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SENATE-Friday, June 21, 1996
The Senate met at 9:30a.m., and was
called to order by the President pro
tempore [Mr. THURMOND].

ness, which I will control, or those that
I would designate.

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

MORNING BUSINESS
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. STEVENS). Under the previous order, there
will now be a period for the transaction
of morning business. The first 90 minutes are under the control of the Senator from Georgia.
Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
will yield 5 minutes to my colleague,
the Senator from Illinois.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Illinois is recognized for 5
minutes.

The eyes of the Lord run to and fro
throughout the whole earth, to show Himself strong on behalf of those whose heart
is loyal to Him.-II Chronicles 16:9.

Almighty God, we want to be Your
loyal people who receive Your
strength. You know what is ahead of us
today and will provide us with exactly
what we need in each hour, each circumstance. We rejoice in the knowledge that You will neither be surprised
by what happens nor incapable of sustaining us in our challenges. You will
show us the way all through this day.
Therefore, we resist the temptation to
be anxious and worry. Instead we accept Your wisdom for our decisions,
Your love for our relationships, Your
hope for our discouraging times, replenished energy for our exhausted
times, and renewed vision for our uncertain times. We dedicate this day to
You. Protect us from the pride that refuses to admit our need, not only to
walk more closely with You, but to be
open to Your encouragement through
others. May we all live this day as a
never to be repeated opportunity to
glorify You by serving our Nation. In
our Lord's name. Amen.

OWNERSHIP OF RADIO STATIONS
Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, back
when we had the telecommunications
bill up, I had an amendment that would
have permitted some enlargement of
ownership in radio stations, but kept a
cap on. The bill we passed took the cap
off completely. In this morning's newspapers, on the front page of the New
York Times and Washington Post, are
stories about Westinghouse buying a
huge chunk of American radio. The
business section of the New York
Times says: "Westinghouse would own
32 percent of top markets."
That is not a healthy thing. I would
like to read the honor roll. I say to my
colleagues on the other side, I regret
there are only two Republicans listed
here, because we end up in partisan
mode so often in this body, and I am
RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING
sure this is one of those cases where
MAJORITY LEADER
others might have voted with us if that
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The had not happened. But those who voted
able acting majority leader is recog- for limitation, and not taking the cap
nized, the distinguished Senator from away are: Senator DANIEL AKAKA; SenGeorgia.
ator JOE BIDEN; Senator JEFF BINGAMAN; Senator BARBARA BOXER; Senator
BILL BRADLEY; Senator DALE BUMPERS;
SCHEDULE
Senator ROBERT BYRD; Senator KENT
Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, CONRAD; Senator MIKE DEWINE; Sentoday, the Senate will be in session for ator CHRIS DODD; Senator BYRON DORa period of morning business only. No GAN; Senator Russ FEINGOLD; Senator
rollcall votes will occur during today's DIANNE FEINSTEIN; Senator TOM HARsession. When the Senate completes its KIN; Senator JESSE HELMS, who has
business today, it will stand in recess some background in this business of
until Monday. No rollcall votes will radio; Senator BENNETT JOHNSTON; Senoccur during Monday's session. How- ator TED KENNEDY; Senator JOHN
ever, the Senate will be debating the KERRY; Senator BOB KERREY; Senator
campaign finance reform bill. A cloture FRANK LAUTENBERG; Senator PAT
motion was filed on that bill yesterday LEAHY; Senator CARL LEVIN; Senator
and, under the order, that rollcall vote JOE LIEBERMAN; Senator BARBARA MIwill occur at 2:15 on Tuesday, June 25. KULSKI; Senator PAT MOYNmAN; SenThe Senate will also resume the de- ator PATrY MURRAY; Senator CLAIfense authorization bill next week. BORNE PELL; Senator DAVID PRYOR;
Therefore, all Senators can anticipate Senator HARRY REID; Senator CHUCK
rollcall votes throughout next week.
ROBB; Senator JAY ROCKEFELLER; SenMr. President, it is my understanding ator PAUL SARBANES, and Senator PAUL
that the period from 9:30 until 11 WELLSTONE. Voting "present" was Seno'clock is dedicated to morning busi- ator NANCY KASSEBAUM.

e

That was a great mistake, lifting
that cap off completely. Now, we are in
a situation where one corporation, or
even one individual, theoretically,
could control radio in this country. I
think it is not a healthy thing. I do not
know what happens, but I hope that in
the next session of Congress-and I recognize it will not happen in this session-there will be some kind of a cap
put on. I do not think it would be a
healthy thing if one corporation, for
example, in Alaska, or Georgia, or
Washington, or Delaware, or Illinois,
held all the radio stations. I think this
tendency toward concentration of ownership is not a good thing for our country, and I simply want to commend my
colleagues-particularly,
Senators
MIKE DEWINE and JESSE HELMS, who
went away from the party lines to vote
for that amendment. I commend them,
particularly.
I thank my colleague from Georgia
for yielding the time.

HEALTH CARE REFORM
Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, we
are now in the 61st day of the objection
of Senator KENNEDY to the appointment of Senate conferees for health
care reform-a commonsense health
care reform issue. It raises the question, why ought not everyday citizens
be given the opportunity to share in
the massive benefits that this health
care reform proposal would bring to
America? Why would they be denied
this? What does the bill do, and why
can we not get on with it and get this
job done? I know every American
across the country is asking that question.
Under this legislation, for the first
time, working Americans will be able
to leave their jobs without having to
worry about losing their health insurance due to a preexisting condition.
The question to Senator KENNEDY is:
Why not get on with this and just do
it? We have been talking about it now
for years. It makes health care coverage more available and affordable for
small businesses and the self-employed.
Why not just get this done? Let us
move on with this.
It allows tax deductions for longterm health care needs, nursing home
coverage, home health care coverage,
and allows terminally ill patients and
their families to receive tax-free accelerated death benefits from their insurance companies. That allows a family
in a time of enormous crisis an option
to help deal with that crisis. Why not
just do it? Let us get this done.

This "bulle_t" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of th~ Senate on the floor.
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We have been badgering around here
now 61 days trying to. get conferees appointed so that we can move on with
the business of helping the American
family in the critical health insurance
market.
Here is the point. It creates a medical savings account program-the
House version does, the Senate did not;
there are many, many Senators who
want to agree with the House-effective next January, according to the
compromise proposal people are trying
to work out, for self-employed and
those who work for small businesses
with 50 or fewer people. I have heard
several versions of this. I know it is a
moving target. But medical savings accounts are a creature of the market
that many, many people want to take
advantage of.
This is the principal reason, although
there are others, apparently, that Senator KENNEDY has raised ongoing objections to. The bill fights fraud and abuse
with new and tough provisions in the
health care market.
So here we go. We make it possible
for families to take insurance benefits
and endless job lock, where somebody
might get a chance to have a new job
but they cannot move because they are
afraid they will lose their insurance.
This corrects that. Let us just do it.
It makes health care coverage more
available and affordable to small businesses and the self-employed. This is
something America needs. Let us just
do it.
It allows tax deductions for longterm health care needs. It lets people
in a time of tragedy accelerate benefits. It creates, yes, a new medical savings account, which is a version where
the ensured has an opportunity to
lower their costs, and they actually became paying consumers in the marketplace. It fights fraud and abuse.
We should do these things for the
country. By the time we get back, we
will have waited 63 days just to appoint
conferees.
So America is sitting out here waiting and waiting, and families are suffering and suffering and suffering because the Congress will not get on and
pass this meaningful reform.
Who supports this commonsense
health reform approach? It is a wide
range of support. The American Hospital Association, Farmers Health Alliance, National Association of Manufacturers, National Federation of Independent Businesses, National Association for the Self-employed, Alliance for
Affordable Health Care, American
Small Business Association, as well as
many others, have endorsed this commonsense approach to making the
health insurance market a friendlier
place, an easier place for America's
families and America's businesses. And
they are all put on hold because the
Senator from Massachusetts and the
White House are obj~ct_ing to an open
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market and a new product for the mar- facing a filibuster even of a procedural
motion formally to appoint a conket called medical savings accounts.
Mr. President, the Senator from Mas- ference committee to settle a set of visachusetts, Senator KENNEDY, has had tally important health care issues for
a lot of things to say about these medi- the people of the United States.
cal savings accounts. There is an artiMr. President, there is little concle in Investors Business Daily written troversy over the desirability of portby John C. Goodman, who says this:
ability of health care insurance, over
Medical savings accounts give people a new certain restrictions on health care limway to pay for health care. The option is a itations because of preexisting condihigh deductible health insurance paired with tions and a number of other features of
a personal savings account. The individual
uses his or her account to pay for routine the bill that passed the Senate. But the
and preventive medical care while the policy senior Senator from Massachusetts is
pays for major expenses. Individuals who so vehemently opposed to a concept
have money left over in the MSA at the end called medical savings accounts that
of the year can withdraw it, or roll it over to he and those who support it will not
grow with interest.
even permit a debate in the Senate, a
This is a great idea. This is a way in vote in the Senate, on the issue.
which many Americans have saved
The Senator from Georgia pointed
thousands of dollars in automobile in- out that this is not a new concept. It is
surance. They bought policies where very much like the automobile insurthey have high deductibles so they pay ance that all of us purchase in which
lower premiums, and they are in a we can make a set of value judgments
sense self-insuring and paying for small and choices. Do we want to pay a high
costs themselves so that they can premium and have even minor damage
lower their overall cost. So the idea to our automobiles paid for by the inhas been brought over to the health in- surance companies, or are we willing to
surance market.
accept a high deductible up to an
Some 2,000 employers have adopted amount which we feel we can afford to
some version of an MSA already. Sen- pay ourselves in return for a much
ator KENNEDY from Massachusetts says lower premium for an automobile inthat MSA's are only for the healthy. surance policy that will take care of
The Rand analysis says no. It says no, the situation if our car is totaled or
that that allegation from the Senator badly damaged?
from Massachusetts is not correct.
A medical savings account is essenRand researchers conclude that tially the same thing except because
MSA's would be attractive to those we place such a high value on health
who expect to face high health care care insurance that we will offer cercosts. That is because potential out-of- tain tax advantages to that high depocket expenses under tradi tiona! ductible health care insurance, saying
health insurance, which requires that people can save an amount of
deductibles plus copayments, are high- money up to that deductible on a taxer than under MSA plans.
free basis to pay for the everyday
Senator KENNEDY says MSA's are health care insurance costs out of it
only for the wealthy. There are just and end up having the money itself if
reams of research that say that is not they do not actually use it and, at the
the case. We have example after exam- same time, have a catastrophic health
ple, person after person, school bus care plan which will keep families from
drivers, secretaries in a library, in bankrupting, or from tremendous fiMSA plans. These are not weal thy peo- nancial distress in the case of major
ple. And they are coming to the Con- health care needs.
gress and saying, "Give us these opOne of the reasons that many people
tions, make MSA's copartners in the
health insurance market so that our lack health care insurance today is the
fact that they are in States or commucosts are deductible."
Mr. President, I am going to yield at nities with community ratings, which
this point after this opening state- means that young people with young
ment. I am going to yield to the Sen- families are required to pay far more
ator from Washington, who I appre- for standard health care insurance policiate very much being here this morn- cies than they are likely to use. And so
they choose to have no insurance at
ing.
all, running a very real risk in the
Mr. GORTON addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. How process. As a consequence, if this promuch time is yielded to the Senator posal works, more people will have
health care insurance against a catafrom Washington?
Mr. COVERDELL. I yield up to 10 strophic event in their lives than have
it today.
minutes.
Perhaps the true objection of the senThe PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Washington is recognized for ior Senator from Massachusetts is that
as more people are insured against
up to 10 minutes.
Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I am health care disasters in a free and volconvinced that the Senator from Geor- untary system, there will be less degia is correct in his analysis in what he mand for the nationalized health care
has told us here in the Senate. We have system that he so vehemently supnow waited for more than 2 months ported in· the last Congress and which
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failed when the American people decided that they did not want the Government of the United States to be
running their health care.
Personally, I think that may be the
real objection, because it appears to
me that there can almost be no other,
to at least an experiment involving
those who are self-employed or those
who are employed by small businesses,
many of which do not provide health
care for their employees at the present
time. If we go into this experiment and
if this experiment works, more companies will provide health care for all of
their employees on this catastrophic
basis because it will cost them less.
More employees will be encouraged to
say more of us who are all consumers
of health care will pay more attention
to what it costs and we may end up
with a far more efficient system than
we have today.
Right now, we are not only being denied that experiment, we are being denied even those other elements on
which there is full agreement because
one group of Members of this body
says, no, this is such a terrible idea; it
is so dangerous to let people make
their own choices that we will stop the
whole thing, the entire health care reform in order to prevent this from taking place.
I appreciate the opportunity to speak
on this issue and seek the attention of
the Senator from Georgia, who was
kind enough to lend me this time, to
ask him as a leader in this effort
whether or not he agrees with these
sentiments. Does the Senator from
Georgia not agree that perhaps the
central real objection here is an objection to allowing people a greater degree of choice over how they fund their
health care, a greater degree of choice
over ways in which insurance may be
provided, a greater degree of attention
to costs, simply a greater degree of
control over their own lives?
Mr. COVERDELL. I think the Senator from Washington has very eloquently described this condition and
the source of the disagreement because, after all, it was the senior Senator from Massachusetts and his colleagues who came forward with an allinclusive Federal takeover of medicine,
and the medical savings account is the
antithesis of it because there is a freedom there, the freedom to the buyer of
the insurance. There is an access in the
system and, indeed, it will reduce dramatically the number of people who do
not have insurance.
I tell you a clue, a clue to the objective on the other side is that in the negotiation as to whether to allow the
experiment, one suggestion was that
the only business that could buy an
MSA was one that already had a low
deductible plan now. So it was actually
constructed, the suggestion is constructed to prevent small businesses
that have no insurance from exercising
the MSA option.

