that that of helicopters; increased payload; increased
second Seawolf be awarded to Electric survivability; self-deptoyability; increased
reliability and improved maintainability.
Boat.
V-22 provides the U.S. military a major
I thank the Chair and I thank the The
advance in vertical lift capability and can
distinguished junior Senator from fulfill
mission requirements for all services
Delaware, the chairman of the Judici- including
diverse military combat readiness
ary Committee and the manager of the roles; such as, troop assault, long-range
bill coming up, for permitting me to search and rescue, anti-submarine warfare
proceed.
and many other highly specialized missions.
The potential inherent in the V-22 also
represents a major advance for the nation’s
civil transport needs and is a key to easing
V-22 WINNER OF THE COLLIER
currently congested airports. The ability of
TROPHY
tiltrotor to move commuter passenger trafMr. GLENN. Mr. President, I rise to fic and freight with only minimal investbring to the attention of the Senate a ment In landing site infrastructure can lead
very significant event involving the to rapid development of civil tiltrotor airBell Boeing V-22 Osprey tiltrotor de- craft and their integration into the national
transport infrastructure. The rise of a
velopment team.
has
As you know, Mr. President, every tiltrotor industry in this country also
major Implications for our nation’s balance
year the National Aeronautic Associa- of
trade since tiltrotor technology remains
tion [NAA]presents an award, the Col- as American technology and one with consid11cr Trophy, for what it views as "the erable potential.
greatest achievement in aeronautics or
The V-22 represents a major step forward
astronautics in America." The NAA in use of digital electronic flight controls,
makes its determination based on advanced composite materials and state-oftransmissions, cross-connecting
"demonstrated actual use in the pre- the-art
shifting and associated gear boxes. The airvious year."
craft’s flight control systems cost less,
I am delighted to report the selection weight less and are more reliable than conof the V-22 Osprey tiltrotor team as ventional mechanical control systems found
the recipient of this year’s Collier Tro- in helicopters. The system is triply redunphy. As I said, Mr. President, this dant, virtually eliminating the possibility of
marks a very significant event for the the controls becoming inoperable. The V-22
advanced composite mateV-22 team as the Collier Trophy is is constructed ofcarbon
spoxy laminates and
rials, primarily
widely considered the most prestigious fiberglass.
Lighter
and stronger than metal
award of its kind in the United States. and less susceptible
corrosion,
to
Without objection, Mr. President, I ask composities allow the V-22 to carry heavier
that the text of the NAA’s award an- payloads, improve its survivability in comnouncement be placed in the RECORD. bat, and significantly reduce its mainteThere being no objection, the an- nance costs. A V-22 can operate on a single
nouncement was ordered to be printed engine because its cross-connecting shaft allows one engine to drive both rotor systems.
in the REcoRD,as follows:
The V-22 is being developed under the ausBELL BOEING V-22 OSPREY TILTROToR TEAM
pices of the U.S. Naval Sir Systems ComWINS COMI TROPHY
mand by the industry team of Bell HeliThe National Aeronautic Association copter Textron, Fort Worth, Texas, and Boe(NAA) has named the Bell Boeing V-22 Os- ing Helicopters, Philadelphia, PA. In addiprey Tiltrotor Team winner of the coveted tional a nationwide network of over 1,800
1990 Collier Trophy.
suppliers provided the components and sysThe V-22 Osprey is a tiltrotor aircraft that tems for this advanced all-composite aircan takeoff, hover and land like a conven- craft.
tional helicopter. However, by tilting its enThe National Aeronautic Association is
gine nacelles forward, the V-22 can fly like a the National Aero Club of the United States.
turbo prop aircraft-swiftly, comfortably Its primary mission is the advancement of
and efficiently. The V-22 can fly at speeds in the art, sport, and science of aviation and
excess of 300knots; or it can hover or it can space flight by fostering opportunites to paralso fly with its rotors at any angle, from ticipate fully in aviation activities and by
zero degrees through 90 degrees.
promoting pubic understanding of the imporThe Collier Trophy is awarded by NAA "for tance of aviation and space flight to the
the greatest achievement in aeronautics or United States.
astronautics in America demonstrated by acMr. GLENN. The V-22 Osprey is a
tual use in the previous year."
The selection committee of more than tiltrotor aircraft that can takeoff,
forty aviation leaders selected the V-22 from hover, and land like a conventional
among ten nominations submitted by the helicopter. However, by tilting its en-
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gine nacelles forward, the V-22 can fly
like a turboprop aircraft-swiftly, comfortably, and efficiently. The V-22 can
fly at speeds in excess of 300 knots; or
it can hover or it can also fly with its
rotors at any angle, from zero degrees
to 90 degrees.
I have long been a proponent of the
continued development of the V-22
Tiltrotor Program. Indeed, I believe
the V-22’s unique technology is not
only a ready replacement for the Marine Corps’aging helicopter fleet, more
importantly, it also will fill critical
vertical lift requirements for all the
services.
Mr. President, I am, of course, very
happy and gratified to see that an esteemed committee of leaders in aviation share my, as well as many of my
Senate colleagues’, views and decided
to honor the V-22 tiltrotor team. Competing in a field of 40 nominees, the V22 team rose to the top because the selection committee recognized the
tremendous potential embodied by
tiltrotor technology.
Mr. President, I have often spoken on
this floor about the unprecedented advances the tiltrotor technology offers
to both military and civil aviation. Indeed, I have often come to this floor
and extolled the V-22’s capabilities in a
shorthand way which underscores just
what the V-22 program offers us: The
V-22, as a replacement for conventional
helicopter uses and capabilities, goes
twice as far, twice as fast, with onethird more payload.
The simplicity of that statement,Mr.
President, belies the revolutionary
technology the V-22 represents. Militarily, the V-22 is one of the greatest
advances we have for conventional warfare enhancement. It meets flexible
readiness strategy needs by providing
increased mobility, allowing for rapid
deployment, with breakthrough or
leapfrogging potential.
In terms ofincreased combat capability, the formula I used before, when
translated, means the V-22 will provide
roughly twice the range that our best
helicopter has to project troops rapidly
and converge on target areas. It will
accomplish this not only twice as fast,
but from twice as far. Obviously, this
increases our combat capability tremendously.
With tiltrotor technology, the V-22
can land on ships at sea and in forward
landing zones. In addition to the
tiltrotor technology, the V-22 has
greatly increased survivability, better
night flying capability, under the
weather capability, and a better navigation system than our current helicopters. It also has the capability to
refuel in the air, contributing to its extensive range.
Its construction takes advantage of
recent technological developments.
The V-22 uses composite materials,
making it a lighter structure, which, in
turn, reduces the weight penalty of the

RECORD-SENATE

tiltrotor’s wing. The composite materials, when used in building the rotors
themselves, produce a greatly increased hover efficiency when compared to current rotors. Its digital electronic flight controls offer the pilot increased reliability, triple redundancy,
and fly-by-wire capabilities.
In sum, I agree with the NAA’s assessment that the V-22 represents one
of our Nation’s greatest achievements
in aeronautics. However, Mr. President,I feel I need to stress how important it is that the tiltrotor technology
remain one of our Nation’s highest priorities. The V-22 program, while approved year after year by Congress
again requires congressional support,
because its existence has again been
threatened by the administration.
I believe the Department of Defense
should continue the V-22’s fun scale
development. It must also continue
support for the program so that we
avoid developing this groundbreaking
technology only to have it sold back to
us by another country with greater
foresight.
Moreover, Mr. President, while the
need for the V-22’s tiltrotor technology
is most immediate for military appli.cation,it Is not difficult to envision its
almost unlimited application for civil
aviation. I would go so far as to say
that it will radically change the face of
civil aviation.
Our national transportation system
is a key to our Nation’s economic development and growth. We have what
appear to be insoluble problems with
congestion and air traffic flow in virtually every metropolitan area. I believe civilian use of tiltrotor technology would go a long way toward
providing a solution.
The tiltrotor can be independent of
large airports and long runways. Helicopter-style terminals or vertiports,
constructed at a fraction of the cost of
airports and requiring significantly
less space, appear to offer an efficient
short haul national transportation and
distribution system for both passengers
and cargo.
I would bet there are not too many of
us, Mr. President, who did not wish we
had a system like that today. Continued recognition of the advancement
tiltrotor technology offers us and continued congressional support will go a
long way toward having it tomorrow.
As I have said before, Mr. President, I
strongly believe the V-22 is an excellent investment for our country.
Mr. President, I congratulate the
Bell Boeing V-22 Osprey Tiltrotor
Team for its great achievement in winning the 1990 Collier Trophy.
Thank you, Mr. President. I yield the
floor.

7109
NAMIBIA’S FIRST YEAR OF

INDEPENDENCE
Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, in today’s Wall Street Journal is an article
I encourage all my colleagues to read.
The article by Margaret Calhoun, titled "Namibia’s First Democratic Government May Be Its Last," provides an
excellent overview of Namibia’s first
year of independence under the SWAPO
government.
Ms. Calhoun has had great experience
working in this area. I know her personally. I highly recommend this for
my colleagues to read.
We all remember the extensive negotiations and work done by this Government and others to secure Namibia’s
independence. A number of Senators,
including myself, have paid particularly close attention to this region of
the world for several years. We have
recognized the importance Namibia, in
particular, plays in securing peace and
freedom in southern Africa.
As Ms. Calhoun states:
If Namibia’s fragile democratic construction begins to unravel, it could have a negative impact on the delicate negotiations toward more democratic government under
way in neighboring Angola and South AfricaMs. Calhoun also points out the need
for the United States to take a more
active interest in Namibia’s push for
democracy. She notes, "After spending
$100 million to supervise Namibia’s
spending $100 million to supervise Namibia’s elections, it is surely worthwhile for the United States Government to invest a little more time and
resources to give Namibia’s neighbors a
needed example of what unhappily is a
rarity in Africa-a functioning and
prosperous democracy.
Again, I commend this article to my
colleagues for their edification and I
ask unanimous consent that the article
be printed in the RECORD.
There being no objection, the material was ordered to be printed in the
REcoRD,as follows:
[From the Wall Street Journal. Mar. 21, 191
NAMIsIA’s FIRST DEMOCRATICGOvasiMr
MAY BE ITS LAST
(By Margaret Calhoun)
Namibia, once a hot item on the world
agenda, seems to have been forgotten.
Today, Namibia celebrates the first anniverry of the adoption of its remarkably democratic constitution, the culmination of its
independence from South Africa.
Namibia elected the assembly that wrote
its constitution inNovember 19. under the
supervision of election monitors from the
United Nations. The outcome was a government dominated by the Soviet-backed guemovement, Swapo (theSouth West Afrirills
ca People’s Organization). At the end of
Swapo leader Sam Nujoma’s first year as
president, political experts are beginning to
question whether democracy will in fact
take root in Namibia, or whether Swapo is
returning to its Marxist predilections. If Nainibla’s fragile democractic construction begins to unravel, it could have a negative impact on the delicate negotiations toward
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more democratic government under way in
neighboring Angola and South Africa.
The appointment of Swapo’s former chief
of security, the notorious Solomon "Jesus"
Hawala. known as the "Butcher of
Lubango." to the post of commander of the
Namiblan Defense Force, was deeply unsettling to many Namibians. Mr. Hawala was
implicated in the mass detention, torture,
killing and disappearance of thousands of
Namibians in camps in Angola and Zambia
during the guerrilla war against South African occupation. The Council of Churches in
Nsmibia expressed its alarm at the appointment.
The real test of Swapo’s intentions, however, is the economy. Will Swapo succumb to
the totalitarian temptation? Namibia, a
country of 1.5 million citizens with a land
mass almost as large as France and Germany
combined, is heavily dependent on mining,
which accounts for 40% of its gross domestic
product of $2.55 billion. Namibia is Africa’s
fourth-largest exporter of non-fuel minerals,
and the world’s fifth-largest uranium producer. The country has substantial coal resources and diamond deposits that rank
among the world’srichest. Because Namibia
is a desert-only 1%of its land is arable-its
only hope for development is to maintain a
competitive economic environment for its
extractive industries, and to foster secondary industries, such as tourism. But Swapo
has already begun to set a tone that is dismaying foreign investors, visitors and aid
donors.
Namibia has been pressing for direct
grants from foreign governments rather than
investment--so long as those grants are
available for use at Swapo’scomplete discretion.When the German government proposed
a 3100 million 30-year loan at 2% interest and
with a 10-year grace period last fall, Swapo
rejected even those mild conditions. Although Swapo has failed to welcome private
investors, it is generating many new jobs in
the public sector-jobs that are available
only to Swapo party members.
With 40.000 school graduates expected this
year, and an estimated 40,000 exiles returning to Namibia to seek gainful occupation,
Swapo has been hard-pressed to meet its
campaign slogans of employment for everyone. Public sector job creation for the Swapo
faithful may be intended to swell Swapo’s
voter rolls in time for the upper chamber
elections next year. A two-thirds majority in
the upper chamber, or National Council,
combined with its present two-thirds majority in the Assembly would permit Swapo to
rewrite the Constitution if it chose to do so.
Omninously, in a recent radio interview
Moses Garoeb, Swapo’s party boss, said the
country’s first elections were "contrived,"
and that "the multi-party democracy prevailing in Namibia is not necessarily the
true choice of the Namibian people."
Swapo may well secure that two-thirds
upper chamber majority, thanks to its control of the electronic media. While the print
media remain largely free, the majority of
Namiblans obtain their news from the stateowned radio network. The government has
started to restrict religious broadcasting, an
alternative to its programming. Some programs have been canceled, and new editorial
guidelines against "evangelism" or "divisiveness" are strictly enforced.
To complicate Namibia’s domestic political problems, rumors have begun to circulate
in Windhoek of covert collaboration with
Angola’s Marxist MPLA government. On
Oct. 16, the Namibian, the Windhoek paper
most sympathetic to Swapo, conceded that
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units of the Angolan army had crossed into
Namibia and abducted 18men for service in
the Angolan military. It is an open secret in
Namibia that the M’ILA and Swapo signed a
security pact In May that permitted the
NPLA to use military bases in Namibia’s
north.
These connections are highly dangerous to
Namibia’s political stability, because of the
tribal sympathies between northern Namibia’s Owambo people and the Ovimbundu,
the tribal base of the rebel Unita movement,
But Swapo appears to be putting its ideology
ahead of its domestic political needs. Nor
does international pressure seem to make a
difference: Swapo has been warned by a U.S.
Senate amendment that the $10million aid
package would be jeopardized by any involvement in the Angolan war.
It would be easy to dismiss Namibia as a
minor player in Africa. The real significance
of the developments in Namibia, however,
lies in its strategic placement between Angola and South Africa. Angola’s ruling communists,the MPLA, will be more wary of entering into an electoral process that empowers the armed resistance, Unita, if Swapo
demonstrates an intolerance for its legal opposition and maneuvers to alter its constitution. Similarly, right-wing parties in South
Africa could point to Namibia and argue that
democratic elections only serve to empower
dictators, who then proceeded to undo the
system of multi-party democracy which gave
them their power. IfSwapo behaves, it could
dispel the assertion of South Africa’s Conservative Party that "power sharing without
domination" does not work in the Third
World. If not,it will justify it,
Swapo has claimed that Namibla’s "model
democratic state" "will make the biggest
contribution against apartheid." But if the
Swapo government cannot preserve Namibia’s fragile political consensus, stimulate
economic growth, reassure private investors
and establish law and order, it faces the fate
of too many decolonized African states, and
will stand little chance of competing with
Eastern European countries for development
aid it is so anxious to procure. Namibia will
not have a second chance.
President Bush. upon meeting Mr. Nujoma
when he came to Washington in July, praised
the Namibian president for his "pragmatic"
political and economic policies.
Mr.
Nujoma issued an urgent plea that Americans not forget Namibla. After spending $100
million to supervise Namibia’s elections, it
is surely worthwhile for the U.S. government
to invest a little more time and resources to
give Namibia’s neighbors a needed example
of what unhappily is a rarity in Africa-a
functioning and prosperous democracy.
PRIVATE PROPERTY RIGHTS ACT

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, I would
like to note that today in the House, in
the cther body, a large bipartisan
group of Congressmen, Congressmen
OLIN, McEwEN,Espy,ROBERTS,STEN-

HOLM,and a couple of dozen others, are
introducing companion legislation to
the Senate bill 50, the Private Property
Rights Act.
I would like to take this oppotunity
to discuss that legislation and why it is
so important to this Nation, and so
timely at this time.
Rather than list down all the many
reasons why the Private Property
Rights Act ought to become law, I
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would rather list the reasons someone
might give for not supporting S. 59, and
then tell you why those reasons do not
hold water.
Reason No. 1: We do not need the Private Property Rights Act because,
when compared with the problems of
hunger, housing, crime, unemployment, and other issues, property rights
is just not that important.
Mr. President, anyone who makes
that argument does not understand
that these other issues--hunger, housing, et cetera-cannot be solved without private property. Furthermore,
they are probably forgetting some of
their American history.
In 1772, the Boston Town Meeting
called together a committee. Because
they were feeling especially harassed
by King George that day, they asked
this committee to "state the rights of
the Colonists * ** as men, and as subjects; and to communicate the same to
the several towns and to the world."
The chairman of that committee was
a great American patriot, Samuel
Adams. Sam Adams took 2 weeks to
write his treatise on the Rights ofMan,
and he began his task with the declaration that:
The absolute rights of Englishmen and all
freemen, in or out of civil society, are principally personal security, personal liberty,
and private property.
Throughout the succeeding revolutionary period, these three rights were
time and again recalled-life, liberty,
and property. They appeared in article
1 of the Bill of Rights of Virginia, and
in that same article in the Bill of
Rights of Massachusetts. They eventually were written that way in the fifth
amendment of the U.S Constitution.
It was only in drafting the Declaration of Independence that Thomas Jefferson slightly altered the phrase to
read, "life, liberty, and the pursuit of
happiness."
In later years, he explained why he
chose those words. It was not because
he felt that the right to pursue happiness was somehow more important
than the right to private property.
Rather, he explained, "A right to property, is founded in our natural wants,
is the means with which we are endowed to satisfy those wants." To Jefferson, the pursuit of happiness, and
the right to private property, were inextricably linked.You could not obtain
one without the other. I would imagine
that, to President Jefferson, Monticello was his ideal of a "pursuit of happiness."
Two centuries later, the institution
of private property has lived up to Jefferson’s expectations. America’s agricultural productivity, leadership in
medical and engineering technology,
and wealth of entreprenural opportunity can all be traced to the incentives inherently created by private
property rights. It is truly the means
through which we pursue happiness.
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So, I put it to you, Mr. President,
that it would be foolhardy to say that
private property rights are just "not as
important" as the many other issues
pressing in Congress today.
Reason No. 2: We do not need the Private Property Rights Act because no
one’s private property is really being
threatened.

Considering that in 1990 alone the
Federal Government issued 63,000 pages
of fine print regulation on the use of
private property, it is not hard to
imagine some of this regulation placing severe limitations on property use.
If property owners feel that a regulation has "gone too far," that their
property rights have been taken without compensation, they may sue the
Government under the fifth amendment.
The U.S. Government is currently
facing well over a billion dollars in
such outstanding takings claims. Just
in 1990, several of the largest takings
judgments in the history of the United
States were handed down by the U.S.
Claims Court, with the single largest
judgment of all time, the Whitney Benefits case, totaling near $120 million,
being ’affirmed by the Federal circuit
as recently as February 1991.
In California, property owners who
can afford legal costs are winning
about 50 percent of their takings
claims before the intermediate appeals
courts. And according to a recently released report by the Congressional Research Service, property owners won
regulatory taking cases before the Federal courts in 1990 more often than
not-astonishing when you consider
that the Federal Government wins 9
out of 10 times in other areas of law.
As you can see, Mr. President, it is
simply not accurate to say that "no
one’s private property is being taken."
At least the Federal courts disagree
with that statement.
That leads us to:
Reason No. 3:We do not need the Private Property Rights Act, because we
already have the fifth amendment.
The CRS report I just mentioned
made this finding:
Plaintiff property owners were vindicated-that is, a taking was found-in just
under one-half of the cases. Looking solely
at the regulatory taking decisions, however.
takings were found somewhat more often.
It has always been the case that,
when Americans feel the Government
has failed to respect a basic constitutional right, they may sue, demanding
that their rights be honored. As a matter of equity, however, we have never
held that rights should only be extended to those who can afford to sue
the Government for them. The cost of
legal action is not small, $40,000 to
$50,000 up front. The disturbing fact
brought out by the CRS report is this:
Those property owners who can afford
this cost, win more often than not.

Those who cannot afford to sue, currently have no protection.
That is why the Private Property
Rights Act is so important. By building
property rights considerations into the
regulatory process in the first place,
the rights of all Americans, not just
the wealthy, are protected.
No,Mr. President, it is not enough to
say, "but we have the fifth amendment, isn’t that enough." The duty of
protecting and preserving the constitutional rights of Americans does not fall
on the shoulders of the individual, it is
a duty ofthe government.
Reason No. 4: If private property
rights are respected, vital protections
for public health and the environment
will be undermined.
Actually, those who propose this argument do not really understand property rights. No one’s property right allows them to jeopardize someone else’s
life, liberty or property.
As Justice William Henry Moody, a
Franklin Roosevelt appointee to the
Supreme Court, noted, "Our social system rests largely upon the sanctity of
private property; and that state or
community which seeks to invade it
will soon discover the error in the disaster which follows."
That disaster may well include the
destruction of our environment, for, as
surprising as it may sound, private
property is the world’s most powerful
force for environmental protection.
The current EPA Administrator, Bill
Reilly, recently noted upon returning
from a trip assessing environmental
damage in Eastern Europe, "Many enare
principles
vironmental
undefendable in the absence of private
property."
Administrator Reilly’s observation
can be easily explained by the proverbial saying:
Give a man the secure possession of a
bleak rock, and he will turn it into a garden;
give him a nine years lease of a garden, and
he will convert it to a bleak rock.
The principle is true. It is private
property ownership that makes an
owner care about the quality of his environment, that creates a true sense of
stewardship for the land and its resources. The American environmental
community, at its grassroots level, is
nothing more than a coalition of private property owners who want to defend their private property rights from
the pollution and degradation of their
neighbors and their Government. Undermining private property rights
through excessive regulation will not
foster greater environmental protection.
Reason No. 5: Last, Mr. President,
there are those who argue that the Private Property Rights Act is just too
much hassle for our Federal agencies.
That it will force them to spend too
much time considering the impact of
their regulations on private property,
and not enough time on regulating.
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First, let me say that the administration has reviewed the text of S. 50,
and argues strongly against that statement.
But for me, Mr. President, this just
brings us full circle back to the question, "are private property rights important," or in other words, "is the
hassle worth it."
I would like to call my colleagues’
attention to a poll recently conducted
by the Soviet Academy of Sciences,
asking young Russians what it is they
really want, what rights and freedoms
they are most eagerly seeking. Here is
what resulted:Waav THE Naw GENERATIoN OF RUssi5_s
REALLY WANT
The Institute of Sociology at the Soviet
Academy of Sciences recently conducted a
poll of 1050 Russians between the ages of 18
and 25. The poll covered six regions of the
Russian Republic, constituting a majority of
the population and three-quarters of the territory. The respondents were selected from
all basic social and professional categories.
Here is what that survey revealed:
Do you want complete freedom of press,
radio and T=? yes, 58 percent; no,36 percent,
remainder,undecided.
Do you want Russia to be able to govern itself, and secede from the U.S.S.R.? Yes, 70
percent; no, 19 percent, remainder, undecided.
Do you want a form of government other

than socialism? Yes, 74 percent, no, 17 percent; remainder, undecided.
Do you want private ownership of land?
Yes, 85 percent; no, 10 percent; remainder.
undecided.
As you can tell, Mr. President, the
millions of citizens in the Russian Republic want, above all else, to simply
own their property, their farm, their
car, their apartment, they want something that is theirs, to care for, to
prosper, to build.
Even if the administration did not
believe that the Private Property
Rights Act does not impose too much
burden on regulatory agencies, i would
say, "So What?" We are sworn to defend the constitutional rights of Americans, not the convenience of the regulatory agencies. If it takes a little
more hassle to get respect for constitutional rights, then that hassle is certainly well deserved.
So I hope you can see, Mr. President,
why a bipartisan group of Senators and
Congressmen, supported by small business, farm and civil rights groups have
proposed the Private Property Rights
Act. The act requires that Federal
agencies adopt administrative procedures to "assess the potential for taking private property in the course of
regulatory activity, with the goal of
minimizing such where possible."
These procedures may be similar to
those required by current Executive orders, but must reflect the court’s current interpretation of what constitutes
a "taking of private property." This
assessment enables agencies to draft
regulations that impose on property
rights as little as possible, while still
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Last week, the Navy honored John’s
heroism with the Navy Marine Corps
Medal. I can think of no more appropriate tribute to a man who embodies
the highest virtues of our country. I
ask my colleagues to join me in expressing gratitude for his example-and
sincere condolences to his family.