Mr. GORTON. To try to see to it that
we did not have more people covered by
health care insurance.
Mr. COVERDELL. Correct.
Mr. GORTON. But have a statistic
that you could go out and argue we
need a national system, we need a national health care system because
there are millions of people who are
uninsured, rather than reduce that
number by this new and constructive
experiment.
Mr. COVERDELL. First of all, those
who oppose it have articulated their
opposition and I think with specious
arguments. Second, they want caps on
it, they want parameters all around it,
so you can draw the conclusion that
the effort is to prevent people from getting to this kind of coverage.
Mr. GORTON. I have only one more
comment and I wonder if the Senator
from Georgia agrees with this proposition. Does he not believe, as I do,
that if this bill were to come back to
the Senate with this modest experiment on medical savings accounts included, it would have a significant majority of the votes of the Members of
this body, Democrats as well as Republicans, and would easily go to the
President, and that one of the reasons
for this filibuster is to prevent that
majority view from prevailing and to
prevent the embarrassment of the
President either having to veto this
proposal as he has threatened to do or
actually to back off and sign it?
Mr. COVERDELL. I think we can
safely draw that conclusion.
Mr. GORTON. I thank the Senator
from Georgia for yielding me this time.
Mr. COVERDELL. I thank the Senator from Washington. I think he has
made a very, as I said, eloquent statement with regard to this debate.
I now yield up to 10 minutes to the
distinguished Senator from Delaware.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Delaware is recognized for up
to 10 minutes.
Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, as my distinguished colleagues have already
pointed out, we have been waiting for
nearly 2 months to move forward on
critical health insurance reform legislation. The holdup, we are told by the
White House and some of our colleagues on the other side of the aisle, is
this provision to create a tax-free medical savings account as a health insurance option for Americans.
Tax-free medical savings accounts
are something Americans want, although you would never know it from
the hyperbole being used by some of
my colleagues on the other side of the
aisle. A poll released this month shows
that 77 percent of working Americans
would start a medical savings account
if MSA's were available to them. Americans who have MSA's like them, and
Americans who do not have MSA's
want them.
MSA's exist now. They have been
tested by thousands of companies with
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great success. What we want for MSA's
is equal tax treatment with other types
of employer-provided health insurance
for the self-employed, the ability to
contribute to a medical savings account and receive a 100-percent deduction for their contribution up to $2,000.
This provision would end the current
Tax Code discrimination against MSA's
by ending the taxation on MSA deposits.
Republicans in the House and Senate
have been willing to compromise on
MSA's. We have addressed many of the
administration's and Senator KENNEDY's concerns about MSA's. We have
put forward proposals that are small,
small enough to be considered as demonstration projects. This was one of
the often-stated criteria of the White
House and some of our Democrat
friends. The American Hospital Association this week endorsed our compromise. Both of the latest compromises extending MSA 's to companies with either 50 or 100 or fewer employees would extend this tax free status to the segment of the work force
that has the highest number of uninsured employees-small businesses.
MSA's are of such importance in our
effort to address our health concerns
that on September 8, 1992, several of
my distinguished colleagues signed a
letter calling for the introduction of
MSA's as part of their bill.
Let me quote a portion of that letter.
Unlike many standard third-party health
coverage plans, medical cost savings accounts would give consumers an incentive to
monitor spending carefully because to do
otherwise would be wasting their own
money. Once a Medical Savings Account is
established for an employee, it is fully portable. Money in the account can be used to
continue insurance while an employee is between jobs or on strike. Recent studies show
that at least 50 percent of the uninsured are
uninsured for four months or less. . . .
Today, even commonly required small dollar
deductibles (typically $250 to $500) create a
hardship for the financially stressed individual or family seeking regular, preventative
care services. With Medical Savings Accounts, however, that same individual or
family would have this critical money in
their account to pay for the needed services.

Mr. President, these are important
arguments that were made for MSA's
over 3 years ago. They are equally-if
not more-important today. And that
letter was signed by Senators BREAUX,
Boren, DASCHLE, LUGAR, COATS, and
NUNN-a formidable bipartisan coalition of Senators taking a necessary
stand on a critical issue.
Medical savings accounts promote
portability. It's that simple. After a
few years of relatively low health expenses, the excess funds in an MSA can
be available for an unexpectedly high
health care cost. Those funds can be
available for health care during times
of unemployment, and they can provide
extended coverage for long-term needs.
These, of course, are critical issues
when it comes to portability.
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The MSA is an attractive alternative
for families. It gives the American
family the greatest flexibility in choosing its own health care provider. With
MSA's, you, the patient, are able to select the doctor or provider you desire,
without interference by the bureaucracy. And this can be very important
to people, especially when confronted
with serious illness or disability.
MSA's provide flexibility for families
to purchase insurance in the event the
family loses its job or if it wants to
buy long-term health insurance. Under
our legislation taxpayers will be able
to use money in their medical savings
accounts without penalty to make
COBRA payments-to continue their
catastrophic health insurance policy in
the event they lose their jobs.
MSA's allow funds from the account
to be used to purchase long-term care
insurance. Thus, MSA's help provide
nursing home care, which, in turn,
helps relieve those costs borne by Medicaid.
MSA's will go a long way toward containing health care costs. They will encourage consumers to shop wisely, to
reject unnecessary treatment and conserve scarce medical resources. Why?
Because with MSA's it's the consumer
and not some third party who pays the
bills.
Medical savings accounts will offer
millions of employees and self-employed individuals an affordable health
care option. A high-deductible insurance policy coupled with an MSA is
less expensive than traditional insurance.
The American Academy of Actuaries
reports that MSA's will be attractive
to small businesses and their employees as well as to self-employed Americans. Many of these individuals do not
have health coverage, and MSA's have
the potential to increase health insurance coverage among this group.
Medical savings accounts are proven.
They have been used, and they have
been used successfully by hundreds of
companies all across America. These
companies have found that by empowering their employees to take charge of
their own care, spending costs have declined.
Unfortunately, the companies currently using MSA's are limited because
our tax laws basically penalize employees who choose to be covered by MSA's.
Under current law, at the end of the
year, employees have to include the
full amount of the money deposited
into his or her MSA in their taxable income. This is absurd. These people are
being hit for being responsible, for
being self-reliant, for taking charge of
their own health care needs.
This must be corrected, Mr. President. In a campaign of disinformation
the administration claims that MSA's
will be a tax break for the rich. This is
not true. Companies that provide
¥SA's find them to_ ~e very popular
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among their low- and middle-income be granted the privilege of the floor for
employees. In fact, the Joint Commit- today.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
tee on Taxation reports that 78 percent
of MSA users will have incomes of less objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I join my
than $75,000.
As Congressmen TORRICELLI and JA- colleagues today to expand a bit upon
COBS wrote in a letter to the President, the Health Insurance Reform Act,
where it stands today, but focusing on
dated April 17:
You also should know that the current the area under discussion-which is
contract of the United Mine workers pro- currently, in essence, being fili busvides its members with MSA's. We do not be- tered-and that is the medical savings
lieve the UMW qualifies as healthier and account issue. On both sides of the
wealthier than the general population-a aisle it is apparent that, for the first
charge leveled by uninformed MSA oppo- time, at least since I have been here
nents.
over the last 2 years, we are very close
The administration predicts that to passing a health insurance bill that
MSA's will discourage preventive care. is market based, that is incremental,
In fact, Mr. President, many companies and that reaches out to many people
with MSA's find the opposite to be who do not have health insurance
true. Medical savings accounts encour- today, directly and indirectly. But
age people to get preventative care be- even more important, I think, and
cause they have money in their ac- more specifically, this bill addresses
count to pay for this care. It is inter- the issues of portability and preexistesting to note that many traditional ing illness for people who do have
low deductible insurance policies do health insurance today and who are in
not cover preventative care.
group plans; portability being if you
The administration asserts that are in a group plan now and you have
MSA's will be attractive to the young insurance, and either you lose your job
and, healthy, leaving the less healthy or you go from one job to another job,
to pay higher insurance premiums. Un- you can take that plan with you.
fortunately for the administration,
It is not quite that easy, but you will
this again is not true. The hundreds of have access to a health care plan when
companies that offer MSA's to their you switch jobs or if you lose your job,
employees find them to be attractive and that is the portability concept.
to workers of all health status. This is The preexisting concept being, if you
because an MSA provides first dollar have heart disease and have had a
coverage for many medical expenses heart attack, you can still get insurnot otherwise covered by traditional ance if you go from one job to another.
low-deductible health insurance.
The Senate has debated again and
Mr. President, it is interesting to again, before I was in this body, these
note that 12 States and at least 1 city issues, really for the past 6 years.
have passed medical savings account There is general agreement on these
legislation and dozens more are moving two particular issues.
to pass similar legislation. It is the
But today that bill, which is a posiFederal Government that must now tive bill, the Kassebaum-Kennedy bill,
move ahead with this idea.
is being held up by this filibuster on
Again, the need to move ahead is medical savings accounts.
nothing new. Three years ago, Senators
We hear a lot about medical savings
DASCHLE, BREAUX, BOREN, AND NUNN accounts, and it is important that, on
joined Senators LUGAR and COATS to both sides of the aisle, people underpass what they firmly believed was a stand what they are.
much needed program. Today that proIt is very, very simple. A medical
gram is needed-now more than ever.
savings account is a high-deductible,
I urge my Democratic colleagues to say $2,000, catastrophic insurance plan.
end their blockade of health insurance So, if you have medical expenses that
reform, and work with us to make af- are greater than, for example, $2,000,
fordable health insurance a reality for your catastrophic insurance plan would
more Americans.
kick in and you would have coverage
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- for your health care expenses.
ator from Georgia.
That high-deductible catastrophic
Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I plan is coupled with a tax deductible
thank the Senator from Delaware for personal savings account, in which you
his very authoritative remarks on this would take, for example, $2,000 a year
MSA account and on health care re- over which you have some sort of tax
form in general. We appreciate his relief, and that is placed in a personal
dedication to this work. I yield up to 10 medical savings account.
minutes to the Senator from TenIt is out of that personal medical savnessee.
ings account, a little bit like a medical
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- IRA, that you can draw to pay for your
ator from Tennessee is recognized for routine medical expenses, whether it is
up to 10 minutes.
going to the dentist or paying for prePRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR
scriptions or paying for that annual
Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I ask checkup or paying for that treatment
unanimous consent that a legislative of heart disease, whatever it is. The
fellow on my staff, Dr. Jonelle Rowe, point is, you have access to that money
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and you use that money, you have control over that money.. It empowers the
individual.
I say that as background, because the
issues that are debated on this floor
again and again are: Will it save
money? Will there be just healthy people coming in or will it be just the
sickest people coming in? What will it
do to the insurance industry?
There was a wonderful article that
the Senator from Georgia referred to
earlier that was published just this
past week in the Journal of the American Medical Association. That article
was this past week. The article itself is
called " Can Medical Savings Accounts
for the Nonelderly Reduce Health Care
Costs?" At this juncture, Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent that an
excerpt from the study be printed in
the RECORD.
There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
[From the Journal of the American Medical
Association, June 1996)
CAN MEDICAL SAVINGS ACCOUNTS FOR THE
NONELDERLY REDUCE HEALTH CARE COSTS?

(By Emmett B. Keller, Ph.D.; Jesse D.
Malkin; Dana P . Goldman, Ph.D. ; Joan L.
Buchanan, Ph.D. )
Objective.-To understand how medical
savings account (MSA ) legislation for the
nonelderly would affect health care costs.
Design.-Economic policy evaluation based
on the RAND Health Expenditures Simulat ion Model.
Setting.-National probability sample of
nonelderly noninstitutionalized households.
Participants.-Persons in 23,157 sampled
households from the 1993 Current Population
Survey.
Interventions.-Medical savings account
legislation would allow all Americans who
are covered only by a catastrophic health
care plan to set up a tax-exempt account
that they can use to pay medical bills not
covered by their health insurance. The interventions we evaluate differ in t he
deductibles of the catastrophic plan and in
whether the employee or employer funds the
MSA.
Main Outcome Measures.-Changes in national health expenditures and net social
benefits of health care.
Results.-If all insured nonelderly Americans switched to MSAs, their health care expenditures would decline by between 0% and
13% , depending on how the MSAs are designed. However, not all nonelderly Americans would choose MSAs; taking into account selection patterns, health spending
would change by +1% to -2%.
Conclusions.-Medical savings account legislation would have little impact on health
care costs of Americans with employer-provided insurance. However, depending on the
size of the catastrophic limit, waste from the
excessive use of generously insured care
could be reduced, and MSAs would be attractive to both sick and healthy people.