achieving their goals. As a result, the
public interest is served, individual
ected without
property rights are protea
costly court battles, azod taxpayers
on for takings
need not pay compensation
that could have been avoi ded.
I ask unanimous conse nt that a letter from the Vice President of the
United States encouragin this bipartisan group to move this legislation be
CONCLUSION OF MORNING
printed in the RECORD.
BUSINESS
There being no objecti on, the letter
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning
was ordered to be prinoted in the
business is now closed.
REcoRD, as follows:
The Chair recognizes the Senator
THE VICE FRESIDENTT,
from Delaware [Mr.BiDEN].
Washington, March 21, 1991.
Hon-STEVE SYMms,
U.S. Senate,
Washington,DC.
EXECUTIVE SESSION
DEAR SENATOR SYMMS: I an writing to assure you that we welcome yoturimportant efforts to protect private propc erty rights. The NOMINATION OF BOB MARTINEZ,
Administration supports your legislative inl- OF FLORIDA, TO BE DIRECTOR
OF NATIONAL DRUG CONTROL
tiative in The Private Property Rights Act
to protect private property aowners
from un- POLICY
intentional government inter vention, and to
Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I ask
encourge the Federal agency s to avoid unnecessary expenditures.
unanimous consent that the Senate go
Proper management of Fedoral regulatory to executive session to consider the
programs and effective programto implementa- nomination of Bob Martinez, of Florion require thoughtful analysis before ac- ida, to be Director of National Drug
tion is taken. Executive Order No. 12=10 requires a Federal agency to at5k itself. before Control Policy.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
it acts, whether a proposed government regnlatory policy or action would "take" individ- objection, it is so ordered. The Senate
bigger the Con- will move to the nomination. The clerk
Ual rights in property and t3
stitution’s obligation to pay just compensa- will report.
tion_ The legislation which y ou,Sen.Boren, The legislative clerk read the nomiand others are sponsoring wotuld strengthen nation of Bob Martinez, of Florida, to
the management of Federal pprograms to pre- be Director of National Drug Control
vent inadvertent Federal en croacbment 0n Policy.
private property.
Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, parRecent judicial decisions SLeading that the
government has taken property have re- liamentary inquiry, how much time is
suited in financial judgment obligations in available on this nomination?
or "regulatory
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
excess of 3120 million fo
takings." As the courts focus increasingly on the previous order there is 90 minutes,
the consequences of Federal regulation on equally divided. The Senator from
private property rights, tthese conitita- Delaware is recognized.
tionally-requird Federal paziments and the
Mr. BIDEN. Before I begin, I have a
consequent burden on the taxpayer are likear- slight bit of housekeeping, Mr. Presily to increase. Financial retgponsibility
gues for evaluating the risks of these costs dent. For the 45 minutes under the conbefore, rather than after, the obligation oc- trol of the Senator from Delaware, I
curs.
have requests that amount to 43 minYour bill, S.50,
is vitally important both utes at this moment. So any Senator
to improve Federal manager tent, and to re- who is seeking an opportunity to speak
duce government liability. The Administra- to this nomination, I would respection looks forward to workiiig with you to
secure prompt passage of ti scritical legis- fully request, come to the floor as soon
as possible to let us know of that renation.
quest so I can reallocate the time, if
Sincerely.
DAN QUAYLE.
need be, among Members who have a
little more time now.
Mr. President, at the outset of the
HONORING JOHN DE GEORGE
hearings on the nomination of Gov.
Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, I rise Bob Martinez--and I say Bob Martinez
today to recognize a ti re hero-the as opposed to Robert since that is how
late John R, DeGeorge o’f Milwaukee, he refers to himself, not to be disWL
respectful-to be Director of the NaJohn DeGeorge was a naval chief tonal Drug Control Policy, I stated
petty officer. He was a man of noble that before we should confirm bin we
spirit-a man willing to risk his life to needed the answers to several quesensure the safety of other
tions.
In 1989, during a canoe training exer- First, did he have the personal and
cise, one of John’s shipma tes was swept ethical qualifications for the job? Seeoverboard and toward daangerous rap- ond, did he have the experience and
ids. With no thought of hiLaown safety, background for this position? And,
John rescued his fallen frilend-but was third, what did he believe were the
drug director’s responsibilities and
himself swept to his death
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what role did he believe the drug director should play? In other words, what
did he think his job was? Finally, what
was his vision for our Nation’s struggle
against the drug epidemic?
On the question of the nominee’s ethical qualifications which were put into
some additional question just before
the hearing began by a nationally televised program containing some allegations, I asked him about these allegations that were leveled against him.
Governor Martinez flatly denied any
wrongdoing relating to these issues.
Based on his answers, the FBI background report, and the committee’s
independent investigative efforts which
began long before the allegation resurfaced just prior to the hearing-all of
these issues have been and had been investigated by the majority and minority staff investigators and by the FBInothing emerged that is in any way, in
my view, sufficient to disqualify the
nominee from holding this drug director’s post. He is an honest and ethical
man and on that basis he should not be
denied the post.
Second, regarding the nominee’s
background and experience, particularly his record as the Governor of the
State of Florida and mayor of one of
its largest cities prior to that, I believe
that his answers and responses were
somewhat less reassuring. His antidrug
record in Florida in the early days of
his administration demonstrated, in
my view and in the view ofmany of the
witnesses who appeared before us, a
poor understanding about the effectiveness of drug education and treatment
efforts in the fight against drug abuse
and the drug plague.
As a matter of fact, it was alleged
there was an outright hostility toward
the notion of education and treatment.
However, a thorough review of the Governor’s record-which was reinforced
by the testimony of outside witnesses,
some of whom came to criticize the
Governor-painted a picture of an evolution of the Governor’s philosophy on
these points, in my view. By the time
he completed his tenure as Governor,
he had begun to conclude that education and treatment were absolutely
necessary elements in fighting the drug
problem in this country. And, by the
end of his tenure, the nominee supported efforts to expand drug abuse
education and treatment efforts in the
State of Florida.
More important still, he testified
that he currently believes-and I personally asked him this question-that
education and treatment do work in reducing drug abuse.
You might say why did you have to
ask him the question? It was not merely his background, but the former Drug
Director at the outset of his tenure indicated he did not think education
worked. This Drug Director is on the
record, and his record as Governor indicates that he believes that that is the
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case. Though I do not believe that Governor Martinez currently places a sufficiently high priority on drug education
and treatment, it is clear that he
thinks prevention efforts should play a
critical role in the national drug strategy. And I am hopeful, quite frankly,
that the evolution in his philosophy
while Governor will continue during
his tenure as Drug Director.
Third, on the question of the nominee’s views about the duties and powers of the Drug Director, again here his
answers were mixed. Quite frankly, I
believe he failed at the outset,at least,
to appreciate the extensive powers that
Congress has given to the national
Drug Director. Still, on balance, the
nominee seemed to understand the responsibility of the Drug Director to develop a national drug control strategy
and a budget. And I believe he has been
further educated to the powers that he
has and the desire of the Congress for
him to exercise those powers, particularly through the budget process and
the mechanisms that he has available
at his disposal to, very bluntly, make
other Federal agencies from the Treasury Department to the State Department and so on understand that national drug policy is our highest domestic priority.
This brings me to the fourth and
most important issue confronting the
committee in giving our advice and
consent to this nomination. What is
Governor Martinez’ vision for the national drug strategy? What is his vision
for the Nation’s struggle against the
drug epidemic?
As I stated at the outset of these
hearings, I was particularly interested
in three critical areas where I believed
the administration’s strategy is deficient: Hard core cocaine addiction,
which fuels the demand side of the drug
equation and, I might add, also fuels
the brutality and the crime side of the
equation where they create more victims, not only of consumption, but of
abuse at the hands of the drug abuser
stealing your car, your television, your
wallet, and anything else that may be
in sight.
Second, preventing the cultivation of
coca in the Andean nations, the supply
route of our drug problem. I believe the
administration has been somewhat deficient there as well.
The third deficiency is in providing
comprehensive drug education in more
than one State in this country. There
is only one State in this country--and
I might say it is the State of the Presiding Officer, the Senator from Connecticut-where there is comprehensive drug education. Absent that comprehensive drug education, I believe
this leaves the door open for this generation of children to become the next
generation of addicts.
In each of these areas, the area of
drug education, the area of cultivation
of the coca leaf in the Andean nations,

and in dealing with hard core cocaine
addiction, Governor Martinez agreed
that we need to do more to make a significant dent in the drug epidemic.
To the extent there were differences
between the nominee’s testimony and
my views on how forcefully we must
move in these three areas, our disagreements may stem more from the
nominee’s need to support the policies
of the President than from a fundamental dispute between Governor Martinez
and myself on these issues. And, quite
frankly, even if there is a root dispute,
it is not sufficient reason at this point
for me to vote against the Governor,
because I am convinced he wishes to
attempt to work out, as I sincerely do,
a cooperative effort to arrive at a consensus national drug strategy.
I still have some questions about
Governor Martinez’ understanding of
the power of the office he is about to
assume and about his ability and willingness to confront powerful Cabinet
members and the Office ofManagement
and Budget over policy and funding issues.
This is one of the reasons why I still
lament the fact the President has not,
as was intended by the Congress, although we cannot demand it, made the
national Drug Director a Cabinet member.
But, frankly, the President made the
Drug Director’s job a great deal harder
back in 1989 when he decided to exclude
the Director from the Cabinet. That
sends a signal to other Cabinet members that the Director’s clout with the
President and his clout generally, and
it is hard to influence Cabinet decisions when you are not at the Cabinet
table.
However, Governor Martinez’ most
important qualification may in fact be
his personal relationship with the
President of the United States. I hope
that he is willing to use this relationship and the authority he has to make
a forceful case in what is obviously a
number of turf wars that occur within
this giant bureaucracy that every administration is compelled to attempt
to deal with.
Despite the concerns I have raised, I
have pledged that I would work with
the President and with Governor Martinez to draft a truly bipartisan national strategy. And I have the clear
and distinct impression that Governor
Martinez truly, personally feels committed to this war and,further, that he
is truly willing and able to understand
the need to have cooperative relationships with the Congress in order to
come along with a consensus so that
we can all rally behind the national
drug strategy and funding.
The fact that he was Governor of a
State with such a large problem also, I
believe, gives him some additional insight into the need for this cooperation.
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So, Mr. President, I am going to
urge, and I do urge my colleagues to
support the nomination of Governor
Bob Martinez to assume this important
postNow I yield the floor, and yield to my
colleague, Senator THuRMoaN.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
KERazy). The Senator from South
Carolina is recognized.
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
rise today to voice my strong support
for President Bush’s nominee, Governor Robert Martinez, to be the Director of the National Drug Control Policy Board.
President Bush nominated governor
Martinez on January 22, 1991. The Judiciary Committee held 2 days of confirmation hearings on February 26 and
27. Governor Martinez testified before
the committee, as well as several other
witnesses, who appeared to express
their views regarding his nomination.
On March 7, the Judiciary Committee
favorably reported his nomination to
the full Senate by a vote of 11 yeas and
3nays.
Mr. President, upon careful review of
Governor Martinez’ background and experience, I find that he is well prepared
to lead our Nation’santidrug effort. He
is a 1957 graduate of the University of
Tampa where he earned a bachelor of
science degree in social science. Governor Martinez continued his education
and obtained a master’s degree in labor
and industrial relations from the University of Illinois in 1964. Following his
studies, he was a school teacher, labor
relations consultant, and businessman
before entering a life of public service.
Governor Martinez has an impressive
record of public service in the State of
Florida where he was Governor from
1987 to 1991, and mayor of the city of
Tampa from 1979 until 1986. During his
terms as mayor and Governor, he
gained valuable hands-on experience in
dealing with the scourge of drugs at
the local and State level.
Governor Martinez’ record consistently illustrates his commitment and
desire to work toward eliminating the
problem of illicit drugs in our society.
In 1987, President Reagan recognized
Governor Martinez’ interest in this
area and appointed him to the White
House Conference on a Drug-Free
America. In 1988, Governor Martinez
earned the distinction of being the first
Governor in our Nation to appoint a
State "drug czar" to coordinate State
level antidrug activities. Governor
Martinez also created a Governor’s
Drug Policy Task Force in Florida to
study drug fighting activities in his
State. He unified the efforts of the National Governors Association to combat drugs more effectively by creating
a special task force to fight drugs at
the national level.
Governor Martinez also proposed and
implemented several innovative methods to combat drugs in his home State.
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He implemented our Nation’s first
comprehensive drug-free workplace
program for State workers, and he
worked with the Florida Chamber of
Commerce to discuss ways private
business could implement drug free
work policies. Governor Martinez proposed and fought for vital initiatives,
such as drug-free school zones to keep
drug dealers and pushers away from
children. He successfully fought for enactment of mandatory prison terms for
anyone selling, buying, or delivering
drugs within 1,000 feet of a schoolyard.
Additionally, he recognized the growing need to help drug addicted women
and their cocaine-exposed infants to recovery by launching educational and
treatment programs.
Mr. President, several distinguished
individuals and organizations have
voiced their strong support of Governor
Martinez for the position of Director of
the National Drug Control Policy
Board. It is important to note that he
has the bipartisan endorsement of his
home State Senators: Senator MACK
and Senator GAHAM. As well, Gov.
Lawton Chiles of Florida, formerly a
distinguished Member of this body,
wrote in support stating:
As Director of the Office of National Drug
Control Policy,Governor Martinez can bring
a unique perspective. His service as teacher,
Mayor and Governor afford him an experience level that will assist in developing a national strategy for dealing with drug policy
issues: a policy that recognizes the value of
a state-federal partnership and emphasizes
education, prevention, treatment and law enforcement strategies. For these reasons, I
support Governor Martinez. * * *
Others who recommend his confirmation include, Congressman LAwRENCE
COUGHLiN, Congressman CLAY SHAw;
Gov. Michael Castle of Delaware and
Gov. John Ashcroft, of Missouri; and
the Honorable Robert Butterworth, attorney general for the State of Florida.
A number of law enforcement groups
including the National Troopers Coalition, Fraternal Order of Police, and the
Florida Department of Law Enforcement have endorsed his nomination. As
well, numerous individuals and organizations who work to treat and prevent
substance abuse support Governor Martinez’s confirmation. Father Sean
O’Sullivan, who has been involved in
the treatment and prevention of substance abuse for the past 22 years, testified at Governor Martinez’s confirmation hearing and stated:
In my estimation, if Governor Martinez
could do nationally what he accomplished in
Florida, the people of this Nation would be
in his debt. I believe * * * that Governor
Martinez has a very balanced approach to
understanding the tensions between the demand and the supply side * **I believe he
has come a long way in understanding the
value of prevention.
Ms. Shirley Coletti, founder of Operation PAR, an acronym for Parental
Awareness and Responsibility, the
largest most comprehensive substance

abuse program in the southeast specializing in education, prevention, research, treatment and rehabilitation,
also testified in strong support of Governor Martinez.
Mr. President, in closing, I believe
that Governor Martinez has a proven
record that demonstrates he is highly
qualified, and that he possesses the
hands-on experience and knowledge to
serve in an exemplary manner as Director of the National Drug Control Policy Board. He has a reputation as one
who is tough, but fair, when it comes
to addressing drug problems. I believe
that,once confirmed, he will diligently
work to insure that our Nation’s battle
against illicit drugs is effectively
waged to rid our society of the scourge
of drugs and the harm that they cause.
For these reasons, I strongly support
his confirmation and urge my colleagues to vote in favor of this nominee.
Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I yield 3
minutes to my friend from illinois.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Illinois is recognized.
Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I do not
question that Governor Martinez is a
fine, decent person. Almost everything
that my colleague, Senator THURMOND,
just said,I agree with completely.
When Governor Martinez came into
my office to visit with me, I said the
one thing that I think is essential is an
agreement by the drug czar to restrict
himself and not participate in partisan
politics. We do not permit that for the
Director of the FBI or the CIA by tradition, and by tradition we should not
do that for the drug czar.
I was one of two who voted in this
body against Bill Bennett for drug
czar. It turned out to be one of the best
votes I ever cast in this body. When
Bill Bennett, as drug czar, went around
the Nation campaigning at Republican
rallies and Republican dinners, and so
forth,somehow we just did not convey
the message that that is not the proper
thing to do.
And so after his position as drug czar,
he was designated to become chairman
of the Republican National Committee.
It turned out to be a very natural transition from being drug czar to being
chairman of the Republican National
Committee. As it turned out, he has declined that opportunity.
But Governor Martinez has declined
to say. "I am not going to participate
in partisan politics." Just as we have
in the Director of the CIA and Director
of the FBI someone who refrains from
that kind of participation, the drug
czar of this Nation ought to do the
same.It seems to me that is basic if we
are serious about this drug war.
And so, Mr. President, I am going to
vote "no." I am aware it is going to be
approved, but it is the same vote I am
going to cast if we have a Democratic
administration and we do not get that
kind of commitment from whoever the
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Democratic President would designate.
I am going to vote against that nominee, too.
We have a good tradition with the
FBI and the CIA: you refrain from partisan politics. We ought to have that
same kind of tradition for the drug
czar. I am going to continue to vote no
on any nominees until we get that kind
of a commitment from the nominee.
I yield back the remainder of my
time.
Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I rise
today to cast my vote in support of
Robert Martinez to be Director of National Drug Control Policy. I am hopeful that, as Director, Mr. Martinez will
follow through with the assurances he
gave to me, and other members of the
Judiciary Committee, during his confirmation hearings.
Before receiving his testimony I had
concerns regarding the nomination of
Governor Martinez. I was concerned
that he would over-emphasize the
criminal justice side of the antidrug effort. However, during the hearing, in
response to questioning from Senator
teNNEzy, Senator THuRMOND and others, Governor Martinez indicated that
he believed a more balanced approach
was in order. On one occasion he stated
he believes "that everyone who wants
treatment ought to have it * * *
[E]veryone that wants treatment that
is there for the purpose of freeing himself and herself from addiction or staying on a program ought to have treatment." According to the nominee, that
will be part of his policy recommendation. (Transcript, February 26, at 8687.)
In addition to recognizing the need to
treat drug abusers, Governor Martinez
spoke to the issue of education, and especially education of our youth. When
asked about the effectiveness of drug
education, Martinez said:
I have a tremendous amount of faith that
education will work, it is working, and the
proof ofit will be when these primary youngsters reach those middle school years. (Transcript, February 26, at 245.)
And when queried about drug education programs in the classroom, Governor Martinez again indicated his support, saying "the earlier, the better."
(Transcript,February 26, at 141.) These
and other statements on the treatment, education and prevention aspects of the drug war have assisted me
in reaching my decision. But I also had
concerns in two additional areas.
Prior to hearing testimony on the
issue of political campaigning while
Director of the Drug Policy Office, I
had concerns that the office would be
used as a pulpit for partisan politics.
Chairman BIDEN and Senator SIMON
shared my concerns. But upon specific
inquiries on this matter, Governor
Martinez assured the committee that
he would refrain from political activity, and that he would not partake in
partisan activities involving congres-
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sional elections. Specifically, he said
that he "will never mix politics, with
this office." And in support of his remark, expressed hope that he could devote himself full-time to the Office of
Director. (Transcript, February 26, at
69.) This promise-Governor Martinez
saying that he will not degrade the Director’s office by engaging in partisan
politics-reduced my concern in this
area.
Finally, and perhaps most Lnportant,
I was greatly disturbed by the short
tenure of Governor Martinez’ predecessor. During the confirmation of William Bennett, Mr. Bennett indicated to
the committee that he was "committed" to the drug war. We now see by his
early departure, after less than 2 years
as Director, that he was not as committed as he appeared. Therefore, I
sought assurance from Governor Martinez that he would not leave as quickly if confirmed.
I believe that true success in the
drug war will only ’result from many
years of effort. And, as in the private
sector, a long-term commitment from
top management is a key to long-term
success. I do not believe that the Director of National Drug Policy can combat the drug problem for 2 years, resign
the position, and then claim victory.
That simply is not enough time for
achieving the long-term goals of the
national strategy, or simply learning
the job. But Governor Martinez gave
me a personal commitment to stay in
the office of Director until asked to
step down by the President, or until
there is a change in the White House.
Without this long-term commitment
by the nominee, I could not have supported his confirmation.
Mr. President, .I assure you that I
will closely monitor Governor Martinez’ progress as we work together on
issues involving drug control. But Robert Martinez’ experience as Governor of
Florida, and especially his statements
before the Judiciary Committee, indicate that he has the potential to become an effective Director. I look forward to his confirmation, and wish him
much success in his new job.
Thank you, Mr. President.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

EXTENDING A WARM WELCOME TO
PRESIDENT LECH WALESA
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, on
behalf of myself and Senator DOLE,
Senators MsKUL5Xi, MURxOwSxi, SIMON,
BmzN, and THURMOND, I send a resolution to the desk, and I ask that it be
stated and immediately considered.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.
The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:
A resolution (S. Res. 90)extending a warm
welcome to His Excellency, President Lech
Walesa of the Republic of Poland, and for
other purposes.
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I wonder if

the clerk might read the resolution.
Mr. MITCHELL- I ask that the resolution be stated in its entirety.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will read the resolution.
The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:
S.REs. 90
Whereas Poland has made an historic transition from communism to democracy;
Whereas Poland has held the first free and
direct elections for President in its history;
Whereas Lech Walesa, internationally recognized as a leader of the struggle for democracy and human rights, was elected President ofPoland on December 9,1990;
Whereas, under President Lech Walesa’s
leadership, Poland is continuing on its conrageous course of fundamental economic and
political reform; and
Whereas President Lech Walesa is making
his first State Visit to the United States
since his election: Now,therefore, be it
Resolved, That the Senate hereby(1)extends a warm welcome to His Excellency Lech Walesa, President of the Republic
of Poland, upon the occasion of his State
Visit to the United States;
(2) recalls the special and historic ties be-
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Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield? Will the Senator add me
as a cosponsor?

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent we add all Republicans

as cosponsors.
Mr. MITCHELL. I ask unanimous
consent that all Members of the Senate
be added as cosponsors.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, We

are honored to welcome to the Senate
the Honorable Lech Walesa, President
of Poland- President Walesa has visited
us previously in his private capacity.
Today he represents the people of Poland as their democratically elected
leader.