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, it is a fascinating article, and I had the opportunity to meet here in Washington
with the principal author on this particular study, Dr. Emmett Keeler. We
had a chance to talk about the study. I
do think Members on_b]>th sides of the
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aisle should read it. In the conclusions,
"What are your credentials, Dr.
in the abstract, it goes on, but the last FRIST?"
sentence basically says:
Second: " How much do you charge?"
Depending on the size of the catastrophic
Why do they ask that? Because they
limit , waste from the excessive use of gener- are going to be paying for it out of
ously insured care could be reduced, and their own personal savings account.
MSAs would be attractive to both sick and
And third: " What kind of results do
healthy people.
you have?" " Are the results good or
I just quote from the conclusions. I bad?" " How do you compare to other
do encourage my colleagues to read people?"
this study. The cost issue talked about
Why? Because that individual coming
is a great model. It is developed from a into the office is empowered for the
policy standpoint projecting ahead. I first time because it is their money
think that is terribly important to do. they are spending.
I do think we need to come back and
How are these questions really
say, fundamentally , that we are not asked? People will come in, with regard
going to be able to answer whether it is to credentials, and they will look at
going to cost a little bit more or a lit- your wall to see where you graduated
tle bit less with the data that is out from school. All of us, when we go into
there today. Therefore, I would like to a doctor's office, see the diplomas, but
turn to what nobody talks about-the they go beyond that:
policy people do not talk about, the
" Where did you do your internship?"
think tanks do not talk about. I have
" Where did you do your residency
not heard it yet in the debate over the training? ''
last 18 months on this Senate floor. I
" Do you participate in writing peer
have not heard it among the think review articles in your journals?"
tanks in Washington. I have not heard
" Do you participate in your profesit talked about among the economists. sional societies?"
And that is the perspective of where
" Are you board certified?"
health care is delivered, and that is at
Those are the sort of questions that
the physician-patient leveL It simply are asked, once you empower somebody
has not been talked about yet.
The debate here 3 years ago, or 4 who comes into your office.
What is the end effect of that? The
years ago , when we were debating the
one-size-fits-all Clinton health care effect of that to me as a physician,
plan, failed in this regard as well. when people ask me those questions, is
There were about 500 people involved, to do what? Is to take off a week, a
much of it was behind closed doors. year and do that continuing education
The public did not have input in those course. If I do not have my boards, it is
discussions, and real-life people and for me to go back and pass my boards
physicians were not even in the room, or get board certified, because they are
people who are involved in that doctor- asking me that question. If enough
people ask me that question, I know
patient interaction everyday.
Why is it important to look at that they are going to be going to the
level? And this is the key point that board-certified surgeon rather than the
people miss or do not talk about , and nonboard-certified surgeon.
That is the power of having an indithat is because it is at that level that
behavior is actually changed, the be- vidual-many individuals-come into
havior of the patient who comes in who your office and ask you what your creis suddenly empowered to ask certain dentials are.
No. 2, that person is going to come
questions. Why? Because they are
spending their own money. Not like in, because that money is coming out
today, in most cases, where the insur- of their personal savings account,
ance company is paying for it or the which, if they are not going to spend it,
public dole is paying for it, or Medicare rolls over to the next year by the bill
is paying for it or Government is pay- we are proposing, they are going to
ing for it. It changes the dynamics of ask, " How much do you charge?"
I guess it was 4 weeks ago I went
that relationship because we have empowered that individual who is coming camping with my son, and we did not
in, knowing they are going to be draw- have a flashlight. So I went down to a
ing money from their personal savings store here locally and looked at the
accounts in order to buy health care, flashlights. There were $25 flashlights
that had emergency lights, buttons you
to buy health care services.
Let me give you my own experience could push, actually had a horn on it,
as a physician who has been involved in down to the little $3 flashlight , down to
the field of medicine for the last 20 the $1 little pen light. I asked, " How
years before coming to this body. And much do you charge? What do you get
it is this: When somebody comes into for that?"
In truth, that is what we are doing
that office and they have chest pain
and they are spending their own money when a patient comes in and they say,
and not spending the insurance compa- "How much do you charge to do a heart
ny's money or spending the Govern- transplant?" You would think people
ment's money, they ask three ques- ask that all the time. It really was not
tions. Those three questions are asked until about 1988, maybe 1987, that the
very directly, looking you in the eye. first patient, having been doing heart
Basically, they are:
transplants since the early eighties,
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came into my office and said, " Dr.
Frist, how much is ..this heart transplant going to cost me?"
Why do most people not ask? Because
Medicare will pay for it, Medicaid
would pay for it, large insurance companies will pay for it. They knew they
never would have to pay for it.
This fellow came into my office.
" Why do you ask ," because I did not
know exactly how much a heart transplant cost. Nobody ever asked me.
Here, I was doing as many heart
transplants as anybody in the State of
Tennessee. But nobody ever asked me.
I said, "Why do you ask?" He said, " Because I'm going to have to pay for it. I
do not have any insurance. I'm not 65
years of age, so Medicare is not going
to kick in. And I'm not poor enough for
Medicaid to kick in. It is coming out of
my pocket. "
What was my response? My response
was, "I don't know exactly how much
it is. I know how much my surgical
fees are, but I don't know how much
the hospital charges, I don't know how
much the pathologist charges or the rehabilitation specialist or the physical
therapist. But I'll find out. "
So what did I do? I went back, pulled
everybody into a room-transplantation is fairly complex. It involves
lots of people. For the first time-! was
the director of this transplant centerfor the first time we had all these physicians in the room deciding how much
a heart transplant should cost, based
on the services they deliver; where in
the past people just got the bills,
passed them to the insurance company,
paid, with no questions asked, or sent
them to the Federal Government, and
there were no questions asked.
My point is, if you have one person
coming in, asking the right questions,
it changes my behavior, but also the
behavior of the whole transplant center, of all the physicians that had, for
the first time, gotten in the room.
The third question that people ask,
beyond how much you charge, is, what
is your outcome? Because people want
to know the value. Just like when I
went to buy those flashlights, do I
want a flashlight that will work for 1
year, 5 years, 1 month, 3 months? You
ask the question. For the first time , if
somebody is paying for it themselves,
they will say, "What are your results?"
not "Am I going to live or die, " but
" How do you compare to "-! was in
Tennessee-"How do you compare to
Alabama or Georgia or Baltimore,
other transplant programs? What is
your outcome? When do people go back
to work? What is your rate of infections? What is the rate of rejection
over the period of the first month?"
People just do not typically ask those
questions. But the empowered patient
does.
And what do I have to do? All of a
sudden, I say, people are going to be
looking at me and co!_l1paring my qual-

ity of care, my standards-! think my
infection rate is the best in the country, but I do not know. Nobody has
ever asked me or forced me to report
that data. You do not have to report
that data. But with that one person
asking me , I start collecting, all of a
sudden, that data.
So do my colleagues in Georgia and
Alabama. We start comparing each
other. Why? Because that patient that
is looking for a heart transplant, that
is going to change their life, is going to
go shopping around. If he is going to be
paying $100 or $150 or $1,500 he is going
to be shopping around. How is it going
to change-this is my point-my behavior, the health care industry behavior? What does it do? It is going to cost
me more because I have to hire a nurse
to help me collect that data. I have to
put it in a computer. I might have to
put it in a computer, but it improves
the quality of care broadly.
The point of all this is, that medical
savings accounts, to work, you do not
have to have 20 percent of the American population come into the medical
savings accounts to have a huge impact
on the value of health care. You do not
have to have 10 percent take advantage
of it or 5 percent or 1 percent.
The real beauty of it is that one person coming into my office and asking
the right questions-what are your credentials? How much do you charge?
What are your outcomes?-changes my
behavior in the way I treat that individual, but also the way I treat all of
the other 95 percent of the people in
the health care system, because I go
back and get continuing education, I
start recording my data that can be
compared to other people. I have an incentive to do what? Deliver a higher
quality of care to all Americans because we have empowered those individuals through medical savings accounts.
I say all this , because what I want
the other side to do-the other side is
filibustering this bill of preexisting illness, of portability, using this guise of
medical savings accounts. I just ask
the other side to do a simple thing.
And that is, to forget the policy for
awhile, even forget the policy studies
and the economic studies, because it is
going to be hard to make a decision
just on that, but tonight or this afternoon call your physician, call the physician who delivered your child, call
the physician who fixed your broken
arm, call the physician who treats your
heart disease or your family's heart
disease, and just ask them a very, very
simple question. And that question is,
" By empowering individuals to have
some control over their health care
dollar"-and that is all medical savings
accounts do-''will it change the way
you practice medicine? Will it result in
a higher quality of medicine? Will it
empower that empowered individual to
ask you different questions than the
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person who has no incentive to ask the
questions, like 'How much do you
charge?' or 'What are your outcomes?' " And if that physician, if that
health care provider, if that nurse
comes forward and basically says,
" Yes, it will improve quality, it will
improve value," then I encourage you
to drop this filibuster and endorse medical savings accounts and support this
bill.
Thank you , Mr. President. I yield the
floor.
Mr. COVERDELL addressed the
Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Georgia.
Mr. COVERDELL. I thank the Senator from Tennessee for his remarks.
He has introduced a matter into the debate we have not heard before, and that
is very basically from the provider
standpoint, what happens when the
consumer has a role to play for the
first time. It was very enlightening. I
appreciate the comments from the Senator from Tennessee. I yield up to 10
minutes to the Senator from Ohio.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
FRIST). The Senator from Ohio is recognized for 10 minutes.
Mr. DEWrnE. Mr. President, let me
first thank my colleague from Georgia
for putting this time together, and also
congratulate my colleague from Tennessee. I have heard this MSA discussion many, many times, but I do not
think I have ever heard it as eloquently expressed as he has just expressed it.
There is just no substitute for personal experience , and there is no substitute for coming to this floor and
knowing what you are talking about.
Senator FRIST clearly has demonstrated that he knows what he is
talking about. As my colleague from
Georgia has said, he has really put a
different perspective on this. What empowerment means is, not only are dollars going to go further, but the quality of medical care is going to go up,
consumers are going to be able to
choose, and there is going to be a reaction on the other side of that table or
the other side of that examining room
where the doctor may in fact change
some of the things that he or she does.
So that was, I think a very, very
great testimonial to the power of empowerment, giving people the right to
make their own decisions and the reason why, frankly , we need to end this
61-day filibuster that has been occurring on this floor. We need to move this
bill forward. We need to get the conferees appointed. So I just urge my colleagues on the other side of the aisle ,
who have been holding this up, to stop
it and let us move forward. Let us get
the conferees appointed and let us
move forward.
Mr. President, last month the Ohio
General Assembly approved legislation
to establish medical savings accounts.
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The Ohio legislation permits Ohio families to make contributions to an MSA,
and then deduct the contributions from
their State taxes. In effect, the State
of Ohio is telling people, "We want you
to save, we want you to save for the future when it comes to your own health
care. And we think that you, the Ohio
taxpaying family, would do a better job
of deciding how to spend your health
insurance dollars than the Government
bureaucracy would.''
I think it is time here in Congress
that we did the same thing, we follow
the lead of Ohio and some other States
that have passed similar legislation.
Mr. President, it is a simple fact of
human nature. People will make wiser
choices when they are spending their
own money. As my colleague from Tennessee said, he gave ample examples of
that, real-world examples of how people come in and see the doctor and ask
the right questions.
An MSA is basically, Mr. President,
an IRA targeted specifically at health
care expenses. An MSA gives the
health care consumer both the freedom
and the incentive to shop intelligently
for health care services.
Here is basically how an MSA would
work for a typical working American
family. The worker's employer puts,
let's say, $2,000 a year tax free into the
worker's medical savings account. The
worker uses that $2,000 to pay for
checkups, emergency treatment, and
whatever other medical necessities
arise during the course of that year. If
the worker's family has medical costs
above $2,000, catastrophic coverage
would pay for it, catastrophic coverage
would then kick in. If the family's
medical costs are lower than $2,000, the
family could keep whatever money is
left over. It would be theirs.
This is a major improvement over
current standard practice, I believe in
a number of ways. First, MSA's offer
first-dollar coverage. They pay the
first dollar of cost the family incurs,
the irr.unediate expenses they face at
the doctor's office or at the emergency
room.
Under the current system, workers
have to pay-the current system
today-workers have to pay a high deductible or high copayments for their
medical care. The MSA will cover-will
cover-that cost for them. To the typical American family, this is very important. There are not too many Americans, Mr. President, who have hundreds of dollars just sitting around in a
bank account waiting for a medical
emergency.
Washington Post columnist Jim
Glassman tells the story of a woman
named Penny Blubaugh, who earns
$16,000 a year as a secretary in the
Danville, OH, school system. Her
daughter stepped on a nail in their garage, and Penny took her to the emergency room.
.
Cost: $375 for the emergency room,
$70 for the x rays, f~r.::: a total cost of

$445. That is $445 that Penny did not
have. Fortunately, Penny was in an
MSA, and MSA paid the bill-no deductible, no copayment. They paid the
bill-first dollar coverage. That, Mr.
President, is a dramatic concrete benefit to the typical working family that
participates in an MSA.
The second benefit to both the individual working family and the country
as a whole is the opportunity to save
money. If the money in an MSA is left
unused, at the end of the year the
working family gets to keep it. I can
imagine no better incentive for intelligent consumer choices when it comes
to health care. A family spending its
own money with the prospect of keeping whatever is unspent will mean that
money simply is not wasted.
It is simple, common, basic sense. It
is also the conclusion of a study that
was conducted by the Rand Corp. between 1974 and 1982. Will people make
very bad choices, denying themselves
essential care to save a few dollars? We
do hear that argument being made. The
Rand Corp. study found that was not
true. People would not do that. People
would not act against their own self-interest.
Mr. President, if you give an American family some resources and freedom, they will tend to make the right
choices. What we need in American
health economics is more people making the right choices. For too long we
have limited the freedom of American
health care consumers to make these
right choices. It should not be a surprise, therefore, that we have rapidly
rising health care costs at a time when
inflation, in general, is pretty much
under control.
A recent Cleveland State University
study examined 27 Ohio businesses,
each with under 200 employees, that offered MSA's to their employees. The
results were remarkable-a triumph of
cost containment that demonstrates
how promising the MSA alternative
really is.
On average, individuals in the MSA
plan had lower out-of-pocket health
care costs than those who had the more
traditional kind of health insurance.
The average savings were $317 for individuals who used MSA's and $1,355 for
families who used MSA's. The employers saved, too. On average, employers
saved 12 percent more than they would
have from the traditional plans, had
they been in the traditional plan.
That, Mr. President, is the right direction for America. That is why, as of
last year, 17 States had passed MSA
laws. That is why Ohio moved forward
with MSA legislation just this past
month. That is why we are here today,
pressing for the enactment of this extremely promising approach on the
Federal level.
I again urge colleagues who have
been blocking this now-we are in our
61st day of a filibuster-to let us move
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forward, appoint the conferees, let the
American people have the benefit of
these MSA's, which we clearly think,
and the evidence is very strong, will
make a difference.
I again thank my colleague from
Georgia for setting up this time. I yield
the floor.
Mr. COVERDELL. I thank the Senator from Ohio for his statement on
this very important matter. I yield up
to 10 minutes to the senior Senator
from Alaska.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Alaska is recognized.
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I was
pleased to be here during the period of
presentation of the distinguished occupant of the chair. As a physician, the
Senator from Tennessee brings a great
deal of information to us in a direct
way.
I might say, as I begin my corr.unents,
starting in 1987 there was a group of us
that decided we would meet once a
week while the Senate was in session
to review the problems of health care
and insurance reform. It has been most
enlightening to this Senator to be a
participant, particularly with regard to
these medical savings accounts. When
they first came up, I realized what a
great thing it would be for my State to
have them put into Federal law.
In my State, over 90 percent of the
employers are small businesses. Community ratings often give us very high
health insurance costs. Many of these
small businesses, though they would
like to do so, just cannot afford to provide health insurance coverage for
their employees. We live on the edge,
under very costly circumstances. It is
very difficult for these employees to
bear the cost of health insurance.
Many times they are like that person
that the Senator from Tennessee indicated that came to his office: They are
without health insurance, and oftentimes face real difficult problems.
I do believe the concept of a catastrophic insurance really fits into the
frontier problems, because the situation often develops that our people
would like to deal with someone they
know, not only as a physician but as an
insurance carrier. Catastrophic insurance is available through almost all
small insurance firms. It is something
you can deal at home with, and have a
strong relationship with a persQn who
has sold you the insurance.
For that reason, I am pleased to be a
cosponsor of the Kassebaum-Kennedy
bill. I think it is high time Congress
got around to passing this bill.
I personally do not believe it should
be a right of any Senator to object to
the appointment of conferees. I think
that ought to be a matter of right of
the leadership to say when conferees
should be appointed, and they should
not be subject to any debate. We are
being held up now by a debate on
whether or not conferees should be appointed. This is probably one of the
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most important bills we will work on
during this Congress.. Time is running
out.
This objection to allowing medical
savings provisions in this bill is what is
really holding up the Kassebaum-Kennedy bill. Under a compromise worked
out by the House and the Senate, only
employers with 50 or fewer workers and
those who are self-employed could participate in medical savings accounts.
Most employers who have used medical
savings accounts that I have heard of
know them as the Senator from Tennessee indicated: Medical savings accounts concepts allow people to choose
their own doctors, hospitals, and their
on form of care. They encourage preventive health care and eliminate outof-pocket costs.
Medical savings accounts allow people to use their savings to buy other
forms of health insurance like nursing
home coverage or long-term care. Medical savings accounts allow individuals
to control their own health care dollars
and to support the free enterprise system.
There is just no question that this is
a kind of provision that ought to be in
a health care insurance reform bill. It
is a very limited one, very limited. It
will benefit thousands of Alaskans who
change their jobs and lose their jobs,
enabling them to maintain vitally important health insurance coverage for
themselves and their families. ·
In my State, Mr. President, 65 percent of our women of childbearing age
work out of the home. They are women
that, because they go in and out of the
work force in order to take time off to
bear their children, often end up without insurance coverage during the very
period of their life they really need it.
This medical savings account concept
ought to be involved in this law to help
us meet the problems of those women
in our work force.
It will also benefit Alaskans who
have the so-called preexisting conditions, which in the past have prevented
many Alaskans from getting health insurance coverage because they have
changed their jobs or they have gone
through a period of unemployment.
When they go to a new job or they go
back to work, they find their health insurance is not available because when
they reapply, they now have a preexisting condition which was covered under
their prior insurance policy, but they
lost coverage. I do not think many people realize how many, many individuals
in a State like ours change jobs, work
part time, and find themselves without
coverage because of this problem of
preexisting condition.
The Kassebaum-Kennedy bill is a
moderate, sensible approach to improving our health insurance system. Its
benefits will be felt by some 25 million
Americans in total, according to a report of the GAO.
I cannot believe that this could be a
program only for the_r:Lch, if it is going

to apply to 25 million Americans. I can
say, without question, that it will affect hundreds of thousands of Alaskans, despite our small population.
Of particular importance is that this
will make health insurance available
to Alaskans who are self-employed by
making it more affordable, by increasing the deduction for health insurance
premiums from the current 30 percent
to 80 percent over a 10-year period. I do
not think anybody has mentioned that.
This will bring about a change. As we
all know, currently self-employed people can only deduct 30 percent of their
health insurance premiums. This bill
before us now will gradually change
that so that discrimination against
self-employed people, as far as health
insurance premiums, is eliminated over
a 10-year period.
I might also mention a substantial
benefit to Alaskan seniors. Long-term
care insurance policies would receive
the same tax treatment as traditional
health insurance under this bill. Unreimbursed long-term care expenses
would be treated as medical expenses
for itemized deduction purposes-a
change, Mr. President, which will make
a substantial change in the ability of
people to pay for long-term care, particularly for the children of those people who need long-term care. They are
the ones that are paying these expenses.
This legislation will not affect the
right of Alaskans to receive health
care from chiropractors or alternative
medicine people. My office has received
a slew of telephone calls from Alaskans
who fear this legislation because of the
fraud and abuse provisions added
through the amendment to title V.
They feel that that amendment would
stop them from seeing a health provider of their choice, especially under
the Medicare Program. I think I should
assure Alaskans and all Americans
that that is not true. I support the
right of Americans and my Alaskan
people to seek health care from alternative health providers. This bill will
allow Alaskans and all Americans to
get health care from the provider of
their choice, including alternative
medicine and chiropractors licensed by
the State.
I believe this legislation will make a
vital contribution to the well-being of
thousands of our people in my home
State, who now have the prospect of
losing health care for themselves and
their families when there is an interruption in their employment.
I urge the Senate to name conferees
and get this bill to conference and to
the President as soon as possible. This
should not be an election year political
issue. This is an issue which should rise
above politics. I challenge anyone in
the Senate to defend holding up this
bill.
Thank you, Mr. President.
Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from Alaska. I par-
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ticularly appreciate his knowledge of
the parliamentary nature of this body
and his expertise. When the Senator
from Alaska says we have a bolt out of
whack on our policy here, the bolt is
probably out of whack. I join the Senator in an effort to get that straight.
Mr. President, the remarks of the
Senator from Tennessee reminded me
of a friend in the medical practice that
I know in Georgia. Several years ago,
we were musing, and he talked about a
time when the exchange might involve
something other than money. Somebody might offer, in some of the rural
areas of our State, crops or produce. He
said it was always a very serious negotiation, determining what the cost of
the medical procedure would be.
Now, you are dealing with a far more
sophisticated process. But the Senator
from Tennessee makes me remember
that. He said that the customer-or the
patient-really paid attention when
they were about to contract for a medical service. He was convinced that that
interaction between the patient and
the doctor, and the patient and other
medical providers, was the missing element and was a core reason for the geometric escalation in medical costs.
Senator GRAMM from Texas addressed
this issue in the health care debate,
and he said that if we bought groceries
the way we buy medical services, he
would eat a whole lot better, and so
would his dog.
Mr. President, we have been joined
by the Senator from Utah, who chaired
the health care task force that the
Senator from Alaska was referring to a
moment ago.
I yield up to 10 minutes to the Senator from Utah.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Utah is recognized.
Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from Georgia. I am
interested that he refers to the Senator
from Texas and his comment about
groceries, because I have a somewhat
similar analogy that I think illustrates
the issue we are talking about here.
Come with me in your mind's eye,
Mr. President, to a job interview at an
imaginary company that operates
under the principle that we use for
health insurance in this country today.
You are going through the interview,
and you have arrived at a salary discussion and arrangement. You know
your job duties. Now you say to your
prospective employer, "Tell me about
the benefit package that you have."
Your employer says, "Well, Mr. FRIST,
we have a wonderful clothing care system here at XYZ Industries. You will
really like it. Clothing, of course, is absolutely essential to your survival. It
goes back as long as civilization because people have had to have clothing
to protect them from the elements. We
have the greatest clothing program in
the world."
You say, "Wonderful, I will come to
work for XYZ Industries, and under
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your clothing benefit plan, I will be
properly taken car.e of." Then you
come to clothe your family and you are
told, "Well, at XYZ, we cover two suits
a year and one sport coat." You say,
"Well, I would like to buy two sport
coats." They say, "No, you cannot
have it. Our benefit package only covers two suits and one sport coat. And,
by the way, we only provide for black
shoes and not brown shoes to go with
those suits. Now, under the benefits
that are covered by our clothing plan,
we will cover walking shoes, but not
running shoes. And there is a limit, of
course. We have cost containment, as
clothing costs have been going through
the roof. There is a limit on the number of pairs of socks that will be covered under your clothing plan that we
have decided is the appropriate number
of socks." And you then get a memo
through the mail that says, "Our clothing costs at XYZ industries have gone
out of sight, and so we have changed to
a clothing maintenance organization,
and now we have made a deal with
Sears Roebuck. You go down to Sears
Roe buck and they will provide all of
your clothing."
You have to go through a clothing
counselor, who will meet you when you
walk through the door of Sears, and he
will size you up and may say, "Well,
before we will replace the suit you are
wearing, we will make the decision
that it has more wear left in it and,
therefore, we will not authorize a new
suit until there is more wear and tear
in the knees of the suit that you currently have on."
That is how we will get some cost
containment and cost control. I could
go on and on. But I think you understand, Mr. President, how absurd this
looks to American workers and American wage earners. They would say,
"Please, Senator, eliminate this vision
and take us back to the present circumstance where our employer does indeed pay for all of our clothes, but he
does it by giving us some money. And
we decide how many suits we want. We
decide what color shoes we want. We
decide whether we want to shop at
Sears, or Nordstrom's, or the Gap, or
Wal-Mart, or wherever. Leave it up to
us to make the choices.' '
We do not do that in health care. The
health care circumstance is just as I
have described it with clothing. No,
you cannot decide that you want this
kind of treatment because it is not covered under our plan. You cannot decide
you want this particular doctor. We
have decided that we are going in another direction. What if we did the
same thing with health care that we do
with clothing, or food, or shelter, or
transportation, or any of the other necessities of life, and said, "You make
your own decisions and pay for it with
dollars that you have set aside in savings"?
What if we recognized that we have,
in fact, destroyed th_e jnsurance prin-

ciple in health care by saying we are
not ensuring against risk; we are, in
fact, paying for everything?
Let me shift analogies for just a
minute. I have said on the floor before
in the health care circumstance that I
have a homeowner's policy on my
home, and it is a wonderful policy. If
my house burns down, I get everything
I need. The paintings on the wall get
replaced. The silver in the drawers in
the kitchen gets replaced. The dishes,
my clothes-everything that is destroyed in the fire gets replaced. The
fire is a catastrophe. I have insurance
against catastrophe. But there is nothing in my homeowner's policy that covers the cost of mowing the lawn. There
is nothing in my homeowner's policy
that covers the cost of repainting the
front door when the dog scratches it.
Do you know how much my homeowner's policy would cost if I had to
file an insurance claim every time I
wanted the lawn cut? "How do you pay,
Senator BENNETT, for the cost of mowing the lawn and painting the front
door?" I have a savings account , and I
pay American money to the son of my
next door neighbor to come over and
mow the lawn. And insurance is reserved for catastrophe.
I am insured against catastrophe,
and my insurance policy is very, very
reasonable. Why are we not smart
enough to do that with health care, and
say, all right, the little things that we
handle in health care we pay for out of
savings, and we have insurance to
cover the catastrophic circumstances?
I have talked to insurance people. I
have said, what is the number that we
need as a deductible in order to make
this kind of a system work? We have
heard, for medical savings accounts,
the figure of $3,000. The insurance people say the difference between a $1,500
deductible and a $3,000 deductible is de
minimis. It really does not make that
much difference. If you had a $1,500 deductible, you are only saving pennies,
if you go to a $3,000 deductible.
I then went to the leading hospital in
Salt Lake City. I said, "What would
happen if every bill that was less than
$1,500 was paid for in cash?" They kind
of blinked at me because they assumed
that everything that comes in gets
paid for by filing an insurance claim.
They said, "Senator, 80 percent of our
emergency room admissions come to
less than $1,500." I said, "How much administrative savings would you have if
you didn't have to process insurance
claims for that 80 percent of your business?" They said, "Good heavens, it
would save us enormously."
We have a control group that we can
refer to, Mr. President, that demonstrates the wisdom of paying for
things with cash as opposed to filing
insurance claims for a flu shot, filing
insurance claims for an office visit, filing an insurance claim for everything
that comes along. You may have heard
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of it. I hope more people have heard of
it. The Shriners Hospital system. The
Shriners are a fraternal organization
that raises money that it spends to
take care of children who cannot pay.
The only requirement for you to get
into a Shriners Hospital is that you do
not have the capacity to pay for the
treatment. That is it. You have to be
sick, of course. But if you are sick, and
you do not have the capacity to pay for
your treatment, you can get into a
Shriners Hospital.
Here are the numbers from the
Shriners Hospital in Salt Lake City,
UT: 4 percent of their budget goes for
administration; 96 percent goes for
health care. Why? Because they do not
deal with a single insurance company,
and they do not deal with a single Government agency. They do not have to
fill out any forms or screen anybody
for eligibility beyond convincing themselves that these people cannot pay.
What is the cost of treatment in the
Shriners Hospital? Here is the number:
$95 a day. I have said this, somehow
you are missing a decimal point. It has
to be $950 a day. That is what it cost in
a modern hospital: $95 a day because
they do not have any of these administrative costs. It does not pass the Bob
Newhart test.
I ask unanimous consent that I
might have another 3 minutes to explain the Bob Newhart test.
Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
yield the Senator from Utah 3 minutes.
Mr. BENNETT. Here is the Bob
Newhart test. Have you ever heard Bob
Newhart discuss, as if he had no previous experience at all, the smoking of
tobacco with Sir Walter Raleigh?
Bob Newhart is on the phone, and he
is saying, "Let me get this straight,
Walt. This is a weed, right? This has no
food value, and you want to bring it
over here? Tell me, Walt, what do yo.u
do? You roll it up? And, yeah, OK,
Walt. Now you stick it in your ear.
Right? No, no. You stick it in your
mouth? Come on, Walt. What do you do
with it? You roll this weed up and stick
it in your mouth? Yeah, Walt. You set
fire to it, and you start breathing the
fumes?''
Bob Newhart has made a great comedy career out of doing that kind of
analysis of the stupidities of the thing
that we do in our lives. Our medical
system of insurance does not pass the
Bob Newhart test.
I have tried to put it in that context
by saying this is what would happen if
we bought clothing the way we buy
health care, if we had to file an insurance claim for the cost of mowing the
lawn, and everybody laughs. But that
is where we are, and the people who are
opposing medical savings accounts are
the people who do not realize the absurdity of the present circumstance,
who have gotten themselves in the
mindset that since we have done it this
way, this· is the way it always has to
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be. If you can only step back and look
at it honestly, you realize how many
problems you solve if you say that
health insurance should be like car insurance and homeowners insurance and
flood insurance and earthquake insurance and tornado insurance. Health insurance should insure us against a catastrophe, just as we use money to
make the decision whether we want
brown shoes or black shoes, just as we
use money to make our own decisions
on whether we want to replace the suit
or wear a sport coat. We should use
money to say, "I am going to get a flu
shot; I am going to take care of this
hangnail; I am not going to file an insurance claim with all of the administrative costs connected with that."
It is just plain common sense, and it
more than passes the Bob Newhart
test.
I thank the Chair. I yield the floor.
Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from Utah not only
for these remarks but for the extended
effort that he has made on the issue of
reform for our health care system. The
Senator from Utah has dedicated
many, many hours to that.
We have been joined by the Senator
from Iowa, and in a few moments we
are going to hear from him on this
vital question. I do want to point out
in the national journal Congressional
Daily this morning it says, "A group of
moderate to conservative House Democrats Thursday sent a letter to President Clinton urging him to accept
some form of compromise on medical
savings accounts in health insurance
reform legislation." The letter was authored by Representative GARY CONDIT,
Democrat of California, and it asks the
President to sign off on the evolving
Republican compromise already accepted by Senate Labor and Human Resources chairwoman, Senator KAssEBAUM of Kansas.
Mr. President, I am going to ask
unanimous consent the time under our
control be expanded by up to 5 minutes.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. COVERDELL. I now yield to the
Senator from Iowa for up to 10 minutes.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Iowa is recognized.
(Mr. COVERDELL assumed the
chair.)
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I
congratulate each of my colleagues
under the leadership of the Senator
from Georgia for discussing this very
important issue of making sure that we
get health insurance reform legislation
through, that this reform legislation
operates in a way so it minimizes Federal Government bureaucracy interference in the marketplace and in the
doctor-patient relationship, and that
we eventually reduce the cost of health
care.