Through his inspirational leadership
and tireless dedication to the causes of
freedom and democracy, President

Walesa has been a pioneer in the effort
to transform the former Communist

dictatorship in Central Europe into
parliamentary democracies. His willingness to undertake the burdens of
the Presidency of Poland during this

difficult time of transition and reform
is testimony to his recognition that
the effort to create democracy does not
end with the elimination of one-party
rule. Rather, the difficult struggle to
build a free and open society, with economic and political opportunities for
all, must be pursued with increased en-

ergy during the difficult transition period.
In passing this resolution, the Senate
expresses its welcome to President
Walesa and the strong support of the
Senate and of the American people for
the courageous and difficult steps
being taken in Poland. The Polish example should serve as a model for other
countries in Central Europe as they
tween the people of the United States and pursue economic reform. The Polish
the people of Poland;
people must know, and we hope they

(3)applauds the continued commitment of
President Lech Walesa and his government
to fundamental economic and political reform;
(4)reaffirms the strong support of the Senate and the people of the United States for
the independence and security of Poland;
(5) looks forward to continued close consultation and cooperation with the Government of Poland on issues relating to security
and stability in Europe; and
(6)commends the decision of the Bush Administration to reduce substantially the
debt owed by Poland to the United States,
applauds the decision of the Paris Club to reduce substantally Poland’s burden of foreign
debt, and urges Poland’s private creditors to
respond in a similar fashion.
SEC. 2. The Secretary of the Senate shall
transmit a copy of this resolution to the
President of the United States with the request that he further transmit such copy to
His Excellency Lech Walesa, President of the
Republic of Poland.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the immediate consideration of the resolution?
There being no objection, the Senate

ORDER OFPROCEDURE
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Martinez
nomination be temporarily laid aside,
and that the Senate go into legislative
session to consider a resolution which I
will shortly send to the desk, and that
upon disposition of the resolution, the
Senate return to executive session to
resume consideration of the nomination of Governor Martinez.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
proceeded to consider the resolution.

will know, that America is ready and

willing to provide assistance and support for their efforts.
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I am

pleased to join with the distinguished
majority leader, Senator MrTCHELL;

with our colleagues, Senators Mnamsm
and MuRxowsn, the two Polish-American Members of the Senate, and with
many other Senators in cosponsoring
this resolution.
We are very honored to have President Walesa with us today in the Senate.
When the history of the past 2 years
is written-2 years of momentous
change around the world-one of the
first chapters will be about Lech
Walesa.
I had the very exciting experience of

visiting Poland on the very day that
the Polish Parliament elected the first
non-Communist government in more
than a half century. A couple of days
later, I went to the city of Gdansk,
where Poland’s democratic revolution
was spawned. I met there with Lech
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Mr. President, it is my belief that the
Walesa, and found out for myself that- Germany that democracy was synonypeople and the Government of Poland
in this age when public relations ex- mous with economic failure.
So we concluded that it was critical should not have to bear the burden of
perts fabricate most of our so-called
heroes--Lech Walesa was the real to forgive the German debt, even debt accumulated by the former Comthing.
though we had just been in a bitter munist regime. A reduction in Polish
He has been with us before as the war. We did it for our own safety’s foreign debt would be an important
way to help the people and the Governleader of the democratic revolution in sake.
Poland and a Nobel Prize winner. He is
I am delighted to see that the Presi- ment of Poland.
I urge my colleagues to support this
here today as the first democratically dent has moved to convince the other
elected President in the history of Po- nations to whom the Poles owe a great resolution. The Polish people have had
land.
deal of money to forgive a significant to cope with 45 years of Communist opSo today we greet him with a new portion of that debt. And now we, the pression. Let us not make this historic
title: Mr President. But at the same United States, are engaged in a similar transformation from tyranny to freetime we greet him still, and foremost, operation, the second action we hoped dom any harder.
Let us relieve the Polish people of
as a friend of the United States, and a the President would take. Without that
friend of freedom.
taking place, I see little possibility of this economic burden and reward them
their courageous fight for liberty.
Mr. SIMON addressed the Chair.
the bold economic plans that the Poles forMr.
BRADLEY. Mr. President, I rise
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The are making now coming to fruition.
today to join my colleagues in welcomSentaor from Illinoisis recognized.
As I have said on many occasions, I ing
Walesa, the President of PoLech
Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I simply do not want my sons, who are soon to
want to very briefly join in saying I graduate from college, to have their land, to the United States. On his last
think this is an appropriate resolution. sons studying in college what they visit here, he was just an electrician,
Senator DOLE properly called him the studied about the period of European albeit an electrician who had changed
real thing.Poland has made incredibly governments between the end of the his country and the world. Today he is
President of his country.
courageous decisions.
World War I and the beginning of World the
I would also like to commend the
I was particularly pleased that Presi- War IL I do not want my grandchildren
multilateral efforts to reduce Poland’s
dent Walesa is keeping Mr. Balcerowicz
learning about a period where there debt. Poland’s transition to democracy
on as the Finance Minister there.
to
was
an
opportunity
for
democracy
and free markets is one of the most imI join in praise for President Bush for
the steps he has taken.Let me just add survive-and it can only survive where portant historical processes of our era,
there
is
economic
prosperity-and
deand debt reduction will play an impormy appreciation to the Secretary of
the Treasury, Nick Brady, and to the mocracy having failed because there tant role in encouraging that process.
I do not need to remind my colAssistant Secretary of the Treasury was no economic prosperity.
There can be no prosperity, in my leagues that the process of transition
Mulford, for their hard work in this
view,
in
Poland,
absent
debt
forgivewhich is underway in Eastern and
whole question of Polish debt.
It is extremely important to the fu- ness. That is underway now, and it Central Europe Is far from complete.
a
seriouis
chance
for
sucgives
Poland
Poland,
Czechoslovakia, and Hungary
ture of Poland and the administration.
I do not hesitate to criticize them cess. If Poland makes it, I believe the have made the fundamental commitwhen I think they are wrong, as I did a rest of Eastern Europe also has a real ment to change, and are now struggling with the practical realities of the
few minutes ago on this floor. But on chance.
Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, I rise transition. The ultimate success of
this occasion they have acted respontoday
to
welcome
the
freely
elected
that transition depends to a great desibly and well. I commend them for
what they are doing. I am pleased to be President of Poland, Lech Walesa. This gree on how the governments and peois his first visit to the United States as ple of this region manage to rebuild the
a cosponsor of the resolution.
economy of their countries.
Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, back in President of Poland.
It is a historic event that should be
The boldest and most sweeping reJune of 1990, four of us, Senators BEADLEY and myself, and Congressman marked with an equally historic ges- form program has ben undertaken in
ture
on
our
part.
That
is
why
I
support
LEACH and Congressman RoSTENxowPoland. It includes banking, currency,
Sn, sent a very strong letter to the the resolution introduced by Mr. and tax reform, strict wage control,
President ofthe United States strongly LIEHERMAx forgiving a major share of the reduction and elimination of subsidies, privatization of state enterurging him to deal with the Polish debt Polands’ debt.
By reducing Poland’s debt, the Amer- prises, and dissolution of uneffective
question.
We believed then, and we believe ican people would be helping that coun- ones. The other nations in Central Eunow, that Poland’s external debt of try move from communism to a free- rope-and perhaps the Soviet Union as
something in excess of $38 billion had market economy. We must encourage well-are watching Poland’s progress
to be dealt with for Poland to have any this positive movement toward democ- very closely, and gauging their own rechance at all of progressing economi- racy.
form efforts according to the results
cally.
The Polish people must be com- there. Therefore, helping Poland means
I just want to publicly compliment mended for leading the revolution of helping all Eastern and Central Europe
President Bush for two things. We economic and political change in make the changes necessary to bring
asked him to take two actions when we Central Europe over the last 2 years. democracy and free markets to the rewrote him last year. One was to ask The people and the Government of Po- gion.
One of Poland’s most urgent probthe Paris Club, a group of industri- land have committed themselves to a
alized nations, to whom the Poles owed dramatic transformation of their econ- lems is its debt burden. Poland cura great deal of money, to relieve a sig- omy from a command economy to one rently owes about $33 billion to foreign
based on free market principle. But un- governments and about $11 billion to
nificant portion of that debt.
Quite frankly, at the end of World fortunately, this change has come at a commercial banks. Without a significant reduction, Poland will probably
War ]1, Mr. President, the Germans very high price.
owed a great deal of money, and we,
The process of change in Poland has not be able to complete her bold and
the United States and other nations, been difficult, causing the Polish peo- radical program. The steps taken so far
concluded that we were not going to ple great hardship. The burden of for- by the Polish Government have shown
make the same mistake we made at the eign debt has made the process of eco- positive results. The currency is stable,
end of World War L when we had helped nomic transformation more difficult Government spending is restricted, and
to create an environment where we for the people and the Government of hyperinflation has been stopped. But as
seemed to demonstrate to people in Poland.
a result of the drastic economic meas-
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ures which were necessary to transform an economy ruined by 40 years of
communism, new problems have
emerged. Recession is severe, unemployment has risen, and a standard of
living has fallen.
Negotiators from the major industrial countries recently completed
their talks on Polish debt relief. The
United States, pursuant to a resolution
I introduced in October 1990 calling for
greater efforts to provide debt relief,
took the lead in calling for meaningful
cuts, not just token measures and further rescheduling. The creditor countries should cut Poland’s debt burden
in halt This is good news and will go
far in helping Poland. Individual countries can and should go further than
the general agreement. Poland deserves
it. Furthermore, I hope that the commercial banks will follow the lead of
their governments and take similar
measures to reduce Poland’s debt.
Poland will not become a free market
democracy as long as the debt built up
by the Communist government slow its
growth. The best investment this country can make is an investment in democracy. Poland has made the commitment to democracy, and I am glad
that we are following through with our
commitment to help Poland.
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I believe there is no further debate.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the resolution.
The resolution (S. Res. 90) was agreed
to.
The preamble was agreed to.
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which
the resolution was agreed to.
Mr. HATCH. I move to lay that motion on the table.
The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.
EXECUTIVE SESSION
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order the Senate now returns to executive session to resume
consideration of the Martinez nomination.
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President,may I
inquire of the Chair how much time remains for debate on that nomination?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. There remains 1 hour and 10 mintutes.
ORDER OF PROCEDURE
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that upon the completion of the debate, either through
the use of the fAll 1 hour and 7 minutes
or the yielding back oftime, that there
then be a period for morning business
until 2 p.m., and that the vote on the
Martinez nomination occur at 2p.m.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, Senators should be aware then that we are
going to complete the debate on the
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Martinez nomination. Then there will dealing with the leaders of Central and
be a period for morning business. Then South American countries. He has met
there will be a vote on the Martinez with many such leaders while promotnomination at 2 p.m. Senators should ing Florida business and trade.This exbe aware of that. There will be a roll- perience and familiarity will serve him
call vote on the Martinez nomination well in his new role.
at 2 p.m.
I am particularly impressed with his
I thank the distinguished managers commitment to fight drug trafficking
and other Senators for their coopera- on the demand side of the equation. As
tion enabling us to act on this matter. a prior school teacher, he knows firstMr. HATCH. Mr. President, I rise in hand the need for strong antidrug edusupport of the nomination of Robert cation programs. Indeed, while GovMartinez to be the National Drug Con- ernor, once or twice a month he would
trol Policy Director. After an extensive travel around his State to a student’s
review of this nominee’s background, I home, accompany the student to
believe that the President has made an school, sometimes on the schoolbus,
excellent selection in Governor Mar- and teach
student’s class. One of
tinez. I thought that he handled him- the subjectsthe
drug education. I beself very well at his confirmation hear- lieve that hewas
will
truly be a leader in
ing. He answered an of our questions in this area of our efforts.
a straight-forward, forthright manner, Governor Martinez comes highly recand I am convinced that he dem- ommended by such groups
as the Naonstrated a real commitment to the tional
Federation of Parents for Drugfight against the war on drugs.
As a Senator of a predominantly Free Youth and Informed Families of
rural State-a State with a lot of little Dade County. They are particularly
airstrips, a kind of crossroads of the impressed with his efforts in the area
West-I have a particular concern of drug prevention, focusing on the
about what the Federal Government home and the individual.
Mr. President, it is clear that Govcan do to assist in the interdiction of
drugs in these areas. I believe that this ernor Martinez’ experience has prepared him for the challenges of this imnominee shares those concerns.
During the Judiciary Committee portant national office. I believe that
hearings, we learned that Governor he will fulfill his role in an honorable
Martinez brings a wealth of experience and highly successful manner. This is
to this important position. As the Gov- an office that should not remain vaernor of the State of Florida, he has cant for any length of time. I urge all
firsthand experience in dealing with of my colleagues to vote in favor of
drug trafficking and abuse. Drug push- this nomination.
Last, I want to pay tribute to the disers have used Florida, because ofits location, as a main point of entry into tinguished chairman of this committee, the Judiciary Committee, Senator
the United States for illegal drugs.
Throughout his tenure, Governor BiDEN, the Senator from Delaware, and
Martinez continually fought this the distinguished ranking minority
scourge through innovative as well as leader on the committee, Senator
THURMOND, from South Carolina. Both
time-tested interdiction techniques.
Let me touch on some of the high- of them have been foremost leaders in
the
fight against drug abuse in this
lights of his drug fighting efforts. During his tenure, Florida was named by country, not only on the supply side of
Federal agencies as a role model State the equation but on the demand side.
I have to say Senator BiDEN in parin the drug battle. It is listed among
the top 10 States for per capita spend- ticular has spent as much time on this
ing on drug treatment. Between 1987 issue as any Member in Congress. He
and 1989, Florida increased its spending has done a terrific job. He has been
in support of drug treatment by 33 per- concerned about all aspects of drug
cent, an increase in spending greater pushing, drug abuse, and drug rehabilithan the increase experienced by many tation, all other aspects of the issues
of the other States during the same involved in the whole panoply of drug
time period.
issues. I want to say he has been a foreGovernor Martinez served as the Na- most leader in the Congress in helping
tional Governors Association lead Gov- us to try to resolve some of these probernor on substance abuse and drug traf- lems.
ficking issues. He implemented the NaNaturally the administration, natution’s first comprehensive statewide rally other Members of Congress, natuDrug-Free Workplace Program. He has rally myself, want to listen to him and
been a leader in developing comprehen- want to work with him in trying to
sive plans and promoting interagency help in any way we possibly can.
coordination of prevention services at
Senator THURMOND has himself been
the State and local level. He was also an effective and wonderful leader on
one of the first Governors to employ the Judiciary Committee. These two
the services of the National Guard in gentlemen have worked hand in hand
the interdiction efforts of his State.
together in so many good efforts in the
And let us not forget that Governor best interests of
country. I want to pay
Martinez is a Spanish-speaking public special tribute to both of them as one
official who has direct experience in who works rather closely with both of
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them and who thinks very highly of
both of them.
I would feel bad if I did not at least
say a few words about the great efforts
both of them have made in this particular battle.
I wish Bob Martinez well. I hope everybody will vote for him. I think a
strong, substantial vote will help him
in the work he is going to do. I think
we are all going to be very proud of
him as the ensuing months occur.
I thank you, Mr. President, I yield
the floor.
Mr. LEARY. Mr. President, I want to
emphasize my reservations about Gov-

ernor Martinez’ nomination to be Director of the Office of National Drug
Control Policy.
Congress passed legislation to create
a Cabinet-level drug czar because we
need the best available talent to lead
us in our war against drugs. The drug
czar coordinates all of the Federal,
State,and local agencies with antidrug
responsibilities, he oversees ’
international initiatives to decrease drug
production at the source, and he makes
sure that our criminal justice system
keeps pace with the Nation’s quickly
changing needs.
The drug czar is our voice when it
comes to defining goals and leading the
charge. An effective drug czar must understand that a "war on drugs" means
more than rhetorical tough talk and
glitzy political slogans. Ending this
Nation’s drug crisis will take time and
it will take money.
We need a leader who can look the
President or his fellow Cabinet members in the eye and say "no," or "that
is not good enough," or "we need more
funding." We need a creative, openminded coordinator-someone who can
balance punishment for drug pushers
with programs to prevent young people
from turning to drugs and programs to
help those who have already been
taken in by the scourge. And we need
someone who will fight this battle on a
bipartisan front, without politicizing
his important office.
The President has the prerogative to
nominate competent officials to carry
out his policies. Thus far,the administa-tion’sdrug control policy has been a
lot of tough talk without the muscle to
back it up. The nominee’s record as
Governor of Florida reflects the same
approach. Governor Martinez focused
on punitive measures-at the expense
and neglect of treatment and prevention-and after 4 years in the statehouse with drug control as his major
goal, Florida’s drug problems got
worse, not better.
In voting for Governor Martinez’
nomination I am granting the President his prerogative. I am only sorry
that the administration did not take
this opportunity to show a serious
commitment to ending this Nation’s
drug crisis. The office which Governor
Martinez will assume has great poten-

tial-to mobilize the American people,
to mobilize government at every level,
and to fight effectively against the
drugs that are destroying the very fabric of our society. The office deserves
more credit, and more respect, than
the administration gives it.
Finally, I impress upon Governor
Marinez my hope that he will encourage a more balanced national drug control strategy. At his confirmation
hearings, Governor Martinez seemed to
embrace the need for increased treatment and prevention programs. In his
testimony he stated, "if confirmed, I
will continue to request increased appropriations for expanded treatment
capacity. This is an area of great importance." I am taking Governor Martinez at his word. I hope he does not let
the American people down.
Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I have a
good deal to say about Governor Martinez. But let me speak for a moment,
while we are waiting for some of our
colleagues who wish to speak to arrive.
Let me speak to the policy that Governor Martinez is going to be saddled
with at the outset.
The President’s national drug policy,
obviously, is well intended. I believe it
is seriously deficient. The President
has concluded, and its former Director
concluded, that we should focus on casual drug users more than any other aspect of the problem, although they do
focus on all aspects of the problem.
This is a matter of proportion when,
in fact, casual drug use among particularly our young people is going down
and down and down, and the administration can and should, and the Congress can and should, claim some credit
for that. But the fact of the matter is
that in the 4 preceding years prior to
there even being an existing drug czar,
there was a genuine precipitous and
steep decline among the casual users in
this Nation.
The picture we are missing, Mr.
President, is that there has been an increase in the number of hardcore users,
or what we would term in the street:
The addict.
Mr. President, I have had an ongoing
debate with the administration. They
use a statistic that indicates that last
year there were 862,000, or thereabouts,
hardeore cocaine addicts in America,
when in fact,Mr. President, our studies
show that there were over 2.3 million
hardcore cocaine addicts.
Mr. President, in this year’s drug
strategy, submitted to us for the consideration of My committee in the Senate, the President said: "We have made
gains; we now only have 660,000 hardcore cocaine addicts." It had gone
down almost 200,000, according to their
reports, based on a household survey,
which Ithink we were able to point out
was fatally flawed, as they say. Every
expert in the field acknowledges that it
is flawed, by the nature ’of its methodology.

March 21, 1991

So, Mr. President, the President put
in place a drug strategy, calling for
certain weapons in that strategy, from
treatment, to police, and based on the
notion that there were 660,000 hardcore
cocaine addicts in America.
During the first hearing that I held
on this matter, the administration acknowledged that they were off; that
number was not accurate. They said:
We knew it was inaccurate all the
time, but that survey was the only
basis we had on which to make the
judgment. So they said, during the
course of the hearing: We will now stipulate, Senator BIDFN, that there are at
least 1.7 million hardcore cocaine addicts in America.
I believe, and I think our studies
show-and it was greeted uniformly by
the so-called experts in the community
as being accurate-that there are closer to 2.2 to 2.4 million. They said, OK;
let us assume that the number is only
1.7.
Now you have just, in a matter of 3
days, from the time you submitted
your report to me, which said 660,000
hardcore cocaine addicts, within a
week’s period, you said, "All right,
Biden, there were really not 660,000;
there are 1.7 million." I compliment
you for the increased recognition of
that side of the problem.
I said, "Now that you have told me
that,how are you going to amend your
drug strategy to accommodate this acknowledged significant change in your
thinking?"
They said, "We are not going to."
I said, "I do not understand."
They said, "There is no need for us to
change our strategy."
I said, "I am somewhat bewildered. I
thought the strategy for attacking the
drug problem in America bore some relationship to your assessment of the
extent of the problem."
I suspect we would all say, if we
thought there were only 100 cocaine socalled crack babies going to be born
next year instead of 300,000 going to be
born next year, we would have a different strategy relative to dealing with
addicted mothers; 100, well, that does
not mean we are going to go out and
put out 1 billion dollars’ worth of resources to deal with 100, as bad as it is.
We might decide to put that $1 billion
into health care or other things.
But,if we think there are 300,000 then
it is a problem requiring a different
input.
Well, I said I am confused now. At
the outset, you said, here is my strategy and my strategy is at least in part
premised on the fact there are 660,000
hardcore addicts. Now you say 1.7 million hardcore addicts, and you do not
change your strategy.
Mr. President, we are, by everyone’s
admission, in a very, very difficult
area. We are attempting to deal with a
second epidemic--I say second because
the first one was at the turn of the cen-
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tury-the second drug epidemic in this
Nation. The consequences are obvious.
Cocaine addiction brings on cocaine-induced psychoses and paranoia. Wherever there is cocaine there is violence.
I sometimes say facetiously to make a
point, if you have to live in an apartment complex full of cocaine addicts or
you have to live in an apartment complex full of heroin addicts, go with the
heroin addicts, not because they are
better, but because heroin takes you
down; it does not cause you to go rnning around knocking down doors and
shooting people.
.But cocaine has the exact opposite
effect on the brain. Cocaine, to use the
phrase of a leading researcher from
Yale University, creates a "lightning
storm in the brain." That is why so
many people die when cocaine is introduced into an area, not just because of
the trafficking in cocaine, but because
the people who are hooked on it do
strange antisocial things, and many
times they are violent.
Mr. President, all the crimes we have
out there now that are being committed related to drug addiction are not in
large part as a consequence of the casual user, who should be stopped because he will become a hardcore user if
we do not in many instances; they are
the consequence of somebody who is
hooked on, to use the vernacular, a
drug, and these cocaine addicts are the
ones who are going out shooting people
and mugging people and, in their domestic quarrels, turning around and
hitting people with everything from
hammers to whatever is near them,
and they are our most important problem now. We do not direct nearly
enough attention to that in the President’sdrug strategy.
That is why, on behalf of myself and
the Democrats, I offered an alternative
strategy, not to be obstreperous, not to
disagree with the President, but because I truly believe that we have to do
one of three things with those hardcore
addicts.
One, we have to turn around, put
them in jail, and while in jail treat
them for their problem; otherwise-we
put last year, and I have to yield to my
staff for a moment here, the estimate
that, nationwide, over 3.6 million folks
last year were released from jails and
prisons who were still drug users, who
still had a problem. So we either have
to lock them up and treat them or get
them into treatment before they are
locked up or we are going to shoot
them or they are going to shoot us. I
mean, you do not have to be a rocket
scientist to understand that. So, if you
have a’couple million people walking
around the streets with a serious problem-I am not suggesting we treat
them merely because it is the Christian
thing to do, the noble thing to do, the
human thing to do, but out of our
naked self-interest, either lock them
up for the rest of their lives, execute

them, or treat them, or they will be
back.
So, Mr. President, the adiministration’s position is one that has to be altered, in my opinion.
I see one of my good friends and the
chief sponsor of our nominee has made
it to the floor, the distinguished Senator from Florida. I am delighted to
yield the floor to him, if he wishes at
this moment to speak on behalf of the
nominee, and I ask unanimous consent
that his time be yielded from the time
controlled by the Senator from South
Carolina.
Mr. MACK. Mr. President, I so make
that request.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator
from Florida isrecognized.
Mr. MACK.Thank you Mr. President.
I thank the Senator for yielding the
time.
Mr. President, I rise in strong support of the Honorable Bob Martinez,
nominee as Director of the National
Drug Control Policy Office.
As a fellow Floridian and friend of
Governor Martinez, I am well aware of
his eminent qualifications for this position. As I indicated to the Senate Judiciary Committee, I am pleased President Bush has chosen an outstanding
candidate to serve as this country’s
next drug czar.
Bob Martinez is a seasoned veteran of
the drug war. With Bob’s combined
background as educator, mayor, businessman, and Governor of the State of
Florida, he has initiated and implemented innovative strategies to respond to Florida’s drug crisis. Bob’s
strong record is reflected through his
commitment to clean up Florida’s
cities and streets.
As Governor, Bob appointed this Nation’sfirst State "drug czar" to coordinate antidrug efforts in Florida. He
created the first Drug-Free Workplace
Program for State government workers
and provided for formal training of
teachers in substance abuse education.
Bob introduced Florida’s drug-free
zones for our schoolchildren. In addition, he also imposed mandatory minimum sentences for individuals convicted of drug activity near public
parks and playgrounds, public housing
facilities, colleges and universities,
again in an effort to protect our youth.
Furthermore, Bob Martinez kept Florida’sstreets free from career criminals
by successfully seeking passage of a
tough repeat-offender law.
During Bob’s tenure as Governor,
Florida was among the top 10 States
for per capita spending on drug treatment. In fact, between 1987 and 1989,
spending on drug treatment in Florida
rose nearly 50 percent faster than the
average of all other States.
As a direct result of Bob’s strong
stand against drugs, Florida was "evaluated by Federal agencies as one of the
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Nation’s role models in the drug battle" in November 1990.
In addition to Bob’s accomplishments
within our State, he was involved in
the National Governors Association,
where he served as lead Governor on
substance abuse and drug-trafficking
issues. In this capacity, he presented
President Bush with a plan for antidrug efforts on behalf of the National
Governors Association.
Governor Martinez also coordinated
drug information exchanges with other
State Governors and traveled extensively abroad to promote and secure
cooperation of the international communitr in the war on drugsPrior to introducing Bob Martinez to
the Senate Judiciary Committee, I
asked myself the question what type of
person would make an ideal Director of
the National Drug Control Policy Office. It seems to me this person should
have experience with the drug war at
the local and State level, experience
working with children in our schools to
teach them the evils of drugs and an
overall proven record in the area of
drug control. With these points in
mind, I am confident the ideal person
for this job is Gov. Bob Martinez. With
Bob’s unique experiences, he will be effective in uniting Federal, State, and
local governments in shaping an effective and well-balanced antidrug strategy.
I urge my colleagues to follow the
lead of the Senate Judiciary Committee and to act favorably on Gov. Bob
Martinez’ nomination.
Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum and ask unanimous consent that the time be equally charged.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
The clerk will call the roll.
The assistant legislative clerk proceeded to call the roll.
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quroum call be rescinded.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
The Senator from Massachusetts is
recognized.
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I oppose the nomination of Robert Martinez to be Director of National Drug
Control Policy.
A President is entitled to considerable discretion in appointing his top officials. On occasion, however, an executive branch nominee is identified with
a policy so contrary to the public interest that the nominee should be rejected.
Governor Martinez favors a fundamentally flawed approach to the Nation’s efforts to combat substance
abuse. Unless we modify that approach.
we will never be able to deal effectively
with this worsening national problem.
Surveys indicate that casual drug use
has dropped over the past 5 years. But
hard core use-the kind that causes
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crime and violence-remains a national
epidemic. Two years after President
Bush held up a bag of crack on national
television, our streets are no safer.
The administration continues to believe that if they just increase sentences, build more prisons, and jail
more addicts, drug crime will decline.
Police, prosecutors, and prisons are indispensable, but we must reinforce efforts with treatment and prevention.
We must treat addicts before they
commit crimes, and educate children
about drug abuse before they turn to
addiction and criminal activity.
Under Governor Martinez, however,
Florida became a case study of the imbalance in our Nation’s war on drugs.
The State had the highest crime rate
in the Nation. It also ranked first in
the Nation in its rate of incarceration.
But it ranked 21st in the funding of
substance abuse treatment programs,
and 32d in the funding of prevention
programs.
Only one out of every four citizens of
Florida who needed treatment received
it during the Martinez years. Nothing
in his record or his testimony before
the Judiciary Committee convinces me
that the nominee possesses a genuine
commitment to reducing the demand
for drugs through treatment and education.
The situation in Florida was especially bleak for women. The State’s
10,000 pregnant substance abusers stood
a 15-percent chance of finding treatment for their addiction. If they found
treatment,it was after an average wait
of 61 days.
Otherwise, they were likely to join
the list of tens of thousands of Floridians arrested every year for possession
of drugs. Once arrested, they joined the
army of addicts marching through the
revolving doors of the State criminal
justice system, only to be put back on
the streets as addicts with criminal
records.
The State’s drug strategy was a public safety failure in another major respect. Because the courts and prisons
were flooded with nonviolent addicts,
thousands of violent offenders had to
be released before their sentences had
expired.
During the Martinez years, the average murder sentence actually served in
Florida decreased by 40 percent. The
average robbery sentence served decreased by 42 percent. Overall, the average sentence served decreased by 38
percent.
At the end of the Martinez administration, Florida inmates served, on average, only a third of their sentences,
the lowest rate in the Nation. The
bottomline on these drug policies is
clear: Law enforcement cannot do the
job alone.
The Martinez administration contrib.utedto a worsening cycle of addiction,
arrest, and the return of violent criminals to the streets. That cycle might

have been broken if the State had made
more treatment available to more substance abusers in the first place.
The nominee’s law enforcement credentials are also called into question
by his views on gun control. Drug-related violence in our cities is escalating. The 102d Congress must take reasonable steps to halt the proliferation
of guns in our society. Yet at this confirmation hearing, Governor Martinez
expressed his opposition to Federal legislation to deal with this critical aspect of the drug problem.
It is time for the Nation to develop a
new and more effective strategy to
combat drug abuse and drug crime.
The best way for us to begin is to
vote against this nomination, and I
urge the Senate to do so.
I hope my colleagues, prior to the
vote, will take a look at the report on
the nomination prepared by the Judiciary Committee. At the back of the report are various charts which reflect
the points that I made earlier in my
comments about the number of treatment opportunities for adults in Florida, the number that need treatment
and the number that are actually receiving it. The other chart is the treatment opportunities for women in Florida; for all women and then for pregnant women.
Of 10,000 pregnant women who are
substance abusers, 1,500 are actually
receiving treatment. The State of Florida actually prosecuted a woman in
Florida for distributing drugs to her
unborn child-in other words for being
a pregnant addict. We found that she
had actually asked for treatment during her pregnancy, was unable to get
treatment, then was subsequently arrested after she gave birth.
Included in the report is a chart
showing the spending priorities in
Florida. It gives a clear reflection of
the explosion of spending on prisons
and jails; from approximately $500 million in 1987, up to $850 million by the
year 1991.
For substance abuse treatment, the
chart is virtually flat. I think it went
from $35 to $42 million. The point has
been made during the debate about the
significant increase in Florida’s treatment budget. When you go from $37 to
$42 million, that might reflect some
percentage increase, but in terms of
real dollars and purchasing power,it is
woefully inadequate.
Then the final chart shows the revolving door in Florida, which I think
is enormously interesting. You had 50
percent of a Florida sentence being
served in 1987, but in 1988, it is 41 percent of the sentence served.
What is interesting here is the relationship between percent of sentence
served and the failure rate, which reflects recidivism. This chart demonstrates that the percent of time actually being served is constantly going
down during the Martinez years. It