I think every one of these are motives for this legislation, in addition to
creating a situation where people who
can afford health insurance and are denied health insurance because of preexisting conditions will be able to have
that guarantee of health insurance and
its renewability, and also for the individuals who find it difficult in bargaining with the insurance companies for
an affordable package, and also for
small businesses that have a difficult
time doing that, that we allow these
people to come together in health insurance purchasing cooperatives to be
able to do this. So I thank the Senator
from Georgia for promoting this discussion at this particular time.
Regardless of all the good aspects of
this bill, there is one aspect holding it
up, and it is an aspect of the bill that
I very much support, and that is the
drive for the medical savings accounts.
When I say it is a drive for medical savings accounts, it is not a drive within
Congress for medical savings accounts.
Medical savings accounts are an established fact of the delivery of health
care in America because they have
been proven out there in the private
sector, but they do not have the advantages that other types of health insurance or vehicles for paying for health
care have like their tax deductibility.
So if we are going to promote medical savings accounts which are proven
worthy and effective in the private sector already, then they ought to have
the same tax treatment that a lot of
other instruments we have used for a
half century have had in order to give
people effective health coverage. And
so this debate is about medical savings
accounts. All the other good things in
this bill are kind of forgotten. All the
attention is on medical savings accounts, I think for one simple reason,
and that one simple reason is that
there are people in Washington who
still believe that Washington knows
best, and they do not want a system of
medical savings accounts where the individual is going to make the decision
of spending money on health care.
They only think it can be a big insurance company or some Washington bureaucrat that can make this judgment
for the individual. The success of medical savings accounts proves that tradition wrong, the tradition that Washington knows best. And so we need this
legislation. It should not be held up.
Mr. President, the American people
are waiting for final action on the Kennedy-Kassebaum health insurance reform legislation. They have been waiting 2 full months.
The American people want this legislation enacted because they understand
that it promises portability of health
insurance. They want it enacted because they understand that it would
limit the practice of denying health insurance coverage to people because of
preexisting conditions.
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This legislation passed the House on
March 28. It passed the Senate on April
23. We should have sent it to the President weeks ago , Mr. President. Why
have we not?
We have not because some obstinate
Senators of the other party refuse to
allow the conference between the
House and the Senate to proceed. They
refuse to allow it to proceed because
they oppose the medical savings accounts provisions. They refuse to allow
it to proceed despite concessions on the
MSA provisions by the Republican
leadership. They refuse to allow it to
proceed because the President will not
tell them he wants to sign it with an
MSA provision in it.
I say some Senators of the other
party because many Members of the
other party have supported medical
savings accounts. Many still do. Thirty-eight Democrats in the House of
Representatives voted for the House
health insurance reform bill which included medical savings accounts. I understand the Democratic Representatives BOB TORR!CELLI and ANDY JACOBS
wrote to the President 6 weeks ago to
urge him to support MSA's. In the past,
leading members of the other party
have spoken favorably of MSA's. Two
short years ago, in 1994, Representative
GEPHARDT is quoted as saying on
CNBC: "I think its a great option."
Then, just today according to Congress
Daily, a group of moderate-to-conservative Democrats in the House of Representatives sent a letter to President
Clinton asking him to sign off on the
evolving GOP compromise on MSA's.
I am having a hard time understanding why some Senators are putting up
such die-hard opposition to medical
savings accounts, Mr. President. And I
am having a hard time understanding
why the President of the United States
will not tell his troops in the Senate
that he will sign a bill with an MSA
provision in it.
Because they are a good idea. They
are basically ffiA's. Everybody understands ffiA's. Medical savings accounts
are ffiA's that can only be used to pay
for medical care. Individuals who have
a medical savings account would also
have to purchase conventional health
insurance with a high deductible. This
high deductible health insurance policy
would protect them against truly catastrophic health care costs.
They are a good idea for several reasons:
They should make health care coverage more dependable for those who
have them because they are completely
portable.
Medical savings accounts are easy to
administer compared to conventional
insurance or to managed care plans.
Therefore, administrative savings will
be realized when people use them.
They put the patient back into the
health care equation. People with
MSA's would have complete freedom to
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choose their doctor. Because patients
would be spending their own money,
doctors would be under pressure to provide economical treatment and to discuss with their patients the costs and
the benefits of particular treatments to
a greater degree than they do now.
They would level the health insurance playing field by making the tax
treatment of health insurance fairer.
Now, employers who pay for health insurance for their employees get a tax
break for what they spend. The employees get a tax break for what is essentially compensation. But in those
businesses which can not afford health
insurance, neither the employer nor
the employee gets tax help from the
Federal Government. The self-employed, who pay for their own health
insurance, get no help from the Federal
Government.
Medical savings accounts should increase personal savings. The tax benefit associated with Medical savings accounts should be a strong incentive to
save.
They will ultimately contribute to
retirement savings for many people. In
the future, many people would become
eligible for Medicare with substantial
medical savings · account balances.
These could be withdrawn for any purpose at age 65.
Finally, they will help cover longterm care expenses because one of the
permitted uses will be for the purchase
of long-term care insurance.
Mr. President, the Republican congressional leadership has offered the
President and the Democrats a compromise. The compromise would limit
the opportunity to have an MSA to
where the core uninsurance problem
is-in the small business community
and among the self-employed.
Still, some Senate Democrats refuse
to let us send the Kassebaum bill to
the President.
They say that the MSA provisions
are in the bill only as a pay-off to a
single insurance company. This is really one of the most preposterous allegations made in this debate.
A single insurance company? Then
why are the MSA provisions supported
by the farm community, including the
American Farm Bureau Federation,
Communicating for Agriculture, the
National Wheat Growers, the National
Grange, the National Milk Producers
Federation, and the National Cattleman's Beef Association?
Why are they supported by the small
business community, including the National Federation of Independent Businesses, the Business Coalition for Affordable Health Care which includes
the National Association of the SelfEmployed, the U.S. Federation of
Small Business, the U.S. Business and
Industrial Council, the National Food
Brokers Association, and many other
business groups.
Why are the MSA provisions supported by many phy~cian organiza-

tions, led by the American Medical Association? Why are they supported by
not just one, but several insurance
companies?
A single insurance company? I do not
think so, Mr. President. It is clear to
anyone who wants to open their eyes.
The medical savings account concept,
and the specific provisions in the
Kassebaum bill, are supported by a
broad coalition of Americans.
Those holding up the bill say that
MSA's will be used only by the young
and the healthy. They say that the sick
will prefer regular insurance or HMO's.
Maybe they really believe it. But now
we have evidence to the contrary from
a recent study by the Rand Corp. The
Rand study concluded that MSA's
could be attractive to both the sick
and the heal thy.
In fact, the Rand study concluded
that MSA's might not reduce health
care costs as substantially as MSA proponents have claimed. Why not? Because they probably would be attractive to the sick. Furthermore, those
who are sick will probably prefer to
have the unrestricted freedom of
choice of doctor that would come with
anMSA.
If the sick and the poor would use
MSA's, it hardly seems likely that
MSA's would fragment the insurance
pools because of adverse selection, another concern of those opposed to
MSA's.
Those holding up the Kassebaum legislation argue that MSA's would appeal
only to the wealthy. But Rand concluded that the "median user would be
only slightly wealthier than people in
conventional insurance plans and
HMOs. * * *" Furthermore, a recent
survey by the Marketing Research Institute of 1,000 workers found that a
large majority of lower income workers, if given the choice, would choose
MSA's.
What is really going on here, Mr.
President, is that the Senators trying
to stop medical savings accounts really
do not want individual citizens to take
charge of their own health care. They
do not want the system to be controlled and driven by individual consumers in cooperation with their doctors. They are frightened to death that
medical savings accounts will prove so
popular with the citizenry that there
will be an irresistible demand to make
them available to everybody. If that
happens, their dream of a nationalized
health care system will be impossible
to realize.
In any case, Mr. President, it seems
to me that we can add medical savings
accounts to the things a great many
Americans want in the KassebaumKennedy health insurance reform bill.
Many other Americans are probably
more concerned about the Kassebaum
bill's portability provisions. Or about
the bill's limits on the ability of insurers to deny coverage to people because
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of preexisting conditions. These citizens are going to have a very hard time
understanding why some Senators, and
the President, are denying these reforms because of opposition to the
medical savings account compromise
the Republican leadership is offering
them.
The American people are going to get
none of these reforms unless the Senators obstructing the legislation stop
playing dog in the manger, and get out
of the way so the American people can
have the benefits of the legislation.
The President needs to tell his troops
in the Senate that he wants to see this
bill enacted. He should tell his troops
to let the conferees be appointed and to
accept the MSA compromise he's been
offered.
Mr. BROWN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Colorado should be advised
the next 90 minutes is controlled by
the Democrat leader or his designee.
Several Senators addressed the
Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Nevada.
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask also
since the time has gone over 12 minutes or 13 minutes, let me extend it
past the 12:30 hour so there is equal
time for both.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
HEALTH INSURANCE REFORM
Mr. REID. Mr. President, what we
have seen take place here in the last
hour or 45 minutes is what has been
going on in the Senate for the last 8 or
10 months. We cannot do things quite
perfect enough. There is always some
kind of a problem.
With the balanced budget, we agreed
to a balanced budget but there was always a poison pill that was involved.
The poison pill with the balanced budget was Medicaid, Medicare, whacking
the environment. It was not good
enough that the President and Democrats agreed there would be a balanced
budget in 7 years using the figures
from the CBO. That was not good
enough. What they had to do was the
majority had to ruin it. They ruined it
with their poison pills, with excessive
cuts in Medicare and Medicaid.
Welfare reform-remember, we had a
welfare reform bill. It passed here in a
bipartisan basis. But the majority in
the House and Senate decided they
wanted to block grant Medicaid. They
wanted to cut off a million disabled
children from welfare. That made it so
we could not pass welfare reform.
Minimum wage, something that is
long overdue, about 90 percent of the
American public think it is the fair
thing to do, to increase the minimum
wage, but, no, they have to tie on to
that something called the TEAM Act,
some kind of small business exemption
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which is a disguise, that is all it is, to ,
in effect, gut the m.i.nimum wage. Everyone knows the jobs in America are
not created by General Motors, Lockheed and the big corporations, but by
small businesses. So what is the poison
pill that the majority attaches to minimum wage? We will make a small business exemption with the minimum
wage; we will do indirectly what we
cannot do directly.
So everything that comes out that is
good for t he American public, the majority t hr ows in a poison pill. They
have done it with their small business
exemption with the minimum wage.
They have done it with the TEAM Act.
We should be on the floor here, talking about the things that we do on a bipartisan basis. The American public is
not concerned about big government or
small government, they are concerned
about good government. And good government means we must act together.
We could do that with health care reform. Everyone knows that on the Kennedy-Kassebaum bill the senior Senator from Massachusetts represents
one constituency, the senior Senator
from the State of Kansas represents
another constituency, and they got together. People who are senior Members
of this body got together and came up
with a bill that was not everything
that everyone needed, that did not
take care of all the problems with
health care delivery in this country,
but certainly it went a long way to answer two of the major problems that
face the American public and that is,
what do we do about portability of
health insurance and what do we do
about preexisting conditions?
The Kennedy-Kassebaum bill took
care of that. It basically said we can
help get portable insurance. If you
have a job and sou have insurance and
you quit your job, leave your job, you
can take your insurance with you. If
you have a preexisting condition you
can have an insurance company insure
you. They cannot refuse you. Everyone
in America has had conditions with
family, loved ones or neighbors, who
have problems with preexisting conditions. It may be a bad back, it may be
diabete~these conditions are such the
insurance companies simply turn people down. The Kennedy-Kassebaum bill
said no , you cannot do that anymore.
Here we go again, just like as has
happened for the past 18 months. We
have something which can solve a problem on a bipartisan basis and another
poison pill comes along. This time it is
MSA's. Mr. President, MSA's is something we should take a look at. Everyone has acknowledged, on the minority
side, we are willing to take a look at
MSA's. Let us do a pilot project. Let us
see how they would work. Everything
that has been said about MSA's by the
majority may be right. I mean, I think
we should take a look at it. They may
be right. But whether_ t_!l.ey are right or

wrong, why do we not go ahead and do
what Kennedy-Kassebaum originally
said we should do , take care of portability and take care of preexisting
conditions? That would go a long way
to solving the problems of health care
delivery in America today.
No , we cannot do that because now
we are not talking about a balanced
budget and ruining that with Medicare
and Medicaid devastating cuts; we are
not talking about minimum wage and
the poison pill thrown in there with
the small business exemption; we are
not talking about welfare reform, the
poison pill there block-granting Medicaid and eliminating about a million
handicapped children. No , what we are
doing now is we have another poison
pill with health care reform that is the
medical savings accounts. We are not
willing to test, do a pilot project on
medical savings accounts. We want it
all . If we cannot get it all we are going
to ruin portability and preexisting conditions.
I, personally, believe that medical
savings accounts should be tested. I
think there is some merit to them. We
should have a demonstration to project
to see what the benefits and drawbacks
are of MSA's. But the insurance reform
bill which the Senate overwhelmingly
passed did not contain MSA's and the
addition of MSA's is now preventing a
bipartisan step toward real health care
reform. We failed to pass real health
care reform 2 years ago. But we did
learn something at that time. We must
approach health care reform step by
step. We cannot get everything we
want. But it seems the majority is saying we want everything that we think
is appropriate. If we do not get it, we
are going to kill health care reform.
The Kennedy-Kassebaum bill primarily targets two hurdles to insurance coverage for the American public:
Hurdle No. 1, preexisting conditions;
No. 2 is portability. By addressing
these two major barriers to insurance
coverage we can help 25 million Americans.
We can stand on this floor and debate
for weeks, months how good or bad
MSA's are. But let us do that and at
the same time take care of 25 million
Americans and take care of preexisting
conditions and portability.
The Kennedy-Kassebaum bill is a
straightforward measure combining
items from the 1994 health care debate
that are both noncontroversial and bipartisan. We should not be holding up
this bill with a debate over MSA' s.
I think, when it is all said and done,
after we do the demonstration projects,
I think I would probably support
MSA's.
But we really do not know just now.
Why do we not go ahead and pass what
is good, and that is Kennedy-Kassebaum. The majority attempts to add
MSA's to the benefit, some say, of special interests. I think that this special-
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interest legislation may just be threatening the coverage of preexisting conditions and portability, because this is
the poison pill they found to kill that
program.
If the majority is serious about helping millions of Americans maintain
their health coverage, they should
abandon their attempts to attach this
overall , all-encompassing MSA provision to S. 1028.
The debate today is not about MSA 's.
That can wait for another day. The debate is about whether Congress is going
to help individuals who change or lose
their job to help maintain health coverage.
We can pass this bill today, Monday,
Tuesday, Wednesday of next week if
the majority will agree to stop loading
this bipartisan bill with amendments
that can be debated at another time.
Mr. President, there is a real question about what we are doing here.
What are the dangers of MSA's? Some
of the concerns I have, that I hope with
the demonstration project can be overridden, is that they siphon off the
healthy and the wealthy and the
young. They fragment and undermine
the current insurance market, and
they cause premiums to rise for others.
They discourage cost-saving preventive
care. They lack consumer protections.
They increase employer health care
spending, and they cost taxpayers,
some say, almost $2 billion. In fact,
who says that is the Joint Committee
on Taxation.
What the majority will not talk
about today on this floor, or any other
time , about MSA's and the reason, perhaps, they are unwilling to go forth
with a demonstration project, is that
the MSA provision added in the House
bill contains no standards for high-deductible catastrophic plans that accompany these MSA's, forcing many
individuals to pay more in out-of-pocket costs than they might expect.
Here are some costly facts about this
catastrophic insurance plan that the
majority will not be talking about during this debate. For example: Once the
deductible is reached, not all costs are
covered.
Even after an individual or family
meet their high-deductible, most catastrophic plans require a copayment for
health care services. The majority
wants individuals to think all their
health care will be covered. That is not
the fact. They think they should be
covered free of charge once the high deductible is finally reached. It just will
not happen.
Also, only medically necessary services are covered. So many of these
plans only pay for those medical expenses that are medically necessary.
As determined by whom? Of course, by
that all-knowing insurance company.
Furthermore, insurers may count
only medically necessary services defined as indicated by the insurer toward the deductible. If it is not covered
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by the insurer, the individual will get
no credit for the payments they have
made toward the deductible.
We heard a lot 2 years ago when we
debated health care reform, and one of
the things that the health insurance
industry-and their spending over $100
million in advertising trying to confuse
and frighten the American public,
which they did-one of the things they
talked about a lot was people would
lose their choice of physicians. Well,
those in the majority should understand that here is a question with
MSA's about whether you lose your
choice of physician.
Individuals are free to choose their
own doctors while paying for medical
care in full. However, under their insurance plan, they may have to pay
more to stay with their own family
physician. Many catastrophic plans require individuals to use specific doctors, and if they are not willing to use
specific doctors, they pay more, thereby adding unexpected costs after meeting that high deductible.
Another problem we need to look
at-and the reason we think there
should be a demonstration project and
we should go forward with portability
and preexisting conditions and leave
this debate for a later day, and that
later day would be based upon having a
demonstration project or projects
where we would have all the information that can answer these questions
that are being raised today by this
Senator-exclusions to services coverage.
Many of these plans currently on the
market today contain a long list of
services not covered by the plan. Some
plans exclude pregnancy and routine
newborn care among their exclusions.
Individuals would be responsible for
the cost of these services, even if the
deductible has been reached. Should we
not look at this in a demonstration
project?
I say to my friends in the majority, if
you can answer all these questions,
then we should all be here joining arms
and going with MSA's. Why do we not
pass what we think is good? That is,
the portability, preexisting conditions.
Another problem: Employers are not
required to contribute to the savings
account. Ther·e is nothing in the House
bill to require employers to contribute
an amount to cover the deductible or
make a contribution at all, forcing the
individual to cover much, if not all, of
their medical expenditures.
Finally,
with a
demonstration
project, we could determine if employers could contribute to the premium
cost or merely provide information
about plans available. Individuals
alone may have to cover the cost of the
insurance again.
So, I say the time is here to help millions, 25 million people. Let us set up
some demonstration projects around
the country and see i[ t}le MSA's work,

and then pass quickly, on a bipartisan
basis, the Kennedy-Kassebaum bill.
That is what we should do. It would
provide protection for 25 million Americans who need that protection.
Mr. KENNEDY addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from Massachusetts.
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I yield
such time as I might use. I ask the
Chair to notify me when 20 minutes is
up.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair will advise the Senator when 20
minutes is up.
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I rise
on the floor of the Senate to address
the issues of medical savings accounts.
I want to address some of the observations that have been made by some of
our colleagues this morning, and over
the last few days; and that have also
been raised in a number of their statements and speeches and press releases
in the newspapers.
Mr. REID. Will the Senator yield for
a question prior to my leaving the
floor?
Mr. KENNEDY. Yes, I yield.
Mr. REID. I say to my friend, who
has had a lot of experience in this
body, if the medical savings account
provision were dropped, how long do
you think it would take to pass this
bill?
Mr. KENNEDY. I think, as suggested
by the Senator's question, I think we
could pass that in just a few moments
here in the Senate. I expect that would
be true in the House of Representatives
as well. It would pass well within a day
and be on the President's desk by tomorrow and put into effect to protect
the 25 million Americans who have
some disability and give protections to
millions of Americans who are moving
from job to job to guarantee that portability.
The Senator is accurate in his questions. Why aren't we doing today what
was passed out of our committee with
a unanimous vote of Republicans and
Democrats several months ago; and
passed the Senate of the United States
by 100 to 0, and could pass the Senate
of the United States by 100 to 0 again
this afternoon? We could send it to the
President to be signed into law and
provide relief to the 25 million American families that have some preexisting condition and know that they will
be excluded from any kind of health insurance; or know that if they stay with
a small group, that the costs for their
insurance will go through the roof; or
that they will be excluded or canceled.
They could be canceled after having
paid into their insurance program for a
lifetime under the existing rules.
We heard a lot of talk about freedom
here this morning and over the last few
days. Well, there will be freedom for
the insurance company to drop that
family. There will not be freedom for
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the family to look after a child that
has cancer. There will not be freedom
for a husband to look after a wife who
has breast cancer. But there will be
freedom for the insurance company to
drop them.
So I hope we will have an opportunity to talk a little bit about what
freedom really means. It is bandied
around here loosely and generally by
people who have been in the vanguard
of undermining Medicare and Medicaid
and protection for children. But I will
get to that in a few moments.
Mr. REID. I ask the Senator one
more question. Does the Senator see a
pattern, as I see a pattern, that during
the past 18 months the majority, every
time we are on the verge of passing
something meaningful, that a poison
pill is thrown into the mix?
We passed Kennedy-Kassebaum 100 to
0, and suddenly we have MSA's. A balanced budget, we agree on all the
terms. The President agrees to the
year 2002, to use Congressional Budget
Office figures. Welfare reform passed
here, I do not know, almost 100 to 0, big
numbers, 80, a vast, vast majority passing it, and suddenly we have block
granting of Medicaid and cutting off
handicapped children. The minimum
wage, which 90 percent of the American
public wants. We have the small business exemption. Is it just me or does
the Senator see a pattern here that we
are not being able to pass meaningful
legislation in this body because of
these poison pills?
Mr. KENNEDY. I will add to the Senator's list. We have a very important
program to which Senator KASSEBAUM
provided great initiative. It had been
worked out over the period of the last
2 to 3 years in human resources, to restructure and reorganize all the youth
training and job training programs, to
eliminate-there are 148 different programs, $20-odd billion in those programs, 11 different agencies, and we
had tried to work to consolidate those
programs. It overwhelmingly passed in
the Senate by more than 90 votes. I
think it was 92 to 4 or something of
that nature. Now we find out that we
are stalemated in the conference.
We passed our immigration bill. That
was passed in a bipartisan way by more
than 90 votes. It is so interesting listening to my Republican colleagues
talk about the inappropriateness by
some of us to resist a stacked deck of
conferees, when I happen to be a conferee on the immigration bill, and have
never even been invited to a single conference, while the Republicans are
meeting day after day.
Or whether it has been on the issue of
health care, there are a whole series of
different items that we have passed
overwhelmingly. And now they are getting caught up, whether it is immigration or the job training or the health
care program. They have all passed
overwhelmingly. Now for some reason,
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as the Senator points out, there is a desire to refuse to permit the process to
work.
There was enough credit in here for
our Republican friends. They could get
a share of the credit. It is true that
this President has supported this program. The American people have elected this President. They might not like
that. But the President ought to be entitled to sign those pieces of legislation
and not have that successful effort of
bipartisanship, which had been part of
this effort here, to be effectively denied. So I thank the Senator for raising
this point because it is an extremely
important one.
Mr. President, let me just start off by
observing that what this issue is really
all about, is to see where we are in the
course of this debate and discussion on
the underlying legislation, the Kassebaum-Kennedy bill. As I pointed out on
other occasions, this legislation was
developed with the leadership of Senator KASSEBAUM in the wake of the 1994
debate on comprehensive health care. I
hope comprehensive health care is still
an objective of the American people. I
know that there are those in this body
who believe that we should not, as a
matter of national policy, try to get
quality health care for the American
people that they can afford. I know
that this is an offensive idea to many
of them.
I still believe that we ought to find
ways to accomplish this in a manner
that maximizes the involvement of the
individual and the private sector. In
the areas where there are gaps there
would be a public role , particularly for
the neediest individuals in our country.
I am referring to working families and
their children who are on the lower
rungs of the economic ladder. Families
that work hard 40 hours a week, 52
weeks a year, knowing that their child
is without health insurance. They
worry that their child will be injured
playing in a sport or will fall from a bicycle, or have a skating accident, and
they will not have the resources to be
able to pay for medical care. We need
to provide relief from that kind of anxiety.
I know that I will still feel strongly
about that as long as I am in the U.S.
Senate. We have not been able to do
that yet. But, Mr. President, as I have
pointed out on other occasions, under
the leadership of Senator KASSEBAUM,
what we have effectively done is taken
the common elements in all the various proposals of Republicans and
Democrats. I remind my Republican
friends, go back and read Bob Dole's
programs. Read JOHN CHAFEE's programs or read the other Republican
programs.
They will find that portability and
also preexisting conditions provisions
were common to all of those. How
many times do we have to repeat those
statements by the ~®ublican Presi-

dential nominee that said: Let us just
try and find the common ingredients
and pass them. He said it before. He
said it on the floor. He has said it repeatedly. That is all we are trying to
do here: find the common ground, and
pass legislation. That is what we did in
our Labor Committee. That is what we
did on the floor of the U.S. Senate.
That is what we should be doing here
this afternoon. The President ought to
be signing these provisions into law.
And every day we delay, Mr. President,
every hour we delay, we are saying to
those families , 25 million American
families , " No. We 're more interested in
the politics, the politics of this issue."
If you want to have an MSA program
that goes beyond a demonstration that
is a true test, bring it up tomorrow.
Bring it up next week. Let us debate
that issue at another time. But why
tag it on here? Why tag it on here?
Why are you not going to give that
relief for 25 million Americans? " We 're
going to deny you , workers , hard-working Americans. We 're going to deny
you because we want it our way. We
want a stacked conference committee .
And we're telling you now, we 're either
going to take it our way or no way. "
That is what this debate and discussion
is about.
Who are those wonderful Members?
Whose interests are being advanced by
the medical savings accounts? Well, let
us see who is on their side and who is
saying, " No . We shouldn't go ahead.
Consider the MSA's at another time. "
Who are the ones that are saying,
" Go ahead. Please, Congress, go ahead
and pass the Kassebaum-Kennedy
bill" ? Who are they? They are the organizations that represent the disabled
individuals in this country. We made
progress with the Americans With Disabilities Act. We have made progress
on disability policy with regard to education. We have made progress in mental health research at NIH.
Who are those that are saying, " Put
this off to another day? " Is it all of the
representatives of the
disability
groups. I challenge the other side. I
challenge the other side, next time
they organize and put out their briefing sheets so that they will all have
the same talking points in the morning, answer the question. Tell us which
leaders in the disability groups are supporting your program. Give us one organization. We are not asking for 10 or
5. Give us one organization-one organization-that supports your position.
Just give us one organization.
Who do you want to stand with? The
Golden Rule Insurance Co.? They left
the State of Vermont when it outlawed
their abusive practices that were so
egregious that they nearly constituted
fraud.
We will have Members come out here ,
" We will document the fraud and spend
time going over that. "
I suggest to my colleagues they go
over and read how they left the State
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of Vermont. They are the principal
supporters, they are the principal
gainers in medical savings accounts.
We know that. They have already contributed hundreds and thousands of
dollars, over a $1.5 million to our Republican friends , to our Republican
friends that are the principal spokesmen for the medical savings accounts.
All right, so they have the Golden
Rule that supports it. Who else? Find
us a serious senior citizen group. Find
us one. The elderly understand what
this is all about. They understand what
is going on here. They understand that
the principal critics of the position
that we are supporting here today are
the same ones that want to cut back on
the Medicare Program.
I watched very briefly the debate
here this morning. They are the principals that voted aye in cutting back
the Medicare Program, to raise the premiums, double the deductibles. Where
were all of these voices when we were
talking about protecting Americans for
freedom? They were stripping away the
standards to protect the elderly in the
nursing homes. Where were all those
voices then? " We want to protect freedom, but we will not protect freedom
for the senior citizens that go to nursing homes. We will take those guarantees and those protections away from
them. We will take those away from
them , and we are going to also take
away the various additional protections for children under the Medicaid
Program-5 million. ' '
Find me one Senator that has spoken
out in opposition to medical savings
accounts; not one of them this morning
voted against knocking 5 million children out of our Medicaid system, 85
percent of whose parents work 40 hours
a week , 52 weeks of the year. Do not
tell us who is on whose side in terms of
protecting Americans' health care.
Each and every one of them that spoke
out here this morning were prepared to
cut out children in the Medicaid Program.
They have cut back about 20 percent
of the mental health assistance program. They permitted double buying of
our elderly people under the Medicare
Program when it came back from the
conference report.
It goes on and on. And all for what?
To take those savings and give them
for tax breaks-tax breaks. Who are
you kidding about your concern about
freedom and competition in the health
care system when you are busy
undoing the present program, when
your Republican leader in the House of
Representatives, Mr. GINGRICH, said
you want to have Medicare wither on
the vine , and the Republican nominee
has indicated he is proud of the fact he
voted against Medicare in the beginning, and·he has restated it again.
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We are supposed to believe those individuals who do not believe in Medicare, who have been assaulting Medicare, who have been assaulting Medicaid and protections for children and
senior citizens, that, all of a sudden,
here they are , they are so concerned,
because certain Senators will not permit us to try out a new program, a new
program that is allegedly going to provide freedom.
This Senator is not going to let them
have the freedom to go to the Federal
Treasury, because that is what you are
asking about. They can have all the
freedom today to sell their medical
savings account.
Understand this: My colleagues who
have been complaining about our positions on medical savings accounts,
they can go out and sell them today ,
and some of them do. But, no, no , that
is not what they want. They want the
freedom to go into the Federal Treasury, put their hand in the pocket of
every working family and the pocketbook of every working family. What do
we mean by all that?
Mr. REID. Will the Senator yield?
Mr. KENNEDY. I will finish this one
thought.
It is very interesting that the Joint
Tax Committee estimates that the
costs to the Federal Treasury would be
$3 billion in additional deficits over a
10-year period.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair advises the Senator from Massachusetts he has used 20 minutes.
Mr. KENNEDY. I yield myself 10 minutes additional.
The Federal Treasury says the additional deficits for 10 years is $3 billion;
$3 billion for a test with one million
people.
What is the suggested program that
is being supported by Mr. GINGRICH?
Mr. President, 43 million American
working families. That is a test? Three
billion for one million people-he is
talking about a range of 43 million
Americans. It is the freedom of Golden
Rule to put its hand in the Federal
Treasury and take out billions of dollars. That is the freedom that those individuals are talking about in terms of
medical savings account.
I am happy to yield to the Senator.
Mr. REID. Mr. President, the Senator
has been talking about freedom. I have
a quote that the Senator did make, and
I ask if the Senator recalls this statement having been made from the majority leader of the U.S. House of Representatives, DICK ARMEY, who says,
" Medicare has no place in a free
world. "
Do you recall that statement having
been made by the majority leader of
the House of Representatives saying,
" Medicare has no place in a free
world" ?
Mr. KENNEDY. It has a familiar ring
to it, Senator.
Mr. REID. Just so there is no misunderstanding, I wa!?-tZ to state what

was said by the Republican nominee for
the U.S. Presidency in October of last
year: " I was there fighting the fight " a direct quote-" one of 12 voting
against Medicare, because we knew it
wouldn't work in 1965. "
Is that the reference that the Senator made?
Mr. KENNEDY. It is exactly the reference. We have leaders that are now
out there every day with their mimeograph machines saying those really
blocking this program are the same
ones that were opposing the Medicare
Program before, oppose it now, cutt ing
back and putting at risk our senior
citizens, and also other health programs of this past budget.
Mr. REID. Briefly, does the Senator
from Massachusetts recognize this direct quote by the Speaker of the House
in October of last year:
Now, we didn 't get rid of it in round one
because we didn 't thi nk it was politically
smart, but we believe Medicare is going to
wither on the vine.