March 21, 1991

goes from 53 percent of the sentence in
1987 to 41 percent in 1988, to 34 percent
in 1989, to 33 percent in 1990. The total
amount of time that is spent in jail is
gradually going down. Then if you look
at the other part of the chart, you see
that the recividism rate for those released from jail goes from 30 percent in
1987 to 43 percent in 1990. That is because they are flooding the system
with nonviolent addicts and letting out
murderers, burglars, rapists, and those
that are committing other crimes of violence.
No one is suggesting that this problem is not complex and difficult. There
are no easy solutions. But it is clear
that we must deal with the demand
side as well as the supply side. Going
back to 1988, the Congress gave a very
clear indication, after a long, very considerable debate and discussion in a bipartisan way, that we ought to have
approximately 50-50 expenditures in
terms of the demand side and the supply side.
We know we have interdiction, we
have prosecution, we have education,
we have rehabilitation, and we know
that there has to be a balance. The
Congress made that clear. But the
Reagan administration and the Bush
administration have put about 71 in
supply side programs, and the demand
side gets the 29 percent that remains.
And that demand-side percent would
have been a lot less if the Congress did
not include the Byrd amendment in
1989 which added $800 million to the demand side. This money was added with
the reluctance of the administration,
quite frankly, and Senator BYRD overcame that reluctance to win support in
this body and in the Senate-House conference. So some adjustment was made.
Mr. President, it seems to me that
looking back on the Martinez record,
there is very, very little in terms of his
service as Governor that would indicate a real understanding of the importance of both education and treatment.
When we see what the bottom line is of
the nominee’s push for mandatory sentences and his lack of support for
treatment, it seems to me that he has
displayed an insufficient understanding
of the drug issue.
So for those reasons, and the reasons
I have outlined here and in the report,
I will vote against the nomination.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Florida is recognized. Who
yields time?
Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that my time be
equally charged to both sides.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I rise
to speak in favor of the nomination of
Gov. Bob Martinez to the position of
Director of the National Drug Control
Policy. Mr. President, I know Bob Martinez. I have worked with him as a
teacher, as a leader of teachers, as a
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mayor of a large city, and as Governor
of the fourth largest State in America.
That background prepares a person to
provide the coordination of the variety
of programs that have been established
by this Congress in order to lead America’sefforts against drugs.
As a teacher he has demonstrated his
understanding of the importance of
education as a strategy in terms of our
overall drug policy. As mayor of a
large city, he has dealt with the failures of adequate treatment and prevention programs. As Governor he had the
responsibility to lead our State in
terms of law enforcement. Those are
the dimensions of the job of the national drug coordinator. I believe that
Bob Martinez is well prepared to carry
out this responsibility and I urge the
Congress to confirm the nomination of
President Bush.
The directorship is one of the most
important positions in the Federal
Government. He is dealing with an
issue that has been identified for over a
decade as one of the key concerns of
America. It is one of the key challenges to the realization of America’s
future. We cannot afford to lose the
war on drugs. The director will be a
key general in assuring that we score a
victory.
Bob Martinez is a former teacher,
leader of teachers, mayor and Governor
of the fourth largest State. Some of my
colleagues have reviewed this nomination and have asked what kind of person should we have as our national
drug coordinator? Some have suggested
what we need is a creator of new programs, an innovator, a person who
would add to our arsenal of tactics in
the war on drugs. My position is that
we have spent the better part of 10
years developing those programs. What
we need now is not a person who will
have as his primary job the development of new programs, but rather to
effectively make the existing programs
work.
Some have suggested that what we
need is a cheerleader, a promoter,
someone who can raise the national
consciousness as it relates to our war
on drugs. We have had that kind of person for the last 2 years, Mr. President.
I do not believe this Nation needs to be
convinced that drugs are a serious
problem. I do not believe this Nation
needs to be convinced it is going to
take a multiple set of tactics in order
to achieve our strategic goal.
No, I believe that we need a person
who can make the existing programs
work; one who will have the hands-on
background and hands-on commitment
to that definition of the job of director.
It has been suggested that Bob Martinez is to be discounted because he has
a close relationship with the White
House. Many of us would have preferred the office of director of our Nation’s war on drugs to have been more
like the shorthand characterization of

czar that is so frequently used. The
fact is we did not pass a czar. We
passed a director who depends on the
often voluntary compliance of many
other people in order to be effective.
In the final analysis that voluntary
compliance is going to be tested by the
ability of the director to pick up the
phone and call the White House and
ask for that support from our Commander in Chief in the war on drugs. I
believe the very fact that Governor
Martinez has a close relationship with
President Bush and with the White
House will be one of his greatest assets
in terms of accomplishing the purpose
of the directorship.
Bob Martinez is equipped to carry
out this role. He is prepared to provide
the style of management that this job
requires today.
Bob Martinez taught school at
Hillsborough County, FL, and was selected to be the leader of the teachers
of that community. As a teacher, Bob
Martinez understands the power of education in the war on drugs. He understands the balance between education
and enforcement. He is a former mayor
of one of the fastest growing cities in
our Nation, Tampa FL. As a big city
mayor, he understands the impact of
cocaine; he understands the effect of
crack on the spiraling rate of crime.He
knows what the needs of the local police are. And, perhaps more important,
he has seen the Federal Government
from the perspective of local government.
As Governor of the fourth largest
State in the Nation, Bob Martinez understands the vulnerability of our Nation’s coastlines. He knows the need
for effective local, State, and Federal
partnership in cooperation in law enforcement, education, prevention, and
treatment.
Bob Martinez is prepared. He is ready
to serve our country. He is equipped to
do the job. I ask my colleagues to join
me in supporting President Bush’s
nomination of Bob Martinez for Director of the office of national drug control.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
AKAXA). Who yields time?
Mr. GRAHAM.-Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a quorum, and ask
the time for the quorum call be equally
charged to the two sides.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.
The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. All time on the majority side has expired.
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Then I ask there be
an additional 5 minutes permitted the
majority.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator
from New York is recognized.
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I will
vote for Governor Martinez to be the
Director of National Drug Control Policy, but with no enthusiasm; indeed,
with a sense of what a failed opportunity, and perhaps what a mistake in
judgment we made when we created the
position in the first instance. And, in
any event, the potential of the position, if it did exist, has certainly not
been realized.
It has been a failure and at some levels a disgrace. We have politicized a
public health problem, a problem of
law enforcement, of societal standards.
We have done everything the 1988 legislation intended not be done. Nothing
more painfully illustrates this than the
fact that the original incumbent of this
office was evidently desiring to leave it
and become head of a political party, in
this case, the President’sparty.
In 1988, the record will show, I was
much involved in the drafting of the
legislation. Senator NUNN and I were
appointed by the distinguished President pro tempore to deal with the matter. We were cochairs of a task forceI tried to address the question of
treatment. On the House side there had
been very powerful legislation directed
to law enforcement.
As much as one understands the instinct of lawyers-law enforcement-it
was necessary to think of a public
health problem also in public health
terms. The particular advent of crack,
Mr. President, was not reported in law
enforcement journals. It was reported
in a lead article in the Lancet, the publication of the British Medical Association,published by a Dr.Allen and associates from the Sandilands Rehabilitation Hospital in the Bahamas where, in
1983, a new form of free-base cocaine
appeared. It was the most powerful
euphoriant the world yet encountered.
Dr. Allen, who has a degree from the
Harvard School of Public Health, said
it would be the reality. As he described
in some of his clinical notes in Comprehensive Psychiatry: One day in 1984,
a man appeared who, the previous day,
had cut the head off his dog, drank its
blood, and then stabbed his cousin to
death-a man who had not previously
exhibited violent behavior. What Dr.
Allen learned was the advent of something called crack cocaine.
As I recall, the paper, which I will
print in the RECORD, was called "Epidemic Free-Base Cocaine Abuse: Case
Study from the Bahamas." Dr. Allen
said it will spread to the United States.
We paid no heed. The Centers for Disease Control in Atlanta was deaf to
this warning. It failed utterly to see
what was coming,and so in the legislation that created the Office ofNational
Drug Control Policy, under the Director we created two deputies, and we
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tried to conceptualize between the
terms supply and demand.
Supply is what comes into the country; supply is what is available. Demand is when one purchases it for a
price. We thought they would be given
equal allocations of resources. We
made the first deputy for demand a
medical position, obviously, and we
thought we would get a response out of
the epidemiologists of the country, out
of the medical profession.
Mr. President, I would like to make a
point about which I can only speak
with a measure of tentativeness but
with a long experience, which is to say
that there is very little prestige in
science, and specifically in medical
science, for dealing with drug addiction
and abuse. Why prestige in science
comes and goes, I do not know. There
is a shelf of Nobel Prizes awaiting
those scientists who crack the AIDS
virus, virology being one of the most
advancing of current fields-full of
prestige, full of achievement.
Anyone who finds a blocking agent
for crack cocaine might find himself or
herself under suspicion.
Dr. Vincent Dole, a distinguished
professor at Rockefeller University in
New York, and Marie Nyswander
producted a blocking agent for heroin
and got precious little credit, if that,
Mr. President. A Lasker Award was finally given to Dr. Dole, after Dr.
Nyswander passed on.
-There is a problem here. The medical
profession probably does not understand it because they do not investigate things like this and others who
do have not bothered.
The fact is that very little attention
was paid to our insistence in legislation that said treatment had to be
given equal priority. It was not. Even,
to be very blunt, having found that
there was a good epidemiologist, a doctor at Yale who was working in the
field who happened to be a Republican,
and having got the job, he said, in effect,what am I supposed to do?
So we went on to our ritual incantation of frying the kingpins, and such
like avoidance of a problem which is,
in the first case, a public health problem as well as a law enforcement problem. Behavior problem, yes, but behavioral in the context of a new environment, existence of an addictive
euphoriant that did not exist before; a
mutant, a new strain to which the species was suddenly exposed.
There was very little comment on
this. There was no attempt to teach,
not much effort to learn. It was baffling. Perhaps we will not, in fact, ever
do much about this subject; it will run
its own course. Epidemics run their
own course. Epidemics crash. They do
not go on forever. They sometimes end
when everybody susceptible has died,
and sometimes not. We know the epidemic curve.

In the meantime, the only event that
has happened about treatment in the
period since the creation of this job
that I am aware of is the very energetic initiative of Gail Wilesky, the
head of the Health Care Financing Administration, to make treatment for
cocaine addiction eligible for Medicaid
reimbursement. It was not under the
bureaucratic structure that said, let us
see, heroin addiction, we have a treatment called methadone; yes, come in,
we will give you the treatment; we will
charge you according to the rule book
here. But there will be no treatment
for cocaine addiction. You could not
charge it to anything so,therefore, you
were not eligible for reimbursement.
Therefore, no research went on, the
kind of clinical research we hope to see
happening in the urban hospitals
around the country.
We brought that to the attention of
Dr. Wilensky and she responded very
well.We now have Medicaid reimbursement. Pregnant women ferociously addicted to crack cocaine were appearing
in New York hospitals and being told
there is nothing we can do for you.
Even as we know that this particular
euphoric, as most will, becomes aversive after a while and you would like to
get off it.
In the meantime, Mr. President, having heard almost nothing from the deputy Director, much less the Director of
National Drug Control Policy. Neither
have we heard anything, Mr. President,
from the Director of the National Institute of Drug Abuse that will spend almost $446 million in the coming fiscal
year,$416 million this year; nearly half
a billion dollars. What they do with it
I dare not imagine. They do not teach.
They do not teach us.
If it were in order, I would stand here
and propose the abolition of the National Institute of Drug Abuse as an
example to others; but we are in executive session. They have a real problem
on their hands, and what they do with
their money or their time no one can
say.
They do not try to reach out to those
of us who live with this problem, as a
New York Senator has to do. Not at all.
Why are we spending this money?
Can they offer any explanation? Can
they show you anything they have
achieved, anything they expect to
achieve, anything that will in any way
respond to our initiative in creating a
Director of National Drug Control Policy?
That word "control" is a suspicious
word. It speaks of law enforcement.
You are dealing with a health epidemic. That child in utero with a
mother using crack cocaine has not
broken any laws but will very likely
lead a broken life.
We hear nothing from them. What do
they do? Where do they go? Where are
they?
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It is a form of avoidance. It is a reflection of the problem on this subject
in medicine. The medical profession
has never been easy with this issue. I
have never understood fully why. Partly because all these drugs begin as
medicines.
Morphine began in the 1840’s as a distillate of opium, and it was a painkiller, and God bless. Anyone with
Irish teeth such.as mine would rue the
day that he lived in an age before morphine was available. The hypodermic
needle was invented in the same era. It
was massively used in the Civil War.
Morphine addiction became known as
"soldier’s disease." It had an aura that
you had been at Antietam.
Heroin came along, a further intensification, as a treatment for morphine
addiction. Heroin is a trade name. You
can see it advertised at the turn of the
century. People who made Bayer aspirin tried this out on their employees. A
German firm, of course. It made them
feel heroic. Thus,heroin.
Cocaine was a distillate of coca
leaves. It appeared during the 1880’s.
Sigmund Freud first wrote on the use
of cocaine to treat morphine addiction,
as I recall.
But somehow the problems of addiction have never held the attention of
the medical profession in any way proportionate to the problem.
If this was a very rare disease, well,
perhaps few people would deal with it.
The disease model would be undeveloped. But this is a common disease.
This is a disease of children in utero.
In the city of New York we are beginning to get the first first-grade class of
children who could have been born to
mothers who were using or had used
crack cocaine, and the journalistic accounts are very disturbing, indeed.
If there are any accounts of the National Institute of Drug Abuse, Mr.
President I do not know about them.
What in the hell are they doing with
this $416 million? What are they doing?
I hope they are watching. I hope they
are listening because this Congress
consciously sought to give drug treatment equal status, rank and funding,
with law enforcement. We need a
blocking agent of some kind for the
brain, which is one organ we still do
not seem to really understand. We got
with it heroin in the form of methadone.
Silence since we passed the bill; indifference on the part of the Director.
I do not know whether anybody
asked Governor Martinez about his
views. I do not hold any brief against
Governor Martinez. I wish him well. I
hope he might hear some of these remarks. In the meantime, I do ask the
National Institute of Drug Abuse, what
is their justification for continuing
their existence?
The Congress made a very important
decision in creating the position of Director of National Drug Control Policy,
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known as drug czar. I have never associated the term "czar" with good government particularly. I associated
"czar" with Siberia and punishments
and revolutions and God knows what.
But, in any event, I do think it was a
disappointment this position was politicized early.
I trust Governor Martinez will know
better than to continue that practice. I
hope he will attend to the statute that
says treatment is to have equal rank
and prestige with law enforcement; not
neglecting treatment but attending to
it. That is what the statute says. That
is what Congress expected. That expectation has not been fulfilled at all at
this time.
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent that the earlier mentioned article
by Mr. Allen be printed in the REcoRD.
There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
[From the Lancet Mar. 1,1986]
EPIDnc FREFBASE COCAINE ABUSE
(CaseStudy from the Bahamas)
James F.Jekel, Henry Podlewski, Sandra
Dean-Patterson, David F. Allen, Nelson
Clarke, Paul Cartwright, Department of Epidemiology and Public Health, Yale University, School of Medicine, New Haven, Connecticut, USA: Community Psychiatry Clinic, Nassau, Bahamas; National Drug Council,
Nassau; and Sandilands Rehabilitation Hospital and Sandilands Hospital Drug Clinic,
Nassau.
SUMMARY
Beginning in 1983, a sharp increase was
noted in the number of new admissions for
cocaine abuse to the only psychiatric hospital and to the primary outpatient psychiatric clinic in the Bahamas. For the two
facilities combined, new admissions for cocaine abuse Increased from none in 1982 to 69
in 1983 and to 523 in 1984. Although there was
some evidence for a rise in cocaine use during this time, as the drug became cheaper
and more available, a primary cause of this
medical epidemic seemed to be a switch by
pushers from selling cocaine hydrochloride,
which has a low addictive potential, to almost exclusive selling of cocaine free base,
which has a very high addictive Dotential
and causes medical and psychological problems. Although the use of free cocaine base
is rising around the world, this is the first
report of a nationwide medical epidemic due
almost exclusively to this form of the drug,
although similar problems are reported with
smoking coca paste in South America.
INTRODUC’rION
The past decade has seen an increase in the
use of cocaine in the United States and UK.
This drug is not generally perceived as being
as harmful as herion’4 However, data are
accumulating to suggest that
5 cocaine is, indeed, a very dangerous drug. 8
Data from the US National Institute on
Drug Abuse point to a 91 percent increase in
cocaine-related deaths7 between 1980 and
1983.9 Kleber and Gawin have suggested that
certain drugs have a low proclivity for producing compulsive-addictive behaviour, so
that, say, less than 15% of people using such
drugs become addicted; examples are alcohol
and marijuana.

Footnotes at end of article.

At the other extreme are drugs such as
heroin and nicotine that lead to a compulsive-additive use pattern in most users. Cocaine may lie at either of these7 extremes, depending on the methods of use. For example,
nasal inhalation of cocaine ("snorting") or
chewing coca leaves is unlikely to lead to addiction while smoking ("Freebasing") or injecting ("shooting") the drug is. A switch in
the pattern of cocaine use from snorting to
freebasing could thus produce a big increase
in the number of addicts without a change in
the prevalence of cocaine use.
Some are talking now of a cocaine "epidemic" because
use Of the drug seems to be
2
rising steadily. It would be more accurate to
talk of a "long-term secular trend" because
"epidemic" suggests a sudden imbalance between the forces that promote and retard a
disease. However, a change in cocaine use In
the Bahamas does not meet the criteria for
an epidemic of cocaine abuse.
Our study was initiated by -physicians in
the Bahamas who were concerned about an
apparent rapid increase in cocaine abuse In
clinical settings. Several sources were examined retrospectively to see if this clinical
perception of a recent large increase in cocaine-related admissions to Psychiatric facilities was accurate.
MELrTHODS
The only psychiatric hospital in the Bahamas is the government-run Sandilands Rehabilitation Hospital (SRH) on New Providence. Patients are referred there from the
other islands. In 1980, almost two-thirds of
the Bahamian population lived on New Providence, mosCt of them in Nassau. The other
three hospitals in the Bahamas (two on New
Providence and one on Grand Bahama) seldom accept drug abuse patients and have few
psychiatric patients.
The main community mental health clinic
in the Bahamas is the Community Psychiatry Clinic (CPC) in Nassau. Most patients
who do not go to private psychiatrists or
other private physicians use the SRH outpatient services or the CPC. The two small
government clinics in Freeport and Eight
Mile Rock saw 47 cocaine addicts in 1984,
only 14% of the total seen by Bahamian mental health clinch and only 9% of those seen at
all government facilities. Drug abuse patients seen in emergency rooms are referred
to SRIL Data from the CPC and the SRH on
psychiatric cases provide a more complete
picture than could be obtained In most areas
of the world. Unfortunately, age and sex specific population data from the 1980 census
were not yet available so we could not calculate incidence rates. However, because the
population was stable over the period of this
study, data on trends of new cases are almost
as interpretable as rates. An incident case of
cocaine abuse was defined as the first admission to the CPC or the SH for cocaine
abuse, even if other diseases were present. If
the predominant drug in a polydrug user was
cocaine, the case was considered a cocaine
abuse admission.
Data sources
*The CPC publishes a monthly summary of
cases. We focused on new patients. Alcoholism, non-cocaine-related drug abuse, and cocaine-related drug abuse were studied from
the beginning of adequate records in 1982 up
to June 30, 1985. Monthly admissions to the
SRH were available for 1980-84 and these
data indicated the number admitted for alcoholism and/or drug dependence (and whether
or not cocaine was the primary drug) and
distinguished first from repeat admissions.
Admissions to CPC and SRH for alcoholism
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showed a slow, steady increase and will not
be discussed further.
Drug abuse patients among the wealthy
minority on the Bahamas will usually seek
care outside the CPC or SRH (including the
United States)and some cases from the family islands are treated by local physicians.
However, there is no evidence of a change in
the accessibility of care or the referral patterns in the Bahamas so changes in the pattern of new admissions reported here do reflect changes in the scale of cocaine abuse in
the community. Some patients may have
been admitted to both the CPC and the SRH,