Is that the reference the Senator was
making?
Mr. KENNEDY. The Senator is exactly correct. They are the ones that
want to put these medical savings accounts in, same ones that want to do
that.
Mr. REID. I will close by giving the
direct quote of the majority leader of
the U.S. House of Representatives:
Medicare has no place in a free world. Social Security is a rotten trick. I think we are
going to have to bite the bullet on Social Security and phase it out over t ime.

Now, we have heard from the Republican nominee , we have heard from the
Speaker of the House of Representatives, we have heard from the majority
leader of the House of Representatives.
I think it indicates where they stand
on Medicare and Medicaid, and I think
the reference made to how they feel
about health care reform is pretty
clear, is it not?
Mr. KENNEDY. It certainly is, Senator. I appreciate you bringing together these points. But the point
about it is, we are trying to determine
who is on whose side here. Who is on
the side of working families, and who is
on the side of the special interests?
Special interests, Golden Rule. Special
interests, Golden Rule.
What I was mentioning just a moment or two ago is that we have challenged the other side to find out any
reputable group that represents the
disabled, who are at such risk from the
cutbacks proposed by our Republican
friends, find the senior citizens, and
come back here this afternoon after
our time is up, and give us those examples of those senior organizations. Give
us those quotes of our seniors that say
that this is a good idea.
You cannot get them. They are not
there. They are not there. They are not
there from the disabled groups. They
are not there from the seniors groups.
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They are not there from the representatives of workers-the 128 million
American families that are working in
this country and their principal representatives-you cannot get it. Then
do not bring that phony mine workers
study that you have. You keep trotting
that mine workers study out, and it is
absolutely wrong. They have denied it
and said it is completely inaccurate
and wrong.
So, Mr. President, on the one side we
have the disabled, the elderly, the representatives of the working, and the
principal spokesman for children. Why
children? Because what you are going
to find out is that, under these programs, they will not pay for preventive
care programs for children. It is going
to discourage preventive care, which is
a scandal for children in our countryan absolute scandal. With our infant
mortality being the 18th or 20th-or
22d, I guess, this year, in terms of the
world. The fact is that we produce 80
percent of the vaccines in the world,
and we still have a quarter of the children not vaccinated. We are still not
providing the comprehensive screening
for children.
Those numbers are being reduced
every year in the last 4 years. The
number of uninsured children in my
State of Massachusetts-160,000--has
doubled. It has doubled in the last 4
years. Have we heard any of those people that are out there now saying they
want medical savings accounts? Where
were they when we were talking and
battling about children and the priorities earlier this year? Where were they
speaking about it? Oh, no , we want
freedom, medical savings accounts ..We
want freedom .
Now, Mr. President, is this just the
position of those that allegedly speak
for the disabled or for the consumers in
this country? Find a consumer organization that wants to go down to the
rope with the medical savings accounts, full-blown medical savings accounts, which are untested, untried.
They used to have the old adage in
medicine to " do no harm. " Well, this is
a turkey, Mr. President, that has . n ot
been tried, has not been tested, and
could cause premiums to go up. It is a
threat to insurance that exists for millions of Americans at this time. That is
believed to be so.
We are asked to buy this pig · in ·a
poke. We are saying, let us debat e it
and discuss it at another time. Let us
agree on what is a reasonable test and
pilot. Many of those who support the
Kassebaum-Kennedy bill do not even
think we ought to do that. But there
are Members on our side and on that
side, as well, that think we ought to
have a trial and a test. I would not oppose that trial and test if it meant the
passage of this bill. But, I will tell you,
I am not going to buy on and sign on
for an untested, untried program that
can threaten-not only will weal thy individuals · just be able to purchase it,
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and healthy individuals will benefit by
it, but I am not going to represent to
people in my State who have some
health insurance today and risk their
premiums escalating and going out of
sight.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator has used his additional10 minutes.
Mr. KENNEDY. I yield myself 7 more
minutes, Mr. President.
Mr. President, I will just mention
here, this is sort of an isolated position. I ask those who come and are addressing the status of this where we are
with this issue.
Today, we found that the House leader, Mr. ARMEY, urged the White House
to "call off Senator KENNEDY on the
health care bill." And then, "Why is
Senator KENNEDY stopping health care
reform?"
Then we had the Business Coalition
for Affordable Health Care, an ad hoc
committee established 3 years ago to
lobby against the President's comprehensive health care. They say,
"Senator KENNEDY is killing the health
care bill today to socialize American
medicine tomorrow." I did not believe,
when we had a 100 to 0 vote, that those
supporting the Kassebaum-Kennedy
bill were going on to socialized medicine.
You better get it straight, Business
Coalition. We had a 100 to 0 vote on the
position that I take today, saying the
bill that passed in the Senate should be
passed now, today. And you are saying,
"Senator KENNEDY is killing the bill in
order to socialize medicine"?
All I want to do is pass what we
passed. Then we have the Coalition for
Patient Choice. It is interesting that
they all came out the same day. Included in that was, "Yes, KENNEDY
would kill health reform. He still
wants big government."
All I want is what Senator KASSEBAUM stated that she wants, too, on
health care. Also, we have the Eagle
Forum. That is a well-known organization on health care, and the Christian
Coalition, and Phyllis Schlafly knows a
lot about it. She has testified frequently on health care. Then the list
goes on. You can expect it from theRepublican National Committee. The list
goes on.
Well, Mr. President, I would ask
those groups to take a look at some of
these editorials, take a look at the
Washington Post editorial by Robert
Samuelson and his analysis on MSA's.
Look at the L.A. Times editorial on
June 6. Take a look at the New York
Times on May 30. Take a look at the
Dallas Morning News. Take a look at
the Baltimore Sun of April 25. Take a
look at the Washington Post on June 3.
Take a look at the June 13, Tacoma,
WA, News Tribune:

affluent people, leaving older and sicker people in the common insurance pool. That
would force insurance rates up for everybody
else . . . The original Kassebaum-Kennedy
bill was a good one. More than 20 million
Americans would benefit from its modest reforms . Save the fight over MSAs for the next
Congress ...

Come on, Mr. President. Do you
think the News Tribune is for socialized medicine?
Here is the San Francisco Chronicle
article of June 10:
There may well be some merit to MSAs to
the extent they encourage health consumers
to be more cost-conscious. But that possible
benefit is still outweighed by the virtual certainty that MSAs would encourage healthy
and wealthy Americans-those who could afford the high-deductible catastrophic coverage-to abandon the prevailing insurance
system, making it even more expensive for
the poorer and less heal thy Americans left
behind.

The Harrisburg Patriot wrote:
While the idea of medical savings accounts
has a lot of appeal on the surface, the Congressional Budget Office, the National Association of Insurance Commissioners, and
other experts in health insurance have
warned that it poses dire consequences for
the overall health care system. MSAs would
remove significant amounts of money from a
pool of funds that go to pay the Nation's
health care bill, while their tax-deductibility
would pose another drain on the Treasury
. . . They ought to be considered separately.

A June 10, Columbus Dispatch article, entitled " Clean Health Bill; Get
Rid of Those Two Killer Amendments,"
says that MSA's could "appeal only to
healthy people, throwing seriously ill
people into a pool whose costs would
escalate. This proposal should be in
separate legislation, so the clamor it
kicks up would not endanger the
Kassebaum-Kennedy bill."
These are just a sample of the commentary from around the Nation. It is
time for Republicans to stop playing
special interest politics.
I welcome being their target quite
frankly, Mr. President. I do not resent
it. If they want to target me, I am glad
to get in and debate this, and will at
any length at any time that they want
to. The fact of matter is we mentioned
15 or 20 recent editorials, and they are
in there every day. Maybe we ought to
come up-! think I will-and start putting them in from every part of the
country representing every different
group.
Why is it that just the Republican
National Committee and the Business
Coalition and Phyllis Schlafly care
more about the American health care
system than all of the other kinds of
commentaries that are coming from all
parts of America and from all different
groups? Why are all these people
wrong? And they are right?
Finally, Mr. President, I would just
Stick to the basics in the New Health Bill. hope that when our friends come out to
talk about this issue I hope they will
It says:
Many medical economists warn MSAs come out and address some of the queswould be used mostly by ]lealthy and more tions that are raised about this pro-
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gram. They have a $5,000 deductible
and $7,500 per couple. Are we to assume
that the employer is going to provide
the money up to $5,000? Absolutely not.
It is not in their program. If it is, they
ought to come on out and tell us. Who
do they think is going to contribute
the $5,000? Guess who? The workers are
going to contribute, and then the
workers will be able to take back. How
many working families are going to be
able to afford $5,000 per individual, or
$7,500 in their family to put that aside?
Come on. Come on. Freedom? Freedom?
Come on.
Then what happens if the doctor
charges $8,000 but the insurance company only recognizes $5,000 because of a
fee schedule? Will the insurance company help you out? How about answering that question. I am waiting to hear
the answer. Will that insurance cover
that particular problem? Are there no
limits? Are there no lifetime ceilings? I
am waiting to hear the answer. You do
not hear them talk about the substance of this proposal. You do not
hear them talk about that because it is
not there. All you have to do is look at
what the Golden Rule Insurance Co.
has done and other companies are
doing. They stop there, and the person
is stuck with the additional. The deductible is not the same thing as a cap .
How much will the individual have to
pay after they finally reach the $5,000?
Mr. President, I hope our friends who
are supporting their position over
there about the MSA's tell us about
the deductible. How much does the individual have to pay after they finally
reach the $5,000? Does that mean there
is no co-pay? I have not heard them
talk about that. They are trying to
suggest that once you get to $5,000 you
are not going to have a co-pay. They
find the Golden Rule Insurance Co.
does not guarantee. That is not guaranteed by their proposal. What is going
to be the co-pay on that $5,000? Why do
you not talk about out of pocket limits? What are "out of pocket limits"?
Out of pocket limits occur in most of
all of the programs that are out therethat an individual pays up to so high
and then does not pay anything above
it. Are there any out of pocket limits
in the MSA's? I hope that those who
are supporting it are talking about it.
Is the sky the limit? No. There are no
out of pocket limits as there are in
many of the insurance companies at
the present time; an important consumer issue. Maybe our friends who are
so enamored of this great freedom of
getting into the Federal Treasury are
going to talk about that issue.
Mr. President, is there anything in
their bill that requires the insurer to
cover all the services that they need?
One of the continual choruses that we
heard last year from those that are opposed to health insurance was, "Let us
have the list of services that are covered." Are they prepared to give us the
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services that are going to be covered? I
cannot tell you how often we heard
that talked about, and we provided
that last year. Do you think any of us
have any idea about what services are
going to be covered and what are going
to be excluded before we put in a program that is going to raise the Federal
Treasury and maybe applicable to a
third of the working families of this
country? Absolutely not. No one has
talked about that.
What services are going to be covered? Are they going to be different
from what the IRS recognizes as being
a legitimate medical deduction if an
individual has medical expenses? Is
this going to mean that is going to be
a contribution to the deductible, or the
co-pay for the purposes of insurance?
That is going to make a lot of difference to a lot of families. Maybe they
could elaborate a little bit on some of
this.
Mr. President, is there anything in
the bill that requires the employer to
contribute one thin dime to MSA's to
cover the $5,000? I hope they will address that. Are they saying that with
the $5,000 deductible that the employer
is going to contribute to and give benefits to the working families to begin to
say, "OK, that is not such a bad deal"?
Absolutely not. Absolutely not. They
are not saying that they will provide
one nickel up to the $5,000.
So, Mr. President, I welcome the
chance to go through these questions
because we ought to have a good discussion and debate. Certainly before we
put in anything like this, we ought to
have the answers to some of these
questions. We do not have them now.
We do not have them; no Senate hearings, no report, no deep analysis, nothing-nothing except the strong lobbying of the Golden Rule.
Mr. President, when you put in the
MSA's you are providing, the way that
this is structured at the present time,
a lavish tax break for the rich, the
handout to the Golden Rule Insurance
Co.; the threat to the existing health
insurance premiums for working Americans.
Make no mistake about it, Mr. President, after this goes into effect, the
next thing they are going to do is move
it over into Medicare. Our seniors understand that. The seniors understand
that. The relentless assault and attack
on the Medicare Program. It just does
not stop. They go at it any which way
they can. They went at it in this last
Congress, and are continuing now with
these unjustified cuts because they
wanted tax breaks for the wealthy.
Now they are at it again.
So, Mr. President, I welcome the
chance to speak on this issue and to include those editorials in the RECORD.
We will have more to say. I just say in
the final minute, why do we not just
pass the Kassebaum-Kennedy bill?
That has the overwh~@ing support. I