there being no central data system. to exclude such duplicate entries. However, doctors who work at both places feel that overlap will have been very small. During the
study period, only 4 drug patients admitted
to the SRH were referred from the CPC
Likewise, in discussion with most of the few
private psychiatrists on New Providence, it
was clear that few of the Bahamian drug
abusers they see are not referred to the CPC
or the SRt. We conclude that the combined
incidence data on new drug abusers from the
CPC and the SRH cover most people in the
Bahamas whose use of cocaine or other drugs
caused problems severe enough for them to
seek medical assistance.
RESULTS
Comnunity PsjchiatryClinic
The CPO opened in 1980 but new and returning patients were not distinguished in
the clinic statistics until 1982. Fig. 1 shows
how quarterly numbers of new cocaine-related admissions have risen from none in 1982 to
299 in 1984, there being a probable decline in
1985. During the early phases of cocaine appearance in the CPC,some of the cocaine use
may have been recorded only as "drug
abuse" or "drug dependence", but the number of such cases would have been small. If
the patient used several drugs (as most did),
the drug that seemed to have precipitated
the problems for which they sought help was
recorded.
Drug abuse increased from 1% of the clinic’s patients in 1982 to 9% in 1982 to 39% in
1984, and was 31% in the first 6 months of
1985. The big increase in 1984 was due almost
entirely to cocaine dependence- Cocaine-related new admissions really began in the
third quarter of 1983. New cases of depression
and/or schizophrenia have been fairly stable
over time, suggesting that the Increase in
drug patients was not primarily due to increased clinic awareness.
Sandland Rehabilitation Hospital
SRH has a long tradition of treating acutely ill alcoholics and drug addicts from the
whole of the Bahamas. 86% of the 1984 drug
admissions were from New Providence.
Although there were a few cocaine-related
admissions during the first three quarters of
1983, a marked increase began in the last
quarter of 1983. The number of first drug admissions for which cocaine was the primary
cause increased sharply from 1 in 1980 to 224
in 1984 (fig. 2). The number of first admissions due primarily to other drugs was more
stable. So great was the increase in admissions for cocaine abuse that recording of admission numbers became less complete after
November, 1984; numbers for the last quarter
of 1984 are estimated from those for October
and November.
Often a patient would be admitted with
drug abuse and symptoms suggestive of underlying psychiatric disease. Usually the
paranoia, hallucinations, and so on were due
to the drug use, so whenever cocaine or other
drug abuse was indicated as being important
the patient was considered a drug admission.
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Made of cocaineuse
Smoking (freebasing)accounted for 98 percent of cocaine-related referrals in 1984. Cocaine base (known in the Eastern USA as
"crack") is produced when cocaine hydrochloride powder is treated with alkali. It is
volatile with modest heating and is easily
absorbed through the lungs and rapidly
transmitted to the brain. Some experienced
addicts made their own freebase cocaine in
the early 1980s
but most did not know how to
do it or did not bother, and the predominant
form used to be snorting. By 1934 the pushers
were selling only the freebase form, smoked
using a home-made pipe ("camoke"). When
cocaine is smoked up to 80 percent of it
reaches the brain, and the "rush" can begin
in 8-12 s,
producing a short period of ecstasy.
This fleeting sensation is most powerful on
the first use of cocaine and though addicts
seek to repeat it the same sensation is not
experienced again
The most common pattern of usage varies
from a few hours, during which time the user
may consume 4-5 g cocaine, to a few days of
intermittent use, usually over a weekend,
during which time up to 10 g may be
consumed. Most patients report using the
drug at freebasing parties or "base houses".
spectrum
Clinical
Cocaine-dependent
individuals usually
seek help during or after some crisis, finansocial, medical, or psychological. For
cial,
example, an addict whose money had gone
might seek help on his own initiative or
under pressure from family. friends, or employers. Others, who had had to steal to support the habit or whose addiction had made
them violent, were referred by the courts.
The most common physical were seizures,
severe itching ("the cocaine bug"), loss of
consciousness ("tripping out"), cardiac arrhytbmia, vertigo, pneumonia, gastro-intestinal symptoms,and avitaminosis associated
with severe malnutrition. Several addicts
were referred from maternity wards.
The cocaine addicts often presented with
severe depression, manifest by unkempt appearance, insomnia, anorexia, withdrawal,
and suicidal ideation. There were at least 10
cocaine-associated deaths, 5 of which were
suicides. Cocaine psychosis was common; the
patient would present with severe agitation,
impaired judgment, paranoid ideation, intense denials, violent behaviour, threats of
suicide or homicide, and hallucinations. In
periods of lucidity they would try to mislead
the physician, and a relative or friend was
needed to confirm the psychotic state.
Dmnogruphic characteristics
For 1984, 81 percent of cocaine admissions
to SRH were males and male drug abusers in
general were aged 11-56years (mean 25). Cocaine users tended to be slightly older than
other drug users (26 vs 22.5 years). Female
drug addicts were aged 15-39 years (mean 24
years). Almost all patients were Bahamian.
Otherformsof surveillance
Most patients seen at the Sandilands Hospital drug clinic were referred after discharge from the SRH so data from this clinic
were not included. About 60 percent of the
patients seen were using both cocaine and
cannabis, although it had usually been cocaine that had precipitated the hospital admission. Neither suicide nor drug-related
death is usually recorded on death certificates in the Bahamas so we decided not to
use vitalstatistics as a surveillance method.
Police statistics showed some increase in
street drug arrests in 1984, but not of the
magnitude suggested by the clinic and hospital admission data. In 000-00 drug arrests

averaged 1094 a year with no clear trend over
time. There were 1501 arrests for 1984, an increase of 37 percent.
DISCUSSION
In the Bahamas, data from public psychiatric services demonstrate an epidemic of
cocaine abuse requiring medical care. Cannabis and alcohol were often used to control
adverse symptoms from cocaine use. In early
1983 something-a major change in the incidence of new drug users, especially cocaine
users, or in the method of use-upset the previous drug-use equilibrium, suddenly forcing
hundreds of people to seek treatment for
complications of drug abuse.
The most obvious explanation is that cocaine was suddenly introduced to the islands
or that its price fell. Former addicts, who
were on cocaine in the 1911s, confirm that cocaine powder had been available, if expensive, for years, but that In late 1982 or early
1983 the drug suddenly became much more
plentiful as production in South America increased. The street price of cocaine in Nassau fell to one-fifth of its former level.
Ex-addicts also told us that at about the
time that cocaine became more plentiful and
cheaper drug pushers switched from selling
powdered cocaine ("snow")for nasal inhalation or injection to the pure alkaloid form
("Rocks" or "freebase") which is used exclusively for smoking. It suddenly became very
difficult to obtain powder in Nassau. By
making this change, the drug pushers were
forcing all cocaine users to become addicts.
Many pushers are themselves addicts and
have to sell the drug to feed their own habits. Selling freebase guarantees an eager
market for the increasingly available cocaine. o
Smith" claims that an important reason
for the increase in cocaine deaths in the San
Francisco area was higher potency cocaine.
Siegel ’reported that the recovery of cocaine
free base from pure cocaine hydrochloride,
using various street kits, ranged from 41% to
72% and, although the kits removed some of
the adulterants, some lignocaine and ephedrine, for example, was often left with the cocaine. Ex-addicts indicated that the street
cocaine powder in Nassau had usually been
"cut" (diluted) about 50% before sale. Although we have no direct data about cocaine
purity, the sources for the cocaine remained
similar; nor is the extraction process perfect.
Changes in levels of purity seem to be an inadequate explanation for our findings.
We conclude that the medical epidemic of
cocaine-related physical and psychiatric
problems in the Bahamas was related to the
interaction of the availability of cheaper cocaine and a switch from powder to free base.
Monitoring the method of selling may be
critical both for Western nations, the targets
of the cocaine market, and for developing
nations such as the Bahamas via which the
drug is shipped and those South American
countries that produce it. We found surveillance of medical services to be a quick and
effective way of monitoring some aspects of
the drug situation in the Bahamas, and it
could be in the self-interest of target nations
to assist producer and trans-shipment countries not only to control drug abuse but also
to maintain an intensive surveillance system. As cocaine freebasing becomes more
popular and particularly if the vending pattern switches to the freebase form (as is
starting to happen in some US cities), emergency rooms, mental health clinics, and paychiatric hospitals will need to prepare for an
unprecedented influx of drug addicts.
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Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, the
hour of1:30 has appeared. I respectfully
yield the floor, my colleague from New
Mexico having arisen.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, is
there any time remaining?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
are 23 minutes on the side of the Senator.
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I assurne there will be others who desire to
use some of the time.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from New Mexico is recognized.
Mr. DOMENICOL I yield myself 2 minutes.
Mr. President, I rise today to support
President George Bush’s nominee for
National Drug Control Policy Director.
That is actually his title. I do not
know the former Governor of the State
of Florida very well. I have met with
him and acquainted myself with him
since he was nominated. I knew him
from a distance. I have now had an opportunity to look into his background
and his efforts both before he was Governor and after he was Governor. I have
no doubt he will do a good job for this
President and our people.
Many in Congress remain very concerned about the drug problem in this
country. We have put a lot of new laws
in place, a lot of new funding. We have
created this new policy position with
Secretary and Cabinet status.
We have seen some statistics which
would indicate we are gaining in some
respects in this war on drugs. But they
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are very, very paradoxical because, on
the other hand, we are losing. While we
are gaining in terms of fewer participants in illegal drugs overall, and fewer
high school students, those who are
staying in school, the hard drugs, the
crack, and that type of drug, which has
such enormous potential for harm,
seems to be gaining in use.
So we still have a very big job in
front of us. It is a war. This is a big
enough one to ruin America’s society,
if it continues at the pace that is currently in the streets of the United
States, in our homes, and in our
schools.
So I am very hopeful that this nominee is going to do a good job.
Mr. President, on November 23, 1990,
President George Bush announced his
intention to nominate Florida Gov.
Bob Martinez as the second National
Drug Control Policy Director. The
President called the appointment, a
battlefield promotion for a leader who
has earned his stripes on the front
lines. As former Governor and mayor,
Bob Martinez will be especially effective in joining hands with local leaders.
As a teacher who spent 7 years in the
classroom, he knows the long-term key
to winning this effort to stop drug
abuse before it starts.
I rise today in support of the President’s nomination of Governor Martinez to this important position. He
has a strong record of experience in
fighting the plague of drugs. As the
southernmost point of the continental
United States, Florida has been besieged by illegal drug smuggling and
the problems resulting from drug-related crime and use. As Governor, Martinez vigorously responded to the crisis
in Florida with some of the Nation’s
most innovative antidrug policies. His
hands-on experience at both the State
and local levels make him uniquely
qualified to tackle the problem at a na,
tional level.
Mr. President, standing on a strong
and committed record, Governor Martinez will be a challenging national
commander in the fight against drugs,
a leader capable of uniting Federal,
State, and local governments behind an
effective and balanced antidrug policy.
There are many examples of his
strong leadership. Bob Martinez was
the first Governor to appoint a State
drug czar to coordinate antidrug activities and agencies in Florida.
He was appointed by President
Reagan to the White House Conference
on a Drug-Free America in 1987, where
national leaders gathered to discuss
the fight against drugs. Among other
initiatives proposed by the conference,
their recommendations to increase capacity and accountability in the treatment system, drug test in the throughout the criminal justice system, and
enforce drug-free schools policy with
clear sanctions were subsequently in-

eluded in President Bush’s national
drug control strategy.
Governor Martinez led Florida in implementing the Nation’s first comprehensive Drug-Free Workplace Program for State government workers.
He inaugurated the program by taking
the first drug test himself.
Understanding drugs as a security
threat, Governor Martinez was one of
the first State leaders to bring the resources of the National Guard into the
drug fight to assist other agencies in
cargo inspections, air reconnaissance,
observation, and transportation.
He coordinated drug information exchanges with other Southern State
Governors and New York Governor
Cuomo, went to Florida to seek guidance because of the extraordinary success ofFlorida’s drug laws.
The Spanish speaking Governor traveled to Colombia, Bolivia, and Panama
to meet with their leaders and support
their efforts, especially the Colombian
crackdown against the drug lords. He
encouraged President Bush to lend full
United States assistance to the Colombian effort.
Mr. President, he also has a strong
record in the area of criminal justice
and drug testing. Governor Martinez
doubled the State’s prison capacity,
constructing more beds than the previous 20 years and increasing the prison budget from $417 million to $1 billion.
The Governor encouraged using prisoners to build over 14,000 new prison
beds, raze crack houses, and maintain
highways and parks. This program
saved the Florida taxpayers over 3359
million.
The Governor proposed the expansion
of the death penalty provision to indlude major drug traffickers. This penalty, similar to the Bush administration’s proposal, permits the use of the
death penalty for traffickers of large
amounts ofcocaine and heroin.
Mr. President, I believe that Gov.
Bob Martinez will prove to be a very
fine leader as National Drug Control
Policy Director. I am very pleased that
President Bush has chosen him to fill
this position, and I intend to support
his nomination.
I thank the Chair. From our side, we
are prepared to put in a quorum call
unless there is something else.
I suggest the absence of a quorum,
Mr. President.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.
The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.
Mr. BIDEN. 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. BIDEN. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays on the Martinez
nomination.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER.Is there a
sufficient second? There is a sufficient
second.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President I rise
with some reluctance to support the
nomination of Robert Martinez to be
Director of the Office of National Drug
Control Policy. Governor Martinez embodies an approach toward the drug
crisis that is nearly 180 degrees counter
to my own. Only my respect for the
President’s traditional right to choose
the members of his leadership team
and my hope that Governor Martinez is
capable of learning from the stark realities of his prospective job compel me
to vote to confirm him as the Nation’s
second drug czar.
Mr. President, I have strong reservations about the nominee. I am fearful
that Governor Martinez will continue
the Bush administration’s misguided
overemphasis on enforcement as opposed to rehabilitation, on supply as
opposed to demand. This policy is reflected in the fiscal year 1992 drug
budget request which, while adding $1
billion to the war on drugs, unwisely
continues to provide 70 percent offunds
to law enforcement activities and only
30 percent to treatment efforts.
There is little in Martinez’ record as
Governor of Florida to suggest that he
has plans to deviate from this formulaAs my distinguished colleagues Senators KENNmDY, MErzENAUm, and
SIMON note in their minority opinion in
the Judiciary Committee’s report on
this nomination, during Governor Martinez’ tenure in Tallahassee, the State
ranked 21st in the Nation in substance
abuse treatment funding and 32d in
prevention funding. When he took office in 1986, Florida was spending about
$35 million in substance abuse treatment; by 1990, that level had risen to
only $42 million. In contrast, he boosted spending on corrections from 3514
million to $859 million. As a result of
Governor Martinez’ supply oriented
policy, more than 45,000 Floridians in
1987 alone were arrested on drug possession charges, the majority of whom
were not hardened criminals and thus
could probably have been rehabilitated
at much less financial and social cost
than it did to arrest, prosecute, and
imprison them.
This wild imbalance in priorities
may reflect a troubling predisposition
on Governor Martinez’ part to view
drug addicts as criminals beyond redemption, as individuals who warrant
no further consideration beyond night
arrests and a cold jail cell. If so, this is
a shallow and pessimistic view of the
human condition, and a shortsighted
one as well. By focusing on catching,
prosecuting, and incarcerating drug offenders, he ignores the fact that most
of the thousands arrested on drug possession charges during his tenure were
not violent criminals, but troubled individuals who, if they had access to
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drug education and treatment programs, could have been given an opportunity to turn their lives around. Without addressing this possibility, it is far
more likely that these individuals will
remain addicted, continue to break the
law,and cost the taxpayers hundreds of
millions of dollars in enforcement
costs. Paradoxically, by crowding the
prisons with nonviolent offenders, Martinez also forced the early release of
violent criminals, a counterproductive
policy if ever there was one.
Mr. President, no one understands
better than I the importance of a law
enforcement component to any effective drug program. I have authored legislation-included in modified form as
part of last year’s crime package-to
increase criminal penalties for sale and
distribution of crystal methamphetamine, or ice as it is known on the
streets. I have supported Federal lawenforcement grants for my State to
beef up the ability of our police authorities to arrest drug pushers and
drug abusers. I have encouraged additional funding for the Coast Guard in
their drug interdiction efforts.
But I also recognize tht these are
essentially stopgap solutions. This Nation must attack the root causes of
drug abuse-poverty, alienation, and
ignorance. If we are serious about this
crisis, we will attack drugs through
prevention and education programs in
homes,in classrooms, in workplaces, as
well as in the streets. We need to
refocus antidrug efforts and marshal
our national resources to provide
greater access to more effective treatment for those seeking it. We particularly need to protect drug-exposed infants and preserve families. Women are
bearing drug-addicted children because
there are no treatment slots available-much less ones that will allow
them to keep their families intact.
Mr. President, these are the types of
programs that we need to emphasize. I
am not sure that Governor Martinez is
up to this challenge, particularly as he
is apparently unwilling to forego using
the drug policy office as a bully pulpit
for political messages. Senators SIMON
and MErZENBAUM raised this particular
concern at the recent Judiciary Committee hearings, in which the nominee
could not absolutely assure then that
he would refrain from politicizing the
office of drug czar of from making campaign speeches. It is ironic, and perhape tragic, that our first two drug policy directors have been political rather
than professional appointments.
Mr. President, these are harsh words.But I say them in the hope that Governor Martinez, a reasonable and honorable man I am sure, will heed them
in his new office after he is confirmed.
I hope that the Governor understands
that addressing an entire Nation’s drug
problem requires a larger perspective
and deeper understanding than he has
hitherto demonstrated as a State offi-

cial. I hope that he finds time to listen
to those of us who call for a more balanced approach to a national crisisone that it is no exaggeration to say
threatens our social, economic, and political institutions. It is only this hope,
and the respect I hold for the executive
branch’s traditional prerogatives, that
allows to me to set aside my reservations and support Governor Martinez
for this important position.
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, the
individual who becomes the next Director of National Drug Control Policy
has a unique opportunity to build on
recent successes.
Since September 1989, the Federal
a
has implemented
Government
multipronged national strategy to attack the use and the trafficking in illegal drugs.
This comprehensive strategy-involving not only governments at all levels
but the private sector as well-has
helped to change the country’s attitude
toward illegal drugs and those who use
and traffick in them--especially toward those who are casual or recreational drug users.
And, after decades of hoping that the
problem would "just go away," the
American people-the vast majority of
whom are lawabiding citizens-are finally speaking with one voice: drug use
is wrong-, it will no longer be tolerated;
and it must stop.
message-reThis
unambiguous
flected in most reputable national
polls--is probably more important than
any government initiative. And it is
getting through loud and clear.
So, as I view it, we are at a critical
juncture in the war against drugs.
And that is where the Office of National Dreg Control Policy and its Director come in.
As I have stated before, the one thing
that the Director of national drug control policy can do best is to be the
tough "voice" of a coordinated campaign against those who-because of
their disregard for the rights of lawabiding citizens-are at war with our
communities.
Another role is to be an advocate for
antidrug education and drug treatment, as well.
But education and treatment-on-demand programs--although appealingshould not be supported blindly, without any accountability and actual reduction in the drug using population.
Because it is utopian to suggest that
we know how to educate the whole population against using drugs, or know
how to successfully treat every drug
addict, and simply lack more money to
do so.
No one can say how well Governor
Martinez will exercise the bully pulpit
as drug czar.
Nor, can anyone say to what extent
he will resist the urge to simply spend
more money.
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But-based on his appearance before
our committee and his private meeting
with me-I support his nomination to
become the next Director of the Office
ofNational Drug Control Policy.
My support is based on my expectation that Governor Martinez will continue the successful strategies that
have marked our recent national drug
control policy.
Mr. ADAMS. Mr. President, when the
Bush administration took office over 2
years ago, this Nation was told that
our most urgent national priority
would be a war on drugs. In his inaugural address, President Bush promised
to rid this Nation of the plague of cocaine, and to commit the resources of
his administration to a successful
strategy of interdiction, tough criminal sentences for drug offenders, and
treatment and education.
The President’s first drug czar, William Bennett, came to the position
with no background at all in either law
enforcement or drug treatment and
prevention. The Bennett era was
marked by high visibility speech-making, talk show appearances, and one
liners that served primarily to make
William Bennett a household word, but
had little discernable impact on drug
use in this country. I well recall Mr.
Bennett’s promise to make the District
of Columbia a litmus test of his national strategy. Despite Mr. Bennett’s
hectic, campaign-style, public appearance schedule, he could never find the
time to testify before the District of
Columbia Appropriations Subcommittee, which I chair. Despite his personal
promise delivered to the citizens of
Yakima County, WA that "help is on
the way" he never took the time to revise his "high intensity drug trafficking" strategy to include that beleaguered community in his plan.
Now we are presented with a second
drug czar with a demonstrated lack of
appreciation for the urgent need for a
strategy that will work. Nothing
speaks more eloquently of Governor
Martinez’ failure to grasp the nature of
the problem than does his own record
as Governor of Florida. During that
time, Florida ranked 1st in the Nation
in incarcerations, 21st in substance
abuse treatment funding, and 32d in
prevention funding.
Mr. President, this Nation already
leads the entire world in the rate of incarceration of citizens. The entire Federal budget could be devoted to building more prisons, and we would still
have a drug problem. I want to see a
national drug policy that commits
funds to prosecuting and imprisoning.
We need early intervention through
programs like DARE. I want to see
cities and towns, and counties like
Yakima, WA, get a fair share of the
Federal resources devoted to this war
on drugs.
This war is being fought, not just in
courtrooms, but in schoolrooms, and in
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rehabilitation and treatment programs, and through outreach efforts
that keep pregnant women from turning the next generation of children into
cocaine-abused infants.
If President Bush is to succeed as our
Commander in Chief in the domestic
war on drugs, he should find the best
expert available for this crucial position. He should be nominating "the
Norman Schwarzkopf of Drug Strategies" to this post. With all due respect
to Governor Martinez, there is very little evidence that he has the experience,
the vision, or the commitment, to be
that kind of a leader. Therefore, I withhold my consent on this nominee.
Mr. SANFORD. Mr. President, I
would like to make a statement regarding the nomination of Bob Martinez to become the director of the Office on National Drug Control Policy. I
am aware of the debate that occurred
during his nomination hearing in the
Labor Committee and I regret I was
not able to participate in the discussions. I share the concern of the Senators who are in opposition to Mr. Martinez’ appointment as drug czar because of his strong focus on law enforcement and supply-side policies. The
administration needs to recognize the
importance of treatment and rehabilitation programs in the drug war efforts
and it needs to make funding of those
programs a priority.
This country is facing a crisis. The
debilitating effects of drug abuse have
reached all parts of our society. We
desperately need to develop a new and
effective national drug strategy.
The administration in the past has
been successful in deflecting attention
from the persistence of heavy drug use
in our inner cities. It was cited that
drug use has gone down, but I would
argue as would many others that drug
addictions have increased. If the administration continues to underestimate the size of the addict population,
there will continue to be a lopsided
drug war and a lack of balance between
supply and demand efforts.
No one disputes the fact that the war
on drugs is a multifaceted battle. Substance abuse is a disease which must be
treated, just as drug dealers are criminals who must be arrested and jailed.
Demand reduction efforts must receive
as much attention as supply reduction
efforts if drug abuse is truly to be controlled. Education components must
work in unison with enforcement measures. Treatment must be a part of our
program to stop the proliferation of
drugs.
I challenge Mr. Martinez to be sensitive to the various facets of drug
abuse control and to promote policies
that bring parity to the administration’s efforts in controlling the demand
and supply of illicit drugs. I also challenge him to craft policies which would
allow Federal programs to work with
those that are developed in commu-

cities to fight drug use. We must encourage communities to fight back, for
without the cooperation and coordination of our communities, the drug war
is war against the poor, the
uneducated, minorities, and rural
folks.
I am aware that the State of Florida
is believed to be the entry point for
over 70 percent of the cocaine smuggled
into the United States, thus interdiction programs are essential. However,
should Mr. Martinez nomination be
confirmed, I challenge him to remember that he is now leading the campaign against drugs in respect to the
entire country. I trust that he will reflect considerably on his 7 years as an
educator, and teach America the vital
role that education must play if we are
to win this war. It is through education
and improved social conditions that we
must show our citizens not to turn to
drugs in despair.
In the wake of our successful military campaign in the Persian Gulf, we
must now turn our attention to the domestic campaign that needs to be
waged at home. I implore Mr. Martinez
and the administration to carefully
consider all facets of the drug war in
crafting their drug policies and have
vision enough to recognize the importance in providing adequate treatment,
rehabilitation, and education programs
in fighting the war on drugs. Our most
precious resources, our citizens, must
not be forgotten in our efforts to control illicit substances.
Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President,
I rise today to support the President’s
nomination of Bob Martinez to be the
next Director of the Office of National
Drug Control Policy. The Martinez
nomination has been endorsed by an
impressive array of political and civic
leaders, drug treatment and prevention
organizations, and law enforcement officials. I am pleased to add my name to
that list. Bob Martinez is an excellent
choice to lead America’s war on drugs.
Henry Ford once remarked, "The
question, ’Who ought to be boss?’ is
like asking ’Whoought to be the tenor
in the quartet?’ Obviously, the man
who can sing tenor." I believe that
President Bush has chosen the right
"tenor" for the job. Bob Martinez has
already proven that he is an innovative, effective leader in the war on
drugs.
When he served as the mayor of
Tampa, Martinez played a key role in
forging the national drug policy recommendations of the U.S. Conference
of Mayors. And during his 4 years as
Governor of Florida, Martinez made
the battle against drug importation
and abuse a high priority. He galvanized public support and initiated several successful innovative programs in
Florida to combat drugs. In a State
that was believed to be the entry point
for over 70 percent of the cocaine that
is smuggled into the United States, the
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leadership of Bob Martinez brought
about Florida’s first drop in drug related crimes in years.
Bob Martinez believes in a holistic
strategy to fight drug abuse, through
education, enforcement, and treatment. As a former educator, Martinez
is especially supportive of programs
that educate America’s youth to the
dangers of drugs. He is committed to
the expansion of treatment programs
for the victims of drug abuse. He will
be a tough, but fair,enforcer of our Nation’s drug laws. And as a former
mayor and Governor, Bob Martinez will
be especially sensitive to the need for a
State-Federal partnership in combating drugs.
Mr. President, I hope that my colleagues will join me in confirming Bob
Martinez, the President’s outstanding
choice for the next Director of the Office ofNational Drug Control Policy.
Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President,
President Bush’s nomination of Gov.
Bob Martinez for Director of the Office
of National Drug Control Policy comes
at a crucial point in this Nation’s effort to fight drugs. When Congress created this position, it did so in response
to a crisis which threatened our country’s future. Under the direction of the
first Director, William J. Bennett, the
Office of National Drug Control Policy
took the first step toward developing a
coordinated drug strategy, and the War
on Drugs began.
Since that time, progress has been
made. There are encouraging signs that
our efforts are paying off. But the drug
crisis is still a reality. In many ways,
we have just begun to realize how
strong an impact illegal drugs have on
all levels of our society. Drug use has
had a startling influence on our communities, from the State and local law
enforcement officers who hold the line
on crime and violence in the streets, to
health care professionals who struggle
to meet the special needs of drug dependent mothers and their children.
The War on Drugs has not been won
and it will be up to the next Director of
this Nation’s drug policy to see that it
is fought with all the power and wisdom this Nation can muster.
I supported the nomination of Governor Martinez in committee, and will
vote for his confirmation. As Governor
of Florida, a State which has experienced its own dreg crisis, he is well
aware of the problems that illegal dreg
traffic creates. Miami is one ofthe five
designated high intensity drug trafficking areas, and Governor Martinez
knows how important cooperation between the Federal Government and
State and local agencies is to implementing an effective drug strategy.His
involvement in developing a plan on
substance abuse and drug trafficking
for the National Governors’ Association will be helpful in developing and
implementing our Nation’s plan to
fight drugs.
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As I stated earlier, this is a critical
time in our country’s War on Drugs.
Governor Martinez will have to exercise strong leadership to continue the
progress achieved thus far. With a critical eye, he will have to define which
programs outlined in the drug strategies of the past have yielded the most
positive results, and fight for their continuation. He will also have to eliminate those initiatives which have not
been successful and determine what
can be done in their place. I hope that
he will take the time to visit each of
the high intensity drug trafficking
areas to see first hand how accurately
the priorities of our Nation’s drug control policy reflects the needs of the
communities hardest hit by the War on
Drugs.
We place in his hands a tremendous
responsibility-to respond to the needs
of Federal, State, and local agencies,
to ensure the continued vigilance and
commitment by the administration to
the War on Drugs, and to work with
members of the appropriate committees to forge a sound drug policy that
adequately addresses the problems of
today while anticipating the problems
of the future. As a member of the Apwhich
Subcommittee
propriations
oversees the funding of the Office of
National Drug Control Policy, I will be
especially interested in the priorities
set forth by Governor Martinez as he
defines the agenda for drug control efforts in the 1990’s.
It will not always be easy. It will require the same thoughtfulness and
commitment that our country exhibited in- declaring a military victory in
the Persian Gulf. If we truly are waging a war on drugs, I hope that Governor Martinez will step forward and
demonstrate the leadership necessary
for us to win. I wish him the best of
luck in this endeavor and look forward
to working closely with him upon his
confirmation.
Mr. DOLE.Mr. President, few jobs in
the Government are more difficultand more important--than that of Director of the Office of National Drug
Control Policy.
And few Americans are more qualifled to serve in this position than Bob
Martinez.
As a public school teacher, as mayor
of Tampa, and as Governor of Florida,
Bob Martinez has fought on the front
lines against the drug traffickers who
poison our communities and our children.
Governor Martinez knows what
works and what doesn’t. He knows we
can’t moollycoddle drug dealers and
kingpins. He knows the necessity for
drug treatment centers. He knows that
our children must continue to be educated about the dangers of drugs.
Mr. President, under the leadership
of President Bush, we are making
progress in the war against drugs. Public attitudes are turning against those

who use or sell narcotics. Studies show
that drug use seems to be decreasing.
Resources for law enforcement and
treatment are at record levels. And our
Central and South American allies are
working with us to put drug cartels out
of business.
There is, however, much more work
to be done. More criminals to be locked
up, more victims to be treated, more
cartels to close down, more children to
save.

In closing, let me ask my colleagues
to give Governor Martinez the time to
do his job. Over 70 committees in the
House and Senate exercise some authority over narcotics. Sometimes it
seemed that former Director Bennett
was up here everyday for one hearing
or another.
The gulf war was a success because,
once the war started, Congress didn’t
micromanage or second guess our generals.
Let’s do the same here. Let’s resist
the temptation to micromanage the
war against drugs. Governor Martinez
has the experience, the skills, and the
support of the President needed to get
the job done. Let’s allow him to do just
that.
Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I rise to
express my strong support for the confirmation of Bob Martinez as drug czar
of the United States.
Governor Martinez will bring to this
position a wealth of experience and
knowledge. The Governor’s testimony
before the Judiciary Committee last
month was further testament to his
dedication to the war against drugs
and his ability to lead the Nation in
this fight.
As mayor and Governor of a State
beseiged by illegal drug smuggling,
drug abuse, and drug-related crime,
Governor Martinez brings a unique perspective which is invaluable to implementing a nationwide strategy involving all levels of government.
As a junior high and high school
teacher for 7 years, he is fully aware of
the pressures our young people face
during their most vulnerable years,
and the support they need to steer
clear of drugs. Educating kids about
the dangers and real-life consequences
of drug use is key to putting drug dealers out of business and winning the
drug war.
Governor Martinez has been a leader
in the drug war both on the State and
national level. He was the National
Governor’s Association’s spokesman on
drug issues, traveled to a number of
South American drug producing countries to support antidrug efforts, including the Colombian crackdown
against the drug lords, and was appointed by President Reagan to the
White House Conference on a drug-free
America in 1987.
Among his accomplishments as Governor, Governor Martinez led Florida
in implementing the Nation’s first
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comprehensive drug-free workplace
program for State government workers; expanded the concept of drug-free
zones in Florida by imposing mandatory minimum sentences on individuals
convicted of drug activity near public
parks and playgrounds, public housing
facilities, colleges and universities; developed alternative forms of incarceration for nonviolent offenders, including boot camps; doubled the State’s
prison capacity, constructing more
beds than in the previous 20 years; supported a program which saved the Florida taxpayers over $359 million by
using prisoners to build prison beds,
raze crack houses and maintain highways and parks; and successfully pursued a plan to target career criminals
by imposing stiffer penalties for repeat
offenders.
Governor Martinez has the knowledge, experience and initiative to lead
the Nation in the fight against drugs.
Bob is an excellent choice for the job
and I hope that the Senate will give its
full support for his nomination.
Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I will
support this nomination.
Most Americans think of illegal drug
use as an almost exclusively urban
problem. There is no doubt drugs
plague all our big cities; it is a problem
of tragic proportions.
Yet some Americans think of rural
America, places like Montana, as an
oasis-a place free from the scourge of
drugs.
I wish this were the case. Unfortunately it is not:
Earlier this year, nine people were
charged with conducting a sophisticated scheme to launder Colombian
drug money in northwest Montana;
Last year, I joined with Senator
PRYOR in requesting a General Accounting Office study of the rural drug
problem. GAO found that the prevalence of substance abuse in rural America is roughly the same as that in
urban America;
According to testimony by Pete Dunbar, the former U.S. district attorney
for Montana, before the Senate Judiciary Committee, Montana is a major
center for the production of methamphetamine-a deadly drug sometimes called Crank.
Mr. President, last year, with the
leadership of the distinguished chairman of the Judiciary Committee, this
body passed a rural drug initiative as
part of the crime bill. I am proud to
have helped draft this important piece
of legislation.
However, as the above examples
point out, much work remains to be
done. We cannot walk away from this
problem; we cannot turn our backs on
rural Amercia.
As drug policy czar, Governor Martinez must make eliminating the
scourge of rural drugs a top priority.
I have personally brought this matter to the Governor’s attention. From
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our discussion, I am satisfied he will be
responsive to this urgent need of rural
America.
For this reason, I am pleased to support his nomination. I look forward to
working with Governor Martinez in the
years ahead.
Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I am
pleased to lend my strong support to
Gov. Bob Martinez as Director of the
National Drug Control Policy.
As a nation, we have clearly demonstrated our ability to successfully
shore our resolve and commit our resources and effectively and decisively
wage war. With this same strength of
purpose, we must continue to battle
the scourge of drugs. One child born addicted to crack, one teenager slain, is a
price our society can ill afford to bear.
In my travels throughout my State
of Indiana, I have visited neonatal
units overwhelmed by drug addicted
babies. I have listened to children increasingly fearful of violence in the
schools, I have heard mothers anxious
about the intrusion of gangs, I have
talked to police chiefs and prosecutors
about a criminal justice system overwhelmed.
And yet, I have also sensed a new resolve to do the hard work of recapturing our schools and neighborhoods, of
cleansing our communities from the
plague of drugs. Drug use in any form
is no longer tolerable to the socially
responsible. We cannot in good conscience divorce the violence we see on
our streets from each individual’s decision to abuse drugs. Among the heartening successes of our efforts to datefirst time drug use among high school
students is at its lowest point in over a
decade and casual drug use has declined by more than 30 percent.
Former drug czar, William Bennett,
thoughtfully has drawn the battle
lines. We must consistently apply stiff
social sanctions to discourage drug use
and we must compassionately help
those seeking treatment and assistance. I was pleased to sponsor legislation last session allowing schools to institute random drug testing for those
students engaging in extracurricular
activities. Our young people must learn
that drug abuse has consequences.
Finally, we have a message to the
drug terrorists of the world. Do not
provoke the wrath of this great Nation.
Our military has demonstrated its anparalleled ability to precisely pinpoint
targets and to effectively protect our
shores. We are serious and we are committed. We are determined to prevail.
Governor Martinez has been on the
front lines of the drug battle. The
State of Florida has been a testing
ground for interdiction efforts and
crackdowns on distribution networks. I
am confident that he will demonstrate
the same commendable leadership as
his predecessor, and I commend the
President on his nomination.
49-059 0-95 Vol. 137(PL 5139

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I would
like to express my support for the
President’s nomination of Gov. Bob
Martinez to be the National Drug Control Policy Director. This is a vitally
important position, and I believe the
President has chosen his nominee well.
As we all know so well, the war on
drugs calls for a three-pronged approach. First, we must increase our efforts to control drug trafficking so
that less drugs will be available. Second, we must ensure that there are
enough programs for treatment and rehabilitation of people who currently
use drugs. Third, and certainly as important, we must educate your youngsters so that they will not become drug
users. Governor Martinez, who is also a
former mayor and teacher, understands
the need for all three facets of this program. Moreover, he has already responded to the challenge.
Due to its proximity to many of the
drug producing countries in Latin
America, Florida has been inundated
with drug smuggling drug-related
crime and drug use. In response, in
1988, Governor Martinez was the first
Governor to appoint a State drug czar
whose mandate was to oversee and coordinate antidrug activities and agencies in Florida. While Governor, he enlisted the help of the National Guard to
assist other agencies with cargo inspections, air reconnaissance, and transportation. During his governorship, florida was evaluated by Federal agencies
as one of the Nation’s role models in
the drug battle.
During his governorship, Florida
ranked among the top 10 States for per
capita spending on drug treatment.
While other States increased government support for drug treatment by an
average of23 percent, Florida increased
such support by 33 percent. As a result,
in his last year in office, Florida drug
treatment operated at 91.6 percent of
capacity, compared to the nationwide
rate of 79.4 percent. Governor Martinez
created drug free zones in Florida to
ensure a safer environment for school
children.
Mr. President, these are just a few of
the many accomplishments of Gov.Bob
Martinez. Governor Martinez has been
in city government, he has been a
teacher and he has served as Governor
of one of the Nation’s largest and most
populous States. He will bring with
him the perspective of each of these positions to his job as Director of the Office of Drug Control Policy. I welcome
his leadership in this area and hope
that my colleagues will vote in favor of
his nomination.
Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I am
pleased to voice my support for the
President’s choice to head the Office of
National Drug Control Policy. And
once again, I would like to take this
opportunity to commend the chairman
of the Judiciary Committee for his
swift action in scheduling hearings on
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this nomination and for his leadership
in the manner in which the hearings
were conducted. As always, he was fair
and patient during those hearings. The
chairman and our distinguished ranking member were both tireless and
thorough during the long hours of testimony.
We have a fine nominee here--as is
usual from our President. Governor
Martinez has had real hands on experience in fighting the drug war. He has
shown us signs of winning the war in
Florida. He has at least won quite a
few battles-he has some very good
"firsts" to his credit, too.
He was the first--as Governor-to appoint a drug czar to lead the fight
against drugs at the State and local
level and he led Florida into becoming
the first State to implement a DrugFree Workplace Program for State government workers--this included drug
testing-and he took the first test himself.
He was appointed by President
Reagan to the White House Conference
on a Drug-Free America in 1987. There,
he led the Nations’ Governors in presenting recommendations which were
later incorporated into President
Bush’s drug strategy-increase accountability and capacity in treatment
systems, drug testing throughout the
criminal justice system, drug free
workplaces and drug free schools, to
name but a few.
As Governor of Florida, he led the
fight for licensing of more effective and
reliable drug testing techniques- He is
also a strong advocate of alternative
forms of incarceration for criminals.
His State was one of the first to implement alternative forms of incarceration, such as boot camps, for first
time and nonviolent offenders.
Governor Martinez
implemented
teacher training for substance abuse
education and channeling of asset forfeiture funds back into law enforcement activities: He supports the policy
of letting the criminals pay the costs
of law enforcement. He is also a leader
in the effort to involve other countries
in the war on drugs and has traveled to
Colombia, Bolivia, and Panama and
was a leading advocate behind the
President’s effort to lend full U.S. assistance to the war on drug lords in Colombia. His fluency in Spanish has
been of great benefit in dealing with
our fine South American neighbors. He
has all of the tools for the job. He will
do it well.
So indeed, the Governor comes before
the Senate with a splendid record. He
is certainly highly qualified to assume
the post as Director of the Nation’s
drug control strategy.
I urge his confirmation.
Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President,
today I will vote against the confirmation of Robert Martinez, to be the new
Director of National Drug Control Policy. I regret to cast such a vote, be-
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cause I genuinely respect the President’s right to considerable discretion
in appointing his advisers. I am convinced, however, that the continuing
problem of drug abuse in our country
poses far too serious a threat to our future, and our children’s future, to vote
any other way.
The devastation wrought by drug
abuse, to families, communities and
our entire society, is tremendous; and
although we have made some progress
in our effort to combat illicit drug use,
much remains to be done. The task at
hand demands strong, yet balanced,
leadership, both from Congress and
from the administration. We simply
cannot continue the status quo. We
must make a renewed and serious commitment to providing our Nation with
the type of leadership we need to get us
out of the mess that drug abuse has
gotten us into. Unfortunately, I do not
believe that Robert Martinez will provide that leadership.
The legislative mandate to the Director of National Drug Control Policy is
clear: The Director is to head a comprehensive national campaign against
illicit drug use. The Director must resolve the difficulties that necessarily
will arise when so many different agencies of the Federal Government-and
State governments--are involved in a
unified effort of this magnitude. The
Director must balance the fiscal demands of interdiction, law enforcement, education, and treatment.
The Director, with duties such as
these, must be determined and aggressive. He must be committed to the
issue,and he must be experienced. This
is where I fear Governor Martinez fails.
I believe this for two reasons.
First,as Governor of Florida, Robert
Martinez showed very little regard for
the value of drug abuse treatment and
education. Instead, he focused almost
entirely on law enforcement, and on incarceration in particular. During his
tenure, Florida led the country in per
capita incarceration, and he increased
spending on corrections from $514 million to $859 million. At the same time,
according to a study by the National
Association of State Alcohol and Drug
Abuse Directors, Florida ranked 21st in
the United States in substance abuse
treatment funding and 32d in prevention funding. When he left office, Florida possessed the highest crime rate in
the country.
It is painfully apparent that incarceration alone will not solve our Nation’s drug problems. An effective drug
strategy demands a balanced approach:
We simply must make a serious commitment to both supply and demand
reduction. Unfortunately, I do not believe that Governor Martinez is committed to supporting and improving
our drug abuse education and treatment efforts.
I am also concerned that Governor
Martinez, who will be responsible for

establishing Federal policy regarding
international and domestic drug enforcement, lacks "hands-on" experience in managing law enforcement
agencies. Before being elected Florida’s
Governor in 1986, it is my understanding that Governor Martinez was a
teacher, a small business owner, and
the mayor of Tampa.
The job of Director of National Drug
Control Policy is not conducive to onthe-job-training. The Director must be
able to deal effectively with the law
enforcement aspects of illicit drug use.
There is nothing in the Governor’s
background to support a conclusion
that he has the necessary expertise,
and this troubles me.
Mr. President, I will conclude by
stating again that I regret having to
cast a vote against this nomination.
But drug abuse is one of the most serious problems we face. It threatens to
destroy an entire generation, and all
the talk in the world will not bring us
one step closer to arresting that
threat.
We need action, and we need it now.
We need a leader committed to the entire fight. We need a leader willing to
embrace a comprehensive battle strategy. Thank you.
Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, according to public opinion polls the war on
drugs is not the priority issue that it
used to be with American public. The
former National Director of Drug Policy, William Bennett, claims the reason is because we are on the verge of
victory. The truth, however, is that
other issues, including the Persian Gulf
and the domestic economic issues have
lately occupied the attention of the
American people.
Make no mistake about it: the drug
war has not been won. In many ways,it
still has not begun. The declaration of
war may be 10 years old,but the President still has not laid out a thoughtful,
long-term strategy that mobilizes the
resources of our Nation against the use
of drugs.
The President’snomination offormer
Gov. Bob Martinez of Florida raises
questions about how the administration plans to fight the war on drugs.
I intend to vote for the confirmation
of Governor Martinez, but I do so with
serious reservations.
Governor Martinez is a decent and
capable public servant. However, his
approach to the drug war in Florida is
proof that he is not a man of vision on
this issue.
The Governor spearheaded one of the
most aggressive crackdowns on drugs
and crime in the United States during
the 1980’s. He implemented strict prison time for casual drug use, but just
listen to what the Washington Post
said about the Governor’s tough approach:
Overwhelmed by a seemingly endless number of drug offenders pouring into prisons.
Florida’s corrections department has been
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forced to slash the sentences of inmates at
ever more rapid rates-and it is releasing
them in droves.
As a result this conservative lawand-order State is now the Nation’s
leader in the early release of convicted
felons and punishment for crime is declining precipitously.
This happened despite the fact that
the Governor invested more than $350
million in building new prison space.
The Governor was so preoccupied with
locking people up that he neglected the
treatment side of the equation.
While the Governor was slamming
the door on casual drug users, less than
one out of every four Floridians who
needed substance abuse treatment was
receiving it. While the prison system in
Florida overflowed, only one in six adolescents in Florida who needed substance abuse treatment was receiving
it. While Florida was one of the first
States to criminally prosecute a
woman for maternal substance abusea woman who had unsuccessfully
sought treatment-substance abuse
treatment was only available for 15
percent of all pregnant addicts.
During the Martinez years, Florida
ranked 21st in the Nation in terms of
funding for treatment and 31st in terms
of funding for prevention.
The point is that in fighting the war
on drugs, Governor Martinez has
proved to be a supply sider. Using that
strategy he has not been very successful in fighting the war on drugs in the
State of Florida. I have read nothing in
Governor Martinez’ testimony before
the Senate Judiciary Committee that
would lead me to believe that he would
change his approach on the national
level.
We need a new Federal strategy. The
current one, which allocates nearly 70
percent of our resources to the supply
is simply not working. The inner cities
of cur Nation are drug invested killing
zones. Despite the tough talk coming
from the administration on drugs, violent crime, 70 percent of which is drug
related, has increased 5 percent across
the country.
The trend of violent crime is especially disturbing among the young
black male population. The Federal
Center for Disease Control has said
that homicide was the leading cause of
death for black males of ages 15 to 24.
Among factors contributing to the rising number of killings, the CDC listed
"immediate access to firearms, alcohol
and substance abuse and drug trafficking.* **,,

No one is suggesting that we don’t
want to provide more resources to our
law enforcement agencies. I have been
a proponent of increased resources for
law enforcement since I came to the
Senate. I authored legislation last year
doubling the amount of funding for
State and local law enforcement.
But I also recognize that the only
way to actually win the war on drugs is
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curb America’s drug habit, and the
only way to accomplish that is through
treatment and education. Currently,
we are only treating 20 percent of those
who seek and want treatment. We are
only educating 55 percent of our kids.
We can do much better than that.
We need a National Director of Drug
Policy who will make a commitment
to treatment on demand and to educating all of our children about the dangers of drugs. I am hopeful that once
Governor Martinez fully appreciates
the breadth of the problem, that he
will make such a commitment.
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I rise
today to support the nomination of
Bob Martinez to be Director of National Drug Control Policy. In doing
so, I also wish to express my deep concerns about the direction taken by our
national drug policy and my hope that
under the direction of Bob Martinez,
we will see a more active as opposed to
reactive drug control strategy.
As chairman of the Labor, Health
and Human Services, Education and
Related Agencies Appropriations Subcommittee, I strongly believe that
there must be more of an emphasis on
drug education, treatment and prevention in this country’s national drug
control strategy. Unfortunately, only
30 percent of current funds allocated to
the war on drugs goes for prevention
and treatment programs.
We must ensure that our drug control
policy contains adequate funds to educate our young people of the dangers of
drugs and drug abuse, to take steps to
prevent the use of and the addiction to
drugs, and to treat those in our society
who have fallen at the hands of these
dangerous and violent drugs.
The answer is not and will never be
to simply build more prisons in order
to simply lock these people away without the benefit of drug education and
treatment, only to eventually set them
free at the end of their sentence, still
addicted to and not educated about the
dangers of drug use.
There have been reservations surrounding nominee Coy. Bob Martinez’s
ability to recognize the importance of
drug education and treatment programs in the war against drugs. While
I believe that this country is in no position to allow on-the-job training to
the Director of our National Drug Control Policy, I also think that Governor
Martinez will recognize, support, and
come to believe in the importance of
drug education and treatment programs.
The war on drugs is entering a critical phase. The easy victories have been
won. While casual drug use and drug
use among the middle class is down,
hardcore drug use remains constant.
While the Nation’s attitude towards
drugs has changed, the Nation still
needs someone who will be able to communicate and coordinate a national
drug strategy. It is my hope that Mr.

Martinez will be that person this country so de,,perately needs. I am optimistic that Mr. Martinez’ experiences as
an educa tor and a leader in Florida’s
fight ag Inst drugs will permit him to
identify he current deficiencies in our
national drug control strategy and
take mr mediate and swift actions to
correct ti hem.
The F’RESIDING OFFICER. The
question is, Will the Senate advise and
consent t o the nomination of Bob Martinez to be Director of National Drug
Control Policy? The yeas and nays
have bee a ordered, and the clerk will
call the r o11.
The assdistant legislative clerk called
the roll.
The FPRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
DODD). A re there any other Senators in
the Chainher who desire to vote?
The re,Suit was announced-yeas 88,
nays 12, aS follows:
Rollcafl Vote No. 41 Ex.]

Akaka
"’
Bentoen
siden
Bond
Boren
Beale
rown
Bann
Bumprs
Burdick
Burs

Byrd
Ches
Coats
Cochr’an
Cohen
Conrad

Craig
Cranstn
DA-Ito
Danforuh
DeConcn
flixon
io
Dole
DomenIci
Durenberger

YEAS--8
Fowler
Garn
Glenn
Gorton

Graham
Gramm
Grassley
Hardn
Hatch
Hatfield
Heflin

Heinz

Helms
Hollings
Inouye
Jeffords
Johnston
Kassebamn
Kaaten
Kerrey
Kerry
Kohl
Lautenberg
Leahy
Levin
Lieberman
Lott
Lugar

Exon

Mack
McCain

Adams
Bigaman
Daschle
Ford

NAYS-12
Gore
Kennedy
Metzenbanm
Pryor

McConnell
Mikutski

Mitchell
Moynihan
Mrkowskl
Nickle
Nulnn
Packwood
Fell
Presaeer
Reld
Regle
Robb
Rockefeller
Roth
Rudman
Sanford
Seymour
Shelby
simpson
Smith
Specter
Stevens
Symms
Thurmond
Wallop
Warner
Wirth

Sarbanes
Sesser
Simon
Wellstone

So,the nomination was confirmed.
PEN. Mr. President, I move to
Mr. BIE
reconsider the vote by which the nomination waa confirmed.
Mr. TB]LRMOND. I move to lay that
motion orithe table.
The mo tion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION
The PIRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previcins order, the Senate will now
return to legislative session.
Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I suggest
the absentce of a quourm.
The P:RESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.
The assistant legislative clerk proceeded to call the roll.
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Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

MORNING BUSINESS
Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that there now be a
period for morning business, with Senators permitted to speak therein.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Tennessee [Mr.GORE] is recognized.
Mr. GORE. I thank the Chair.
(The remarks of Mr. Goax pertaining
to the introduction of Senate Joint
Resolution 101 are located in today’s
RxcoRD under "Statements on Introduced Bills and Joint Resolutions.")
Mr. BUMPERS addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Arkansas.
Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, what
is the parliamentary situation?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senate is presently in morning business.
UNITED STATES-JAPANESE
RELATIONS
Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I will
only take 60 seconds.
I want to add my voice to the chorus
of outrage that has been expressed, especially in the agriculture community
of this country, about what happened
in Japan last Sunday when rice, and I
think it was Arkansas rice, displayed
in a trade show in Japan was ordered
removed.
When there was some hesitancy by
the displayers who were exhibiting
these rice packages, it is my understanding the police were brought in,
and they said: Either you remove this
rice from display or we are taking you
to the slammer.
I wish I had been there. I have never
spent any time in a Japanese jail, and
I do not have any such desire. But I
promise you, if I had been there, I
would have allowed them to escort me
to their jail. It is one of the most insulting, outrageous things that hs
ever happened in American-Japanese
relations.
It is not just because it is rice. It is
that we have a 550 billion trade deficit
against the Japanese annually, every
year; that we open our markets, automobiles, everything else, to the Japanese, and some of us from rice-producing States have fought for years to get
our rice sent there.
They subsidize their rice farmers to
the tune of about $900 a ton, and we
will sell them all the rice they want for
about $200 a ton. Think about the disparity in the price, with the kind of
subsidies they are providing for their
rice farmers. Then tell us: We do not
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even want the Japanese people to see
your rice and demand it be removed.
I hope the President will get involved
in this, Mr. President, and say to the
Japanese people, to the Japanese Government, and especially those in
charge of their trade relations with the
United States, we are offended to the
core about this unseemly event.
Mr.President, I yield the floor.
Mr.LEVIN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Senator
from Michigan.
UNFAIR JAPANESE TRADE
BARRIERS
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, on that
same subject, let me say that when I
read those reports, I shared the same
outrage as my good friend from Arkansas. We have seen evidence of unfair
trade practices against American products across the board. Very few of us
represent States which have not been
negatively impacted by unfair barriers
in Japan to our products.
In Michigan, it is agricultural products; it is automobile parts; it is telecommunications equipment; on and on.
We have been talking about this now
for a decade. We go back in quotations
all the way to President Nixon saying
that we are turning the corner on trade
with Japan; they are opening up their
markets.
Mr. President, we have had rhetoric
now for about two decades, and this recent incident is nothing short of an
outrage. For Japan to threaten to put
in jail an American who simply wants
to display an American product, in this
case rice, is something which is so offensive that our President ought to get
on the telephone to the Prime Minister
of Japan and tell him to modify that
law or somebody is going to go to prison, and make a point of it. We cannot
tolerate a one-way street in trade any
longer.It is intolerable.
Mr. President, a lot offolks get upset
at Japan, and I am one of them. But I
am more upset at our own Government. If Japan wants to keep our products out, that is their decision. If they
want to put quotas and tariffs and barriers on American goods, that is their
decision. If we tolerate it, that is our
decision. But we should not tolerate it.
We have had a weak trade policy for
too long.This recent incident in Japan
over rice is only the most dramatic evidence of a very weak trade policy
which has resulted in a one-way street.
We are not perfect. People say, well,
gee, we have quotas and we have tariffs, too. We are not perfect. But compared to Japan and other countries, we
are very much better than they ae.
Mr. President, I am glad that my
friend from Arkansas raised this subject. It is our current plan in the subcommittee that I chair on Governmental Affairs to hold a hearing into
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what happened in Japan last Sunday. Mr. NUNN.Mr. President, this bill
provides additional funds during fiscal
We are not going to let this one rest.
This did not end with that threat to year 1991 to pay for the costs of the
put an American in jail because he or
she wanted to display Arkansas rice.
This incident did not end in Japan last
Sunday. We are going to drive home to
our trade representatives and our administration that American policy is
weak, and the product of that weakness is what happened in Tokyo. We
have to change our policies here to respond to what they are doing to us over
there.
I thank the Chair, and I yield the
floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Georgia.

Persian Gulf war. It gives the Defense
Department increased flexibility to
manage military personnel levels in
the aftermath of the war. It authorizes
certain benefits for the military men
and women involved in the war. It establishes certain reporting requirements of Department of Defense to
keep Congress informed on the cost of
the war, and to provide Congress with
an after-action report on the conduct
of the war; and it authorizes additional
funds during fiscal year 1991 for the Department of Energy.
AUTHORIZATION OF FUNDS FOR THE COSTS OF
THE PERSIAN GULF WAR

DESERT STORM SUPPLEMENTAL
AUTHORIZATION AND MILITARY
PERSONNEL BENEFITS ACT
Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, in a moment, I would like to lay before the
Senate the Persian Gulf Supplemental
Authorization and Personnel Benefits
Act of 1991. This bill, when it is introduced, will represent the agreement between the House and the Senate on the
Desert Storm Supplemental Authorization and Military Personnel Benefits
Act for fiscal year 1991, which we
passed in the Senate last week, and
which the House also passed last week.
We worked very hard this week with
a number of committees in the Senate
and the House to complete work on
this bill. The Veterans’ Affairs Committees, the Governmental Affairs
Committees, the Agriculture Committees, the Labor Committees, as well as
the Armed Services Committees, have
all been involved in working out this
compromise. The Senate leadership has
also been very involved.
Mr. President, I express my thanks
to all ofthese committees for the spirit
of cooperation which has allowed us to
complete work on this important bill
in such a brief and timely fashion. I
Particularly want to thank the leadership and their very competent staff,because without their leadership in this
matter, we could not have done it in
this timeframe.
With the need to complete the bill
this week, we have worked out this
compromise bill without a formal conference. When it is adopted by the Senate, it will go to the House for final action later today.And then, if passed by
the House, to the President for his signature.
Mr. President, I ask unanimous censent that a joint explanatory statement in the nature of a conference report statement of the managers explaining this compromise bill be printed in the REcoRD at the conclusion of
my remarks.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
(Seeexhibit 1.)

There was very little difference between the House and Senate bills in the
authorization of funds to pay the costs
of the Persian Gulf war. Like the version adopted by the Senate, this compromise bill establishes a mechanism
to ensure that foreign contributions in
the defense cooperation account are
used to pay for the costs of the war to
the maximum extent possible. The $15
billion in U.S. taxpayer funds authorized for the new Persian Gulf conflict
working capital account may be used
to pay for the costs of the Persian Gulf
conflict only to the extent that foreign
contributions are not available to pay
these costs.
The bill includes important safeguards to maintain appropriate congressional oversight over the transfer
of funds in the defense cooperation account and the Persian Gulf conflict
working capital account to pay for the
cost of the Persian Gulf conflict. The
transfer authority in the bill can be
used only after the Secretary of Defense provides the Congress with a notification and a period of 7 days
elapses.
The notification must include: First,
a certification that the amounts proposed to be transferred will be used
only to fund the incremental costs of
Operation Desert Shield/Storm; second,
a list of the amounts to be transferred
and the accounts to which the transfer
will be made; and third, a description
of the programs, projects, and activities to which the funds are proposed to
be transferred. If the transfer is from
the working capital account, the notification must also explain why foreign
contributions have not provided sufficient funds to permit transfers from
the defense cooperation account.
On a monthly basis, the Secretary of
Defense will provide an accounting of
transfers in a report to the Congress
and the General Accounting Office.
These notification, certification and
reporting requirements ensure that
Congress will continue to oversee the
expenditure of funds to pay for the
costs of the Persian Gulf war in the
months ahead.
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WAIVER OF PERSONNEL CEILINGS

The committee bill also includes important authority requested by the Defense Department to waive certain
military personnel end strength and
grade ceilings for fiscal year 1991 because of requirements resulting from
Operation Desert Shield and Operation
Desert Storm. These waivers are necessary to minimize personnel turbulence and involuntary separations as
the military services draw down their
strength as projected in their budgets
in the aftermath of the Persian Gulf
war.
PERSONNEL BENEFITS

Mr. President, we had a very good
discussion during the Senate floor debate on the personnel benefits in this
bill for the military members serving
in Operation Desert Shield and Desert
Storm and their families. Senator
MIrTcHELL and Senator DOLE appointed
a task force under the capable leadership of Senator GLENN and Senator
McCAIN, and this task force developed
a consensus package of benefits that
was included in the Senate-passed bill.
I am pleased to report to my colleagues that almost all of the benefits
in the Senate bill are in this compromise bill. These include:
An increase in imminent danger pay
from $110 per month to $150 per month;
An increase in the servicemen’s
group life insurance benefit from
$50,000 to $100,000;
Medical special pay for activated reservists;
An increase from $3,000 to $6,000 in
the death gratuity;
Family assistance and child care enhancements;
Transitional health care for reservists;
A delay in the reduction of
CHAMPUS mental health benefits;
Assistance for reservists who are
farmers and ranchers and who were activated for the Persian Gulf war; and
Authority to waive certain requirements for Government student loans.
In addition to these Senate provisions, this bill includes several provisions from the House-passed bill. These
include:
An increase from $60 to $75 in the
family separation allowance;
Authority to pay basic allowance for
quarters to certain activated single reservists; and
A delay in the proposed increase in
the deductible for military families
under the CHAMPUS program.
In addition to these benefits for military members and their families, this
bill contains increases in certain veterans’ benefits. The bill provides wartime
veterans’ benefits to military members
who served on active duty during the
Persian Gulf war. The monthly benefits
under the Montgomery GI bill for active and reserve military personnel are
also increased.

In developing the Senate package of
benefits, Mr. President, the bill reported by the Senate Armed Services
Committee contained $358 in benefits
to which $142 was added by the Senate
leadership package. In our negotiations
with the House, we agreed on a total
package of $655 million, of which $255
million would be for veterans’ benefits
and $400 million for benefits for Active
and Reserve military members and
their families.
Mr. President, this is a good benefit
package that recognizes the sacrifices
of our dedicated men and women in
uniform and their families. I want to
again acknowledge the hard work of
Senator GLENN and Senator MCCAIN,
the chairman and ranking minority
member of the Manpower and Personnel Subcommittee, for their extraordinary efforts in this area over the last
3months.
DEFENSE DEPARTMENT REPORTING
REQUIREMENTS

This compromise bill also contains
the two important reporting requirements related to the Persian Gulf war
that were adopted in the original Senate bill.
The first reporting requirement includes procedures for ensuring that
there will be a complete accounting of
all expenditures and sources of funding
related to Operation Desert Shield and
Desert Storm. This provision is similar
to H.R. 586 which was recently passed
by the House of Representatives.
The second reporting requirement
calls for a comprehensive assessment
of the conduct of the war by the Defense Department.
The lessons learned from the strategy, tactics, logistics, personnel policies, and other aspects of the Persian
Gulf conflict will have a major impact
on the decisions in this and future
years about our national defense posture. This bill includes the Senate provision that requires the Department of
Defense to make an assessment, after
the cessation of hostilities, on the conduct and "lessons learned" of Operation Desert Shield and Desert Storm.
sUPPLEMENTAL AUTHORIZATION FOR THSE
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Finally, Mr. President, this bill includes a supplemental authorization of
$623 million for the Department of Energy in fiscal year 1991. $283 million of
this amount is for operating expenses

at the Rocky Flats plant at Golden,
CO. The remaining $340 million is for
high-priority environmental compliance and cleanup activities in the Department of Energy.
cONCLUSION

Mr. President, I am hopeful that the
Congress will be able to complete action on this important legislation this
week. This bill authorizes funds to pay
for the costs of Operation Desert Shield
and Operation Desert Storm, and recognizes the sacrifices of the military
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members and their families who served
in this conflict.
In closing I want to express my appreciation to the leaders, Senator
MITCsELL and Senator DOLE, and their
staffs for their help on this legislation;
to the Members of the other Senate
and House committees who cooperated
in getting a compromise bill; and of
course to Senator WARNER and the
other members of the Armed Services
Committee and to Chairman AsnN,
Congressman DicKNsON, and the memhers of the House Armed Services Committee for their help and cooperation.
This is a good bill, Mr. President. I
urge my colleagues to support it.
Mr. President, there is one provision
in this bill which the House still does
not completely agree with, although I
hope they will accept it- This issue involves one that Senator WARNER from
Virginia, my colleague and ranking Republican on the Armed Services Committee, has worked on very hard, along
with a number of other members of the
committee. It involves the Servicemen’s Group Life Insurance Program,
known as SGL.
The Senate bill increased the maximum amount of coverage under the
SGLIProgram from the current $50,000
to $100,000. Beyond the war period itself, this increase will not cost the Federal taxpayers anything, because the
SGLI Program is financially self-sustaining with premiums in peacetime.
Military members currently pay 8
cents per $1,000 of coverage.
The Senate bill also provides a retroactive gratuity to the survivors of
military members who died since the
start of the Persian Gulf conflict, that
is, since August 2, 1990, equal to the
amount of the military member’s SGLI
coverage at the time of death. This retroactive gratuity would be paid to survivors of military members whose
death was in conjunction with or In
support of Operation Desert Storm, or
attributable to hostile actions in regions other than the Persian Gulf, as
prescribed by the Secretary of Defense.
If a military member died during Operation Desert Shield or Desert Storm,
for example, and had $50,000 coverage
under the SGLI Program, his or her
survivor would get an additional
$50,000, for a total benefit of $100,00.L
The cost of this retroactive benefit
would be approximately 25 million,
and would be paid for by Department of
Defense funds.
Mr. President, the House has agreed
to the retroactive increase in the SGLI
program, but they are reluctant at this
time to agree to the prospective increase in the SGLI benefit to $100,000
that is in this bill.
Mr. President, I hope the House will
agree to this increase.
In the first place, increasing future
SGLI benefits will not cost the Government any more money in peacetime.
This is life insurance for the troops,
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and the troops pay the premiums. The
average term life insurance policy in
the United States today is over
$100,000, and the maximum SGLI benefit should be raised to $100,000 also.
More importantly, Mr. President, the
House readily agreed to the retroactive
gratuity which in effect doubles the
SGLI benefit to $100,000 for some military members, so it is important that
the future maximum benefit be
$10000.We do not want to create a situation where the widow of a military
member killed in hostile action before
this bill is enacted gets $100,000 in
SGLI benefits, but the widow of a military member killed after this bill is enacted gets a lesser amount.
Mr. President, the retroactive and
prospective increases in SGLI coverage
to $100,000 in this bill are important
benefits for military members and
their families particularly those who
have been hit so hard with grief during
this conflict. I hope these increases
will be agreed to by the House.
I hope this will be agreed to by the
House.
EXHIT 1
JOINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT-PERSIAN
GULF CONFLICT SUPPLEMENTAL AUTHORIZATION AND PERSONNEL BENEFITS ACT OF 1991
This statement explains the provisions of
the Persian Gulf Conflict Supplemental Authorization and Personnel Benefits Act of
1991.

On February 22, 1991, the General Counsel
of the Department of Defense forwarded to
the Congress a proposed supplemental authorization bill for fiscal year 1991. On March
13, 1991, the House of Representatives approved KR. 1-175,the National Defense Supplemental Authorization Act for Fiscal Year
1991. On March 14, 1991, the Senate passed S.
578, the Department of Defense Desert Storm
Supplemental Authorization and Military
Personnel Benefits Act for Fiscal Year 1991.
On March 19, 1991, the Senate received H.R.
1175, amended it with the text of S. 578,
passed It, and returned it to the House.
The following joint explanatory statement
explains the compromise agreement that has
been reached by the Senate and House
Armed Services Committees and other committees on the differences between the texts
ofILK 1175 and S.578.
In this joint explanatory statement, the
phrase "the House bill" refers to H.R 1175,
as passed by the House on March 13. The
phrase "the Senate amendment" refers to
H.R.1175, as passed and amended by the Senate with the text of S. 578 on March 19. The
phrase "the final bill" refers to the compromise agreement.
TITLE I-AUTHORIZATION OF FISCAL YEAR Li
SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS FOR OPERATION DESERT STORM

The House bill contained a series of provisions (sees. 000-007) that would authorize
supplemental appropriations for Operation
Desert Storm for fiscal year 1991. Section 101
would authorize, during fiscal year 1991, the
appropriation of the balances contributed to
the Defense Cooperation Account to pay for
the incremental costs associated with Operation Desert Storm or the replenishment of
the working capital account established in
section 102. Section 102 would establish the
Persian Gulf Working Capital Account and
would authorize $15 billion to be appro-

priated to the account during fiscal year
1991. This section would specifically limit
the availability of appropriations for transfer to pay for the incremental costs of Operation Desert Storm to the extent that funds
are not available for transfer from the Defense Cooperation Account. Section 103
would authorize the transfer of amounts appropriated from the Defense Cooperation Account and appropriated to the Persian Gulf
Working Capital Account to appropriation
accounts as necessary to meet the costs of
Operation Desert Storm. Section 104 would
authorize the transfer authority necessary
to make adjustments in the military personnel and operation and maintenance accounts
to pay for the incremental costs associated
with the military operations in the Persian
GulL Section 105 would establish certain notification and reporting requirements to be
followed by the Secretary of Defense before
Implementing any transfer of funds from the
Defense Cooperation Account, the Persian
Gulf Working Capital Account, or between
the military personnel and operation and
maintenance accounts. Section 106 would require the Secretary of Defense to provide
monthly reports of transfers made pursuant
to the authority in this title to the congressional defense committees.
The Senate amendment contained similar
provisions’(secs.000-002).
The final bill contains the House provisions with technical amendments.
The authorization of transfers provided in
the final bill is based on the understanding
that the Secretary of Defense will develop a
process for the resolution of any concerns
that may be raised by the congressional defense committees with respect to transfers
authorized by this title. This process should
involve the four congressional defense committees, but should be more streamlined
than the process currently used with respect
to approval of transfer. It is expected that
the four congressional defense committees
will expedite consideration of all transfer requests and will register any concerns with
DoD over any proposed transfer within seven
days. The traditional paperwork used by
DoD to report transfers to the Congress is
not necessary in the case of transfers for the
incremental costs of Operation Desert
Storm. This approach will preserve the congressional oversight role over the expenditure of funds to pay the incremental costs of
Operation Desert Storm.
TITLE HI-WAIVER OF PERSONNEL CEILINGS
AFFECTED By OPERATION DESERT STORM

The House bill contained provisions (sec.
211 and sec. 212) that would: (1) authorize the
Secretary of Defense to waive the active
duty, selected reserve, and reserve active
duty end strengths prescribed for fiscal year
1991 in the National Defense Authorization
Act for Fiscal Year 1991 (PublicLaw 000-000);
and (2) authorize the President to waive the
strength ceilings applicable to senior enlisted grades for the duration of the Persian
Gulfconflict.
The Senate amendment contained a similar provision (sec. 201), except the authority
to waive the end strengths and grade ceilings
would be vested in the Secretaries of the
Military Departments, and the grade ceiling
waivers would include not only the senior
enlisted grades, but the active duty and fulltime reserve officers field grades, and the
general and flag officer grades as well.
The final bill contains the Senate provision.
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TITLE Il-BENEFITS FOR PERSONS SERVING IN
ARMED FORCES DURING THE PERSIAN GULF
CONFLICT
Part A-Military Compensation and Benefits
Increase in imminent dangerpay (sec. 301)
The House bill contained a provision (sec.
222) that would pemanently increase the rate
of imminent danger pay from $110 per month
to $150 per month, effective January 16, 1991.
The Senate amendment contained a similar provision (sec. 301), except the authority
for the increase would be temporary and the
effective date would be retroactive to August
1,1990.
The final bill contains the Senate provision.
Faimy separation pay (sec.302)
The House bill contained a provision (see.
223) that would: (1)increase family separation pay from $60 to $75 per month, effective
January 16, 1991; and (2) authorize family
separation pay to dual military couples
without dependents, effective January 16,
1991.
The Senate amendment contained no similar provision.
The final bill contains the House provision
amended to delete the portion on dual nilitary couples without dependents.
Use of home ofrecord for determinationof variable housing allowancefor reservists(sec.303)
The House bill contained a provision (sec.
225) that would require that the variable
housing allowance being paid to members of
reserve components called to active duty in
connection with the Persian Gulf conflict be
calculated using the rates to which the members are entitled in the areas of the members’ home of record in lieu of permanent
duty location.
The Senate amendment contained no similar provision.
The final bill contains the House provision
amended to substitute the principal place of
residence for home of record.
Medical,dental, and non-physkianspecialpays
for reserve, recalled, or retained health care
officers (sec.304)
The House bill contained a provision (sec.
226) that would provide authority for payment of active duty special pays to reserve
optometrists, veterinarians, nurse anesthetists,and other non-physician health care
providers called or ordered to active duty in
connection with the Persian Gulf conflict. In
addition, section 226 would authorize payment of those special pays to physicians,
dentists, optometrists, veterinarians, nurse
anesthetists and other non-physician health
care providers who (1) are involuntarily retained on active duty under section 673(c) of
title 10, United States Code, (2) are recalled
to active duty under section 688 of title 10,
United States Code, or (3)voluntarily agree
to remain on active duty for a period of less
than one year in connection with the Persian
Gulf conflict.
The Senate amendment contained a similar provision (sec. 302).
The final bill contains the House provision.
Waiver of board certification requirements(sec.
305)The House bill contained a provision (sec.
227) that would authorize continued payment
of board certification pay to physicians, dentists, and other health care providers who
have completed residency training and were
scheduled for board certification, or recertificationu, but were unable to complete
the certification process due to a duty assignment in connection with the Persian
Gulf conflict.
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The Senate amendment contained no simi- ried in a missing status as defined in section
lar provision.
551(2) of title 37, United States Code, during
The final bill contains the House provision the period ofthe Persian Gulf conflict.
amended to condition the payment of these
The Senate amendment contained a simipays on the completion of certification re- lar provision (sec. 04).
quirements by affected personnel within 180
The final bill contains the House provision.
days of their release from their duty assign- Basic allowances for quartersfor certain memments in connection with the Persian Gulf
bers of the reserve components without deconflict or such additional time after that
pendents(sec.310A)
period as determined to be necessary by the
The House bill contained a provision (sec.
Secretary of Defense.
224) that would require payment of basic alForeignlanguageproficiencypay (sec.306)
lowance for quarters to reserve component
The House bill contained a provision (see. members without dependents called to active
228) that would require that foreign language duty in connection with the Persian Gulf
proficiency pay be paid to members of the conflict who are unable to occupy their priarmed forces assigned to duty in connection mary residence that is owned by the memwith the Persian Gulf conflict who meet all ber, or for which the member is responsible
eligibility criteria for such pay except that for rent.
they have not been certified by the SecThe Senate amendment contained no simiretary concerned to be proficient in a foreign lar provision.
language necessary for national defense purThe final bill contains the House provision
poses.
amended to clarify the intent of the House
The Senate amendment contained no simi- provision.
lar provision.
Legislative Provisions Not Adopted
The final bill contains the House provision
amended to condition the payment of these Repeal wartime and nationalemergency prohibitionson the payment of certain pay and alpays on the completion of certification relowances
quirements by affected personnel within 180
days of their release from their duty assignThe House bill contained a provision (sec.
ments in connection with the Persian Gulf 221) that would repeal the prohibition on the
conflict.
payment of imminent danger pay and family
Increase in the amount of deathgratuity(sec. separation allowance during times of war or
national emergency declared by the Con307)
The House bill contained a provision (sec. gress.
The Senate amendment contained no simi231) that would amend section 1478(a) of title
10, United States Code, to establish a stand- lar provision.
The final bill does not contain the House
ard death gratuity rate of $6,000 for all
provision.
grades, effective August 2, 1990.
Foreignduty pay
The Senate amendment contained a similar provision (sec.306), except the authority
The House bill contained a provision (sec.
for the $6,000 death gratuity rate would be 229) that would increase the current foreign
temporary and effective January 16, 1991.
duty pay for enlisted personnel to a flat rate
The final bill contains the House provision of$25 per month.
amended to make the provision temporaryThe Senate amendment contained no simiSerktcemen’s Group Life Insurancegratuity
lar provision.
The final bill does not contain the House
(sec.308)
The Senate amendment contained a provi- provision.
sion (see. 332) that would authorize the pay- Transitionalcommissary and exchange benefits
ment of a gratuity to the survivors of service
The House bill contained a provision (sec.
members who died after August 1, 1990 and 245) that would require the Secretary of Dethe effective date of the SGIM increase equal fense to prescribe regulations allowing a
to twice the amount of SGLI coverage of the member of a reserve component called or ordeceased at the time of death. The gratuity dered to active duty in connection with the
would apply only to service members whose Persian Gulf conflict to use commissary and
deaths were in conjunction with or in sup- exchange stores during the 180-day period beport of Operation Desert Storm, or attrib- ginning on the date of the release of the
utable to hostile action in regions other than member from active duty.Use of these stores
the Persian Gulf designated by the Secretary would be authorized in the same manner and
of Defense.
to the same extent as authorized for service
The House bill contained no similar provi- members on active duty.
slon.
The Senate amendment contained no simiThe final bill contains the Senate provi- lar provision.
sion.
The final bill does not contain the House
Paymentfor accruedleave (sec.309)
provision.
The Senate amendment contained a provi- Benefits explanationfor reserve members upon
sion (sec. 303) that would ensure that survidemobilization
vors of military members are entitled to the
The House bill contained a provision (sec.
payment for the unused accrued leave of a 246) that
would
require
the Secretaries of the
member who dies while on active duty on the Military Departments to
provide individual
same basis as provided for members in sec- pre-separation
counseling on a variety of
tion 1115 of the National Defense Authoriza- subjects to service members upon their distion Act for Fiscal Year 1991.
charge
The House bill contained no similar provi- retary or release from active duty. The Secof Defense would be required to ension.
sure that the Service Secretaries, in carryThe final bill contains the Senate provi- ing out section 1142 oftitle
10, United States
sion.
Code, provide particular attention to the
Removal oflimitationon the accrualof savings needs of members of the reserve components
of members in a missingstatus (sec.310)
who were called or ordered to active duty for
The House bill contained a provision (sec. service in connection with the Persian Gulf
232) that would amend section 1035(b) of title conflict The Secretary of Veterans Affairs
10, United States Code, to remove the ceiling would be required to detail personnel of the
on savings deposits for service members car- Department of Veterans Affairs for service
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at each principal site at which such service
members will be released from active duty.
The Senate amendment contained no similar provision.
The final bill does not contain the House
provision. However, the Secretary of Defense
is expected to carry out the intent of the
House provision.
Part B-Military Personnel Policies and
Programs
Legislative Provisions Adopted
Grade in which retired officers arerecalled to
active duty (sec.311)
The House bill contained a provision (sec.
242) that would authorize the Secretaries of
the Military Departments to recall retired
military officers to active duty in the highest grade they held while on previous active
duty.
The Senate amendment contained a similar provision (sec.305).
The final bill contains the Senate provision amended to clarify the intent of the
Senate provision.

Temporary CHAMPUS provisions regarding
deductibles and copayment requirements (see.
312)
The House bill contained a provision (sec.
243) that would delay the implementation of
the increase in the CHAMPUS deductible
mandated by section 712 of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1991
from April 1, 1991 to October 1, 1991, in the
case of dependents of active duty personnel
who are serving or have served in the Persian Gulf theater in connection with the Persian Gulf conflict.
The Senate amendment contained no similar provision.
The final bill contains the House provision.
The Senate amendment contained a provision (sec 31) that would allow CHAMPUS
health care providers to waive any requirement for payment by the patient of
copayment charges during the Persian Gulf
War period, provided that CHAMPUS health
care providers who grant such waivers do not
increase the amount charged to the federal
government for the service for which the
waiver is granted.
The House bill contained no similar provision.
The final bill contains the Senate provision amended to specify that this provision
would apply to dependents of military personnel serving in the Persian Gulf and require certification by the health care provider on cost.
Transitionalhealth care (sec.313)
The House bill contained a provision (see244) that would extend transitional health
benefits to reservists called or ordered to active duty in connection with the Persian
Gulf conflict and to active duty personnel involnntarily retained on active duty under
section 673c of title 10, United States Code.
Section 244 would authorize eligibility for
two months of medical care in military medical treatment facilities or under CHAMPUS
unless the former service members and dependents are covered by an employer-sponsored health insurance plan.
The Senate amendment contained a similar provision (sec 307), except that the transitional health coverage would be for 30 days
and would not include involuntarily retained
personnel.
The final contains the Senate provision
amended to include involuntarily retained
personnel under the transitional health coverage being authorized.
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Extension of certainPersianGulf conflict

provisions(sec.314)
The House bill contained a provision (sec.
247) that would remove fiscal year constraints on spending in support of the Persian Gulf conflict established in title XI of
the National Defense Authorization Act for
Fiscal Year 1991 (Public Law 000-000; 104
Stat. 1634 et seq.).
The Senate amendment contained no similar provision.
The final bill contains the House provision.
Study of Departmentof Defensepolicies relating
to deployment of military service members
with dependents or service membersfrom families with more than one service member (sec.

315)
The House bill contained a provision (see.
248) that would require the Secretary of Defense to carry out a study of departmental
policies relating to the family interests and
responsibilities of reserve component members called or ordered to active duty and of
active and reserve component service members deployed overseas. The study would examine the responsiveness of such policies to
the needs of service members and the consistency of existing policies among the Military Departments. The Secretary of Defense
would be required to submit a report to Congress on the findings of the study no later
than March 31, 1992.
The Senate amendment contained no similar provision.
The final bill contains the House provision.
Adjustment in the effective date of changTes in
mental health benefits as a result of OperationDesert Storm (sec.316)
The Senate amendment contained In provision (sec.308) that would delay the effective
date of certain changes in CHAMPUS mental
health benefits required by section 788 of the
National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1991. and the companion provision
of the Department ofDefense Appropriations
Act,1991, from February 000-00- to February

00 -00-.
The House bill contained no similar provision.
The final bill contains the Senate provision amended to change the effective date of
the changes in CHAMPUS mental health
benefits from February 15, 1991 to October 1,
1991. The Office of CHAMPUS is directed to
not absorb any of the costs associated with
the change in benefits made by this section
which exceed the S36 million budgeted for
these benefits by this Act.
Sense of Houseon the separationof certain
members from theirinfantchildren(sec.317)
The House bill contained a provision (see.
241) that would amend chapter 41 of title 10,
United States Code, by inserting a new section that would preclude female members
with a child under six months of age from
being (1) called to active duty, if a member
of a reserve component, or (2) assigned to a
duty location or circumstance that requires
the child to live at a different location, if a
member of the armed forces on active duty.
Section 241 would provide the same exemptions to male service members who have sole
custody of a child under the age of six

months.
The Senate amendment contained no similar provision.
The final bill contains the House provision
amended to express the sense ofthe House on
this issue.

Legislative Provisions Not Adopted
Sense of Congress regarding the provision of
medical care by Germany to dependents of
members living in Germany
The House bill contained a provision (sec.
249) that would express the sense of Congress
that the President should request the Government of Germany to provide without reimbursement medical care to military dependents living in Germany in order to replace military medical personnel and equipment deployed to the Persian Gulf region to
treat casualties resulting from the Persian
Gulfconflict.
The Senate amendment contained no similar provision.
The final bill does not contain the House
provision.
Morale telephone calls
The House hill contained a provision (sec.
250) that would express the sense of Congress
that the Secretary of Defense should contract with private telephone companies, or
establish alternative telephone arrangements, to provide at least ten minutes of free
telephone calls a month for each member of
the armed forces serving in the combat zone
designated in connection with the Persian
Gulf conflict.
The Senate amendment contained no similar provision.
The final bill does not contain the House
provision. However, the Secretary of Defense
is expected to carry out the intent of the
House provision.
Sense of Congress regarding the need for increased participationof civilian health care
providersin CHAMPUS
The Senate amendment contained a provision (sec. 332) that would express the sense of
Congress urging civilian health care providers in the United States to participate or increase their participation in the CHAMPUS
health delivery system.
The House bill contained no similar provision.
The final bill does not contain the Senate
provision. However, the Secretary ofDefense
is expected to take initiatives to encourage
civilian health care providers to participate
or increase their participation in the
CHAMPUS health delivery systems consistent with the Senate provision.
Part C-Veterans Programs and Benefits
Legislative Provisions Adopted
Definition of periodof war (sec.332)
Section 101(11) of title 38. United States
Code, defines the term "period of war" as including the Spanish American War, the
Mexican border period. World War L World
War II the Korean conflict, the Vietnam era,
and the period beginning on the date of any
future declaration of war by Congress and
ending on the date prescribed by presidential
proclamation or concurrent resolution of
Congress.
The House bill contained a provision (sec.
301(a)) that would add to the definition of perinods of war the "Persian Gulf War", the period beginning on August 2. 1990. and ending
on the date thereafter prescribed by Presidential proclamation or by law.
The Senate amendment contained a similar provision (sec.362).
The final bill contains this provision.
Pensioneligibility(sec.333)
Section 501(4) of title 38 defines certain periods of war for purposes of eligibility for the
VA need-based pension programs for nonservice disabled, wartime veterans, and the
surviving spouses and dependent children of
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deceased wartime veterans. Under section
541(f) of title 38, for a surviving spouse to be
eligible for a pension, he or she must have
married the veteran by a specified date. i.e.
not later than 10 years after the termination
of the period of war in the cases of veterans
ofperiods of war after World War .
The House bill contained a provision (section 301(b) that would (1) add the "Persian
Gulf War" to the definition of periods of war
for pension eligibility purposes, and (2) provide for pension eligibility for a surviving
spouse of a Persian Gulf War veteran if the
spouse marries the veteran before January 1,
2001,
The Senate amendment contained a similar provision (sec. 363) which would provide
pension eligibility for a surviving spouse if
the marriage occurred not later than 10
years after the termination of the Persian
Gulf War.
The final bill contains the substance of the
House provision.
Periodofservicesfor dentalbenefits (sec.334(a))
Section 612(b)(1) of title 38 requires VA to
furnish outpatient dental services for a dental condition or disability which is serviceconnected but not compensable in degree if
(1) the condition or disability is shown to
have been in existence at the time of the veteran’s discharge from active duty service, (2)
the veteran had served on active duty for a
period of not less than 180 days immediately
prior to discharge or release. (3) the veteran
applied for treatment within 90 days after
discharge or release; and (4) the veteran was
not provided, within the 90-day period immediately before the date of discharge or release, a complete dental examination and all
appropriate dental services indicated by the
examination as needed. Under section
621(b)(2), the Service Secretary concerned is
required to furnish each individual, at the
time of discharge or release from active
duty, written notice of this benefit and
record the member’s receipt of the notice.
The House bill contained a provision (sec.
303(c)) that would reduce from 180 days to 90
days the minimum active-duty service requirement for eligibility for this benefit (as
well as for the notice provision) for veterans
of the Persian Gulf War.
The Senate amendment contained no similar provision.
The final bill contains the House provision.
Presumptionrelating to psychosis (sec.334(b))
Under section 602 of title 38, an active
psyshosis developed by any veteran of World
War 11. the Korean conflict, or the Vietnam
era within two years after discharge is
deemed to be a service-connected condition
for the purposes of entitlement to VA health
care if the psychosis was developed before
July 26, 1949, in the case of a World War It
veteran, before February 1. 1957, in the case
of a veteran of the Korean conflict, or before
May 8, 1977, in the case of a Vietnam-era veteran.
The House bill contained a provision (sec.
303(d)) that would make this presumption applicable to a veteran of the Persian Gulf War
who developed a psychosis within two years
after the veteran’s discharge and the end
date of the Persian Gulf War.
The Senate amendment contained a sinilar provision (sec. 364(a).
The final bill contains this provision.
Eligibility for medicines for veterans who are
housebound or in need of aid and attendance
(sec.334(c))
Under section 612(h) of title 38, veterans of
the Mexican border period, World War I,
World War IZ the Korean conflict, or the
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Vietnam era who receive additional VA service connected disability compensation, or increased VA non-service connected disability
pension, by reason of being permanently
housebound or in need of regular aid and attendance, are entitled to be furnished such
drugs and medicines as may by prescribed for
the treatment of any illnesses or injuries
from which they may suffer. VA is also required to continue furnishing drugs and
medicines to any such veteran whose pension
payments have been discontinued solely because the veteran’s annual income exceeds
the applicable maximum for pension payments, if the veteran’s annual income does
not exceed that maximum by more than
$1,000.
The House bill contained a provision (sec.
303(e)) that would extend this entitlement to
drugs and medicines to veterans of any "pernod of war", rather than veterans of the periods specified in present section 612(h) of
title 38, who meet the requirements of section 612(h). In conjunction with the amendment proposed to be made in the definition
of "period war" by section 301(a) of the bill.
this provision would provide eligibility to
Persian Guld War veterans, and veterans of
subsequent war periods, who meet those requirements.
The Senate amendment contained a provision (sec. 364(b)) that would add service during the Persian Gulf War to the war service
periods on which eligibility under section
612(h) may be based.
The final bill contains the House provision.
Expansionof readjustnentcounselingeligibility
(sec. 334(d))
Section 612-Aof title 38 provides that, upon
the request of any veteran who served on active duty during the Vietnam era, the Secretary of Veterans Affairs shall furnish counseling to assist the veteran in readjusting to
civilian life. The counseling must include a
mental and physical assessment. A veteran
who is furnished readjustment counseling
under this section is also entitled to receive
follow-up mental-health services to complete
treatment indicated by the assessment. Immediate family members are also eligible for
consultation, professional counseling, training, and mental health services if such services are determined to be essential to the effective treatment and readjustment of the
veteran. In addition, VA has authority to
provide the counseling and related mental
health services by contract.
Section 612B of title 38 authorizes the Secretary to establish a program to furnish VA
counseling to veterans who are former prisoners of war to assist such veterans in overcoming the psychological effects of detention or internment as a prisoner of war.
The House bill contained a provision (sec.
303(b)) that would amend section 612B to authorize the Secretary to furnish counseling
services in any VA facility to any veteran
who (a) is a former prisoner of war, or (b)
served on active duty in a theater of combat
(asdefined by the Secretary ofDefense) after
August 2, 1990, to assist the veteran in overcoming any psychological problems of the
veteran associated with such service.
The Senate amendment contained a provision (sec. 364(c)) that would amend section
612A to expand entitlement and eligibility
for readjustment counseling and other services under that section to include veterans
who served on active duty after May 7, 1975,
in areas in which United States personnel
were subjected to danger from armed conflict comparable to that occurring in battle
with an enemy during a period of war (as determined by the Secretary of Veterans Af-
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fairs in consultation with the Secretary of the opportunity to make an election, within
Defense).
120 days after the date of enactment, not to
The final bill contains the Senate provi- be insured In the increased amount.
sion.
The House bill contained no similar proviReports by Secretary of Defense and Secretary sion.
The final bill contained the Senate proviof Veterans Affairs concerning services to
Sion.
treatpost-traumaticstress disorder(sec.335)
Amounts
of benefit payments under the chapter
The House bill contained a provision (see.
30 program for active-duty servicenembers
303(g)) that would require the Secretary of
(sec.
337(a))
Defense and the Secretary of Veterans AfSection 1415 of title 38 establishes the
fairs each to submit to the Congress two reports providing (1) an assessment of the need amounts of monthly educational assistance
for rehabilitative services for members of under the chapter 30 Montgomery GI Bill
the armed forces who participated in the (MGIB) program for active-duty service
Persian Gulf conflict who experience post- members as follows: (1) $300 for full-time
traumatic stress disorder (PTSD); (2)a de- study for those serving on active duty for
scription of the available programs and re- three years or more, (2) $250 for full-time
sources to meet those needs; (3) the specific study for those serving two years on active
plans of each Secretary for treatment of duty, and (3)in both cases, appropriately rePTSD, particularly with respect to any spe- duced rates determined by VA for part-time
cific needs of members of reserve compo- study.
The House bill contained a provision (sec.
nents; (4)
an assessment of needs for additional resources in order to carry our such 304(a)) that would increase the monthly
plans; and (5) a description of plans to co- chapter 30 payments for full-time study to
ordinate treatment services for PTSD with (1) 3400 for those serving on active duty for
the other department. The first reports three years or more, and (2)3300 for those
would be due not later than 90 days after en- serving two years on active duty.
The Senate amendment contained a proviactment of this measure and the second, a
sion (sec. 366(a)) that would increase the
year later.
monthly
chapter 30 payments for full-time
The Senate amendment contained no prostudy to (1) $310 for those serving on active
vision.
The final bill contains the House provision. duty for three years or more, and (2)$259 for
those serving two years on active duty.
Increase in Servicemen’s Group Life Insurance
The final bil contains a provision that
and Veteran’s Group Life Insurance maxiwould increase, In fiscal years 1992 and 9,
mums (sec.336)
the monthly chapter 30 payments for fullSubehapter I of chapter 19 of title 38 sets time study to (1)3350 for those serving on acforth the Servicemen’s Group Life Insurance tive duty for three years or more,and (2)$275
(SGLI)and Veterans’ Group Life Insurance for those serving two years on active duty.
(VGLI)programs. Under that subchapter, the After fiscal year 1993, the Secretary ofVeterSecretary of Veterans Affairs is authorized ans Affairs would have authority to continue
to purchase from commercial life insurance the increased rates and to increase the rates
companies a policy or policies of group life toreflect increases in the cost of living
insurance to insure against death any active- Amounts of benefit payments underthe chapter
duty service member and certain members of
106 programfor reservists(sec-337(b))
the Ready Reserve and Retired Reserve. EliSection 2131 of title 10 establishes the
gible service members and reservists are
automatically covered in the amount of amounts of monthly educational assistance
350,000 but may elect coverage of less than under the chapter 106 MGIB program for in350,000 or to not participate in the program dividuals serving at least 6 years in the Seat all. Premium payments for SGLI are de- lected Reserve as follows: (1) $140 for fullducted each month from the basic pay of time study. (2) $105 for three-quarter-time
service members and are calculated without study, and (3)370 for half-time study.
The House bill contained a provision (sec.
regard to the extra hazards of active duty
service. SGLI coverage is provided free of 304(b)) that would increase the amount of
charge for 120 days following separation from monthly chapter 106 payments to (1) 3200 for
active duty. After separation from active full-time study. (2) 3150 for three-quarterduty, veterans who participated in the SGLI time study, and (3)3100 for half-time studyThe Senate amendment contained a proviprogram may participate in the Veterans’
sion (sec. 366(b)) that would increase the
Group Life Insurance (VGLI)program.
amount
of monthly chapter 106 payments,
VGLI provides five-year term group life insurance in amounts ranging from 35.000 to bat only for reservists who are ordered to active
duty
during the Persian Gulf War, to (1)
A veteran may not obtain more in$50,000.
surance under VGLI than the veteran had $145 for full-time study. (2) 3108.75 for threeunder the SGLI program. At the end of the quarter-time study, and (3) 372.50 for halffive-year term, the veteran has the right to time study.
The final bill contains a provision that
obtain an individual life insurance policy at
a standard rate from any company partici- would increase, in fiscal years 1992 and 1993.
the
amount of monthly chapter 106 payments
pating in the SGLIprogram.
The Senate amendment contained a provi- to (1) 170 for full-time study, (2) 3128 for
three-quarter-time
study, and (3)$85for halfsion (sec. 336) that would increase from
$50,000 to 100,000 the maximum amount of time study. After fiscal year 1993, the SecServicemen’s Group Life Insurance (SGILI) retary of Defense would have authority to
and Veterans’ Group Life Insurance (VGLI) continue the increased rates and to increase
and provide that.effective on the date of en- the rates to reflect increases in the cost of
actment,the amount of SGLI be increased to living.
Membership on educationalbenefits advisory
the amount equal to twice the amount procommittee (sec.338)
vided for on the day before the enactment.
The Secretary of Veterans Affairs, in conSection 1792 of title 38 requires membersultation with the Service Secretaries, would ship on the Veterans’ Advisory Committtee
be required to take such action as is nec- on Education (VACE) to include veterans
essary to ensure that each person affected by representative of World War IL the Korean
the increase in SGLI is notified of the in- conflict era, the post-Korean conflict era.
creased insurance coverage and is afforded the Vietnam era, and the post-Vietnam era.
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The Senate amendment contained a provision (sec. 370) that would add veterans of the
Persian Gulf War to those who must be represented in the membership of the VACE.
The House bill contined no similar provision

The final bill contains the Senate provision.
Reasonable accommodationsfor disabled
veterans(sec.339)
Section 2021 of title 38 provides that,in the
case of a person who is eligible for reemployment rights under chapter 43 oftitle 38, who
has applied for reemployment under the provisions of that chapter, and who is no longer
qualified to perform the duties of his or her
previous position by reason of a disability
sustained during reserve training or activeduty service, he or she shall be offered any
other position in the employ of the employer
for which he or she is qualified and which
will provide like seniority, status, and pay,
or the nearest approximation, of the previous position.
The Senate amendment contained a provision (sec. 373) that would require an employer to make reasonable accommodations
to requalify an individual to perform the duties of his or her previous position. For the
purposes of this provision, the term "reasonable accommodation" would have the meaning provided in section 101(9) of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C.

12111(9)).
The House bill contained no similar provision.
The final bill contains the Senate provision amended to clarify that (1)an employer
would not be required to make accommodations if the employer can demonstrate that
the accommodation would Impose an undue
hardship on the operation of the employer’s
business, and (2) exclude certain small employers from this requirement. Until July 26,
1994, the requirement would apply to employers who have 25 or more employees for each
working day in each of 20 or more calendar
weeks in the current or preceding year. After
that date, the requirement would apply to
those who have 15 or more employees for
each working day in each of 20 or more calendar weeks in the current or preceding calendar year.
Retrainingofformer employees (sec.340)
Section 2021 of title 38 (in conjunction with
section 2024) generally requires an employer
to restore to employment a person who
leaves employment for active-duty service,
active duty for training, or inactive-duty
training, and who applies for reemployment
within a prescribed period after release from
service if that person is still qualified to perform the duties of the position.
The Senate amendment contained a provision (sec. 372) that would require that an employer make reasonable efforts to requalify
the individual to perform the duties of his or
her previous position.
The House bill contained no similar provision.
The final bill contains the Senate provision.
Entitlementfor VA-guaranteed loans(sec.341)
Under section 1802(a) of title 38, basic entitlement for VA home loan benefits is authorized for (a) veterans who served on active
duty at any time during World War I, the
Korean conflict, or the Vietnam era and
whose total service was for 90 days or more,
and (b) veterans of only peacetime service
who served at least 181 days on active duty.
Generally with respect to those who enter
active duty service after September 7, 1980,

section 3103A of title 38 imposes a minimum
service requirement under which title 38 benefits are available only to those who serve at
least two years on active duty, or the full period for which they were ordered to active
duty, or who were discharged early by reason
of hardship or service-connected disability or
in certain other circumstances.
The House bill contained a provision (sec.
308) that would extend eligibility for home
loan benefits to Persian Gulf War veterans
whose total service is for 90 days or more.
The Senate amendment contained a provision (see. 371) that would extend home loan
eligibility to Persian Gulf War veterans
whose total service is for 90 days or more and
who also meet the minimum service requirements of section 3103A of title 38 (primarily
reservists whose period of activation is between 89 and 180 days).
The final bill contains the Senate provision.
Legislative Provisions Not Adopted
Dependency and indemnity compensation
Under chapter 13 of titie 38, dependency
and indemnity compensation (DIG)is paid to
the surviving spouse and children of a veteran who dies of service-connected causes.
The rate of DIG, set forth in section 411 of
title 38, is based on the decreased veteran’s
rank when the veteran was in the military.
The House bill contained a provision (sec.
302) that would (1)revise the basis on which
DIG is paid so as to base the rates on the age
of the veteran at the time of the veteran’s
death, with the amount paid decreasing with
the veteran’s age, and (2) in three increments, on October I of 1992, 1993, and 1994, increase from $68 to $200 the amount paid to a
surviving spouse or each dependent child.
The Senate amendment contained no similar provision.
The final bill does not contain the House
provision.
Authority to contract for inpatient care unavailable at VA facilities because of emergency care requirement
During a period in which the Secretary of
Veterans Affairs is furnishing medical care
and services to members of the armed forces
to meet emergency requirements, section
5011A(b)(2)(B) of title 38 authorizes the Seeretary to contract with private facilities for
the provision of hospital care for a veteran
who is receiving VA hospital care, or is eligible for VA hospital care and requires care in
a medical emergency posing a serious threat
to the veteran’s life and health, if VA facilities are not capable of furnishing the care
the veteran requires because they are furnishing care to members ofthe armed forces.
The House bill contained a provision (sec.
803(a)) that would authorize the Secretary to
contract with private facilities for hospital
care for all veterans entitled to hospital care
under section 610(a)(1) of title 38 (known as
"Category A" veterans).
The Senate amendment contained no similar provision.
The final bill does not contain the House
provision.
Improved educationalassistancefor members of
the Selected Reserve who serve on active duty
duringthe PersianGulf War
Section 2131 of title 10 establishes the
amounts of monthly educational assistance
under the chapter 106 MGB program as follows: (1) 3140 for full-time study, (2) 3105 for
three-quarter-time study, and (3) $70for halftime study.
The House bill contained a provision (see.
304(b)) that would increase the amount of
monthly chapter 106 payments to (1) $200 for
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full-time study, (2) $150 for three-quartertime study, and (3) $100 for half-time study.
This provision would apply to all reservists
training under the chapter 106 program.
The Senate amendment contained a provision (sec. 367) that would provide for payment to each member of the Selected Reserve who serves on active duty during the
Persian Gulf War and who is entitled to
chapter 106 benefits a monthly educational
assistance allowance in the amount of (1)
$270 for each month of active-duty service for
full-time study, (2) $202.50 for each month of
service for three-quarter-time study, (3) and
$135 for each month of service for half-time
study.
The final bill does not contain the House
or Senate provision.
Eligibility of requirementsfor MGlB benefits for
members of theselected reserve
Section 2132(a) of title 10 provides elIgibility for chapter 106 educational assistance
benefits to those (1) who enlist, reenlist, or
extend an enlistment in the Selected Reserve
for at least six years; and (2) who, before
completing initial active duty for training,
have completed the requirements of a secondary school diploma.
The House bill contained a provision (sec.
305(a)) that would extend chapter 106 eligibility to members of the Selected Reserve,
without regard to the length of their enlistments, if they were called or ordered to active duty in connection with the Persian
Gulf War and released from active duty upon
completion of the period of service required
by their call or order to active duty.
The Senate amendment contained no sImilar provision.
The final bill does not contain the House
provision.
Chapter30 programfor active-duty service
members
Under section 1413 of title 38, active-duty
MGIW participants who complete the basic
service requirements are entitled to 36
months of full-time educational assistance
(or the equivalent in part-time assistance).
Section 1795 limits to 48 months the aggregate period for which any person may receive
assistance under two or more VA-administered programs.
The House bill contained a provision (see.
306(a)) that would provide that, in the case of
a reservist or service member who, as a result of having to discontinue the pursuit of a
course because of orders issued for duty in
connection with the Persian Gulf War, failed
to receive credit or training time toward
completion of an approved educational, professional, or vocational objective, the payment of chapter 30 benefits for the interrupted semester or other term would not be
charged against the entitlement of the individual or counted toward the aggregate period for which the individual may receive assistance.
The Senate amendment contained a similar provision (sec. 369(a)).
The final bill does not contain the House
or Senate provision.
Chapter 32educationalassistanceprogram
Section 1631 of title 38 provides that individuals who are eligible for the Post-Vietnam Era Veterans’ Educational Assistance
Program (VEAP)under chapter 32 are entitled to 36 months of full-time educational assistance (or the equivalent in part-time assistance). Section 1795 limits to 48 months
the aggregate period for which any person
may receive assistance under two or more
VA-administered programs.