think it is the one piece of legislation
that has come out of a committee
unanimously, Republicans and Democrats. It came to this floor and passed
unanimously. Senator Dole's amendment was accepted to expand deductibility for small business. We welcomed
it. We also provide extended long-term
care-we support it-to provide some
provisions to deal with terminal illness, which is the humane approach on
it. Senator Dole has added an important ingredient to this bill. Senator
KASSEBAUM, the distinguished chairman, was the one who wrote this legislation. Senator Dole has amended this
legislation. We are supporting this program. Why not just pass the program?
Why not just pass it and let the President sign it. And if we want to come
back and debate the medical savings
account, let us do that. Let us have
votes on those particular provisions.
Let us let the Senate make its will on
it.
But, please, Mr. President, do not say
no to the 25 million Americans who
have some form of preexisting condition and every single day that we delay
they are at risk. I do not know how you
quantify in terms of dollars their anxiety worrying about illness and sickness, wondering where the next nickel
or dime was going to come from so as
to not bleed the education funds for
their children or eat up the retirement
funds of their parents. That is happening in every city of America. And that
is being held up by these various
groups that pontificate as to who is
more concerned about the health care
of the American people. That is wrong.
I continue to believe that medical
savings accounts are the poison pill
that could kill health reform. The
House and Senate Republican so-called
compromise offer on medical savings
accounts is a capitulation to House Republicans, who are more interested in
creating an issue and serving a special
interest constituency than in passing
needed reform.
Discussions are continuing to see
whether a genuine compromise can be
reached, without jeopardizing the
health insurance that protects millions
of Americans today. I hope these negotiations will be successful. But the
American people need to understand
why the current Republican proposal is
unacceptable-and why medical savings accounts in the form proposed by
the House Republicans are too extreme
and have no place in this consensus
bill.
Medical savings accounts are an untested idea. Their great danger is that
they are likely to raise premiums and
make health insurance unaffordable for
large numbers of citizens. Medical savings accounts will clearly discourage
preventive care and raise health care
costs. They are a multibillion-dollar
tax giveaway to the healthy and
wealthy at the expense of working fam-
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Hies and the sick. Their cost could balloon the deficit by tens of billions of
dollars.
With all of these obvious defects, it
would be irresponsible for Congress to
impose medical savings accounts on
the Nation without testing the idea
first. The entire controversy today is
over whether NEWT GINGRICH and the
other extremists in the House Republican leadership are willing to accept a
reasonable test of their controversial
idea.
The current Republican offer is a
sham. Their cynical negotiating attitude is my way or the highway. Take it
or leave it. They would obviously rather attack me than defend their indefensible proposal, which is no compromise
at all-it is merely a transparent figleaf over their cynical attempt to force
their untested bad idea on the Nation.
Let's look at the record. Let's count
the defects in the Republican plan on
medical savings accounts.
First, the Republican plan allows
deductibles as high as $5,000 per individual and $7,500 per family. That
means a family needing medical care
must spend $7,500 out of their own
pocket before their insurance pays a
dime. I ask Mr. GINGRICH-"How many
families can afford to pay this much
for medical care, and why in the world
would you give a special tax break for
a policy providing such meager protection? "
Medical savings accounts are described as providing catastrophic protection. Once you hit the cap, they say,
you do not have to worry about how to
pay the doctor or hospital.
Actually, almost all conventional insurance policies already have a feature
like this-called a stop-loss-which
caps your maximum spending for covered services. Even among policies offered by small businesses, which are
typically less generous than those provided by large companies, 90 percent
have a stop-loss. And for virtually all
of these plans, the stop-loss is less than
$2,000.
Contrast that to the House Republican plan. Protection does not even
start until you have spent $5,000-and
there is no stop-loss. None whatsoever.
The plan even allows the insurer to
charge a 30-percent copayment for
charges in excess of the deductible.
Forty thousand dollars doctor and
hospital bills are usual for a significant
illness or surgery. In such cases, patients would owe $15,500 for bills the
policy would not pay. Under a conventional current plan, their costs would
be limited to $2,000 or less.
Instead of attacking the Democratic
messengers who bring this bad news,
why don't the House Republicans explain to the American people why their
plan has no stop-loss requirement? How
can they possibly defend their view it's
all right to make a family pay $7,500
before their insurance covers them at
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all-and then leave them exposed to
unlimited further costs even, after
they have paid the first $7,500?
The House Republicans claim that
people can cover these huge gaps in
their insurance protection by using
their medical savings accounts. Perhaps their wealthy friends-who will
get the GOP elephant s share of the tax
breaks under this plan-will be able to
afford high medical costs. But how are
working families supposed to set aside
the $5,000, $10,000, $20,000 or even more
that they would need to give them true
protection in the event of a serious illness? There is nothing in the Republican plan that requires employers to
contribute even one thin dime to a
medical savings account for their
workers.
It is no coincidence that the leading
proponents of medical savings accounts
are the Golden Rule Insurance Co. and
other insurance firms with close ties to
the House and Senate Republican leadership that have been the worst abusers of the current system. These firms
specialize in selling medical savings accounts. They have given millions of
dollars in political contributions to try
to get their way.
Golden Rule's record, in particular, is
so shameful that Consumer Reports
ranks it near the bottom of all companies because of its inadequate coverage, frequent rate increases, and cruelty in canceling policies.
These defection policies are a scandal, and the companies know it. In
fact, Golden Rule had to pull out of
Vermont, because it was unwilling to
compete on the level playing field created by that State's insurance reform.
So what happened next? Responsible
insurers-Blue Cross and Blue Shield
took over the policies. They found that
one in four Golden Rule policies included unfair fine print. Arms, backs,
breasts, and even skin were often excluded from coverage. Newborn babies
were excluded, unless they were born
healthy. Clearly, Congress should not
be conferring lavish tax subsidies on
that kind of disgraceful insurance coverage. Yet that is exactly what Republicans want to unleash on the American people.
The details of the Republican plan
will shock the American people when
they understand it. That is obviously
why the Republican leadership is engaged in this unseeingly campaign to
whisk their defective plan into law, before its flaws can be discovered. And
that is why I intend to do all I can to
insist on a fair test of their proposal.
By any standards, medical savings
accounts are a dubious experiment
with the American people's insurance
coverage.
The most troubling aspect is the
skimming factor-the risk that medical savings accounts will price conventional insurance out of reach of most
American families, b:y ~ncouraging the

healthiest people to leave the insurance pool. As premiums rise for everyone else, more and more working families will be forced to scale back their
coverage or drop their insurance altogether.
Ask the people who have studied
these plans In the words of the Congressional Budget Office, medical savings accounts "could threaten the existence of standard health insurance."
Mary Nell Lehnhard, senior vicepresident of Blue Cross and Blue
Shield, concluded that MSA's will destroy "the whole principle of insurance."
Separate studies by the American
Academy of Actuaries and the Urban
Institute found that premiums for conventional insurance could increase by
60 percen~O percent-if medical savings accounts become widespread.
The Republican leadership pretends
that their current compromise offer is
nothing more than a test-a fair attempt to deal with concerns about
medical savings accounts before they
are sold broadly. But it is nothing of
the kind. Under their proposal, medical
savings accounts could be sold to all
small businesses and the self-employed
immediately. MSA's would start out
with a massive market consisting of
more than 40 million workers-onethird of the Nation's entire labor force.
I continue to believe that the so-called
compromise is not a test-it's a travesty.
Experts agree that the small business
sector of the health insurance market
is the most vulnerable to the disruption that medical savings accounts
would cause. The Joint Tax Committee
itself has concluded that sales of medical savings accounts would be concentrated in small and medium-sized
firms.
The proposal would clearly go beyond
the bounds of what is acceptable, even
if it stopped there. But it doesn't. After
3 years, in which medical savings accounts would be launched in this vast
market, they would be open to everyone else, unless both the House and
Senate vote to stop the expansion.
In addition, instead of a neutral and
objective evaluation of the first massive phase, the evaluators would be
chosen by the chairmen of the Senate
Finance Committee and the House
Ways and Means Committee, who are
both strong proponents of MSA's. That
is a stacked deck, and the Republicans
know it.
The strongest opponents of medical
savings accounts are organizations representing working families, senior citizens, consumers, and the disabled.
They are the ones who have the most
to lose if the current system of insurance is weakened or destroyed. We
know whose voices should be heard
when Congress decides this issue-not
the voices of greedy special interests,
but the voices of those who depend on
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adequate insurance to get the care
they need at a price they can afford.
The American people need the basic
bipartisan insurance reforms included
in the Kassebaum-Kennedy bill. These
reforms will guarantee that Americans
will not lose their coverage or be subjected to exclusions for preexisting
conditions when they lose their job, or
change jobs, or because their employer
changes insurance carriers. They deserve to know that their insurance cannot be canceled if they become sick.
They should be protected against the
worst abuses of the current system.
The Kassebaum-Kennedy bill passed
the Senate by a bipartisan vote of 1000. If it were sent to the President
today, it would be signed into law tomorrow. It should not be held hostage
to the partisan, special interest Republican agenda that would foist an untried and dangerous concept on the
American people.
Last week, I placed into the RECORD
editorials from a number of leading
newspapers around the country on the
danger of medical savings accounts.
Today, I would like to place additional
editorials in the RECORD demonstrating
the broad public opposition to MSA's.
The Tacoma, WA, News Tribune published an editorial on June 13, entitled,
" Stick to the Basics in New Health
Bill." It says,
Many medical economists warn MSA's
would be used mostly by healthy and more
affluent people, leaving older and sicker people in the common insurance pool. That
would force up insurance rates for everybody
else . . . . The original Kassebaum-Kennedy
bill was a good one. More than 20 million
Americans would benefit from its modest reforms. Save the fight over MSA's for the
next Congress. . . .

The San Francisco Chronicle wrote
on June 10 that,
There may well be some merit in MSA's to
the extent they encourage health consumers
to be more cost-conscious. But that possible
benefit is still out-weighed by the virtual
certainty that MSA's would encourage
healthy and wealthy Americans-those who
could afford the high-deductible catastrophic
coverage-to abandon the prevailing insurance system, making it even more expensive
for the poorer and less healthy Americans
left behind.

The Harrisburg Patriot wrote that
While the idea of medical savings accounts
has a lot of appeal on the surface, the Congressional Budget Office, the National Association of Insurance Commissioners and
other experts in health insurance have
warned that it poses dire consequences for
the overall health-care system. MSAs would
remove significant amounts of money from
the pool of funds that go to pay the nation's
health-care bill, while their tax-deductibility
would pose another drain on the Treasury
. .. They ought to be considered separately.

A June 12 editorial in the Columbus
Dispatch was entitled, "Clean Health
Bill; Get Rid of Those Two Killer
Amendments." It says that MSA's
could
. . . appeal only to healthy people, throwing seriously ill people into a pool whose
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costs would escalate. This proposal should be
in separate legislation, so the clamor it
kicks up would not endanger the KassebaumKennedy bill.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent that the editorials I mentioned be
printed in the RECORD.
There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
[From the Tacoma (WA) News Tribune, June
13, 1996)
STICK TO BASICS IN NEW HEALTH BILL

most significant health-care reform since
the Clinton administration's national health
insurance proposal went down in flames in
1994. But the window of opportunity could
slam closed with the Tuesday retirement of
Senate Majority Leader Bob Dole, whose legislative skills are needed one final time.
The problem is the medical savings account provision that House Republicans
added to the Kennedy-Kassebaum Health Insurance Reform bill. That bill's main objectives are to make insurance "portable" when
workers change or leave jobs and to make it
more difficult for insurers to refuse coverage
to people with pre-existing medical problems. Those provisions would greatly enhance the health security of millions of
Americans who are otherwise vulnerable to
falling into the ranks of the uninsured whenever they change or lose jobs.
Because the Senate bill would mend a gaping crack in the health insurance systemand do so without favoring any special interests-it has won broad bipartisan support: it
passed 100 to 0. The problems have been with
the House version, which was loaded down
with some hot-button GOP proposals that
would-and should-elicit a sustainable presidential veto.
While most of the veto bait has been negotiated away-including the Senate's call for
"parity" on mental health coverage-Republicans have shown little willingness to compromise on the most contentious issue, the
medical savings accounts.
The MSA concept, which Dole favors, appeals mainly to healthy and well-to-do consumers, who could use a tax-deductible savings account-similar to an IRA-to cover
the costs of routine medical expenses, such
as checkups and minor treatments, as an alternative to health insurance. The accounts
would be coupled with high-deductible insurance plans to deal with costly, catastrophic
illness.
There may well be some merit in MSAs to
the extent they encourage health consumers
to be more cost-conscious. But that possible
benefit is still far out-weighed by the virtual
certainty that MSAs would encourage
healthy and wealthy Americans-those who
could afford the high-deductible catastrophic
coverage-to abandon the prevailing insurance system, making it even more expensive
for the poorer and less healthy Americans
left behind.
While President Clinton has properly
threatened to veto any bill containing MSAs,
he has also left the door wide open to an obvious compromise: permitting a pilot MSA
program in specific states for a long enough
period to ensure that they will not add to
health insurance costs and thereby increase
the number of the uninsured.
Some form of that approach is what Dole
now has to sell to House Republicans if the
104th Congress-and candidate Dole, himself-is to take credit for accomplishing at
least a portion of the health-care reform
that the president tried and failed to do. If
he fails, we all lose.

So close, and yet so far. Only a few months
ago it looked like Congress might pass a
modest health insurance bill that would help
millions of Americans worried about their
health coverage.
Now it looks like election-year politics
could doom the effort. Republicans and
Democrats would rather have a campaign
issue than successful legislation.
The strategy behind the bipartisan legislation crafted by Sen. Nancy Kassebaum (RKA.) and Sen. Ted Kennedy (D-Mass.) was to
follow the KISS rule: Keep it Simple, Stupid.
That way Congress could avoid getting
sucked into another morass like the one that
swallowed the Clinton administration's massive health care package.
Kassebaum, chairman of the Senate labor
and Human Resources Committee, and Kennedy, the committee's ranking Democrat,
won strong bipartisan support for their proposal, which sailed through the Senate in
April. The Senate measure allows people losing or changing jobs to continue their health
coverage; the bill also forbids insurers to
refuse coverage for pre-existing conditions.
But the House version includes a provision
for medical savings accounts, which couple
high-deductible catastrophic health insurance policies with tax-exempt savings accounts. Proponents content MSAs would promote individual choice and responsibility in
making personal health-car decisions.
The concept is attractive, but many medical economists warn MSAs would be used
mostly by healthy and more affluent people,
leaving older and sicker people in the common insurance risk pool. That would force
up insurance rates for everybody else. Even
Kassebaum thought MSAs were too untested
to include in the Senate bill.
But MSAs have become a kind of Holy
Grail to House conservatives, who insist
MSAs be included even it means a certain
presidential veto. This week Senate and
House leaders agreed on a compromise that
initially "restricts" MSAs to self-employed
workers and employees of businesses with 50
or fewer workers. After two years, everyone
else would become eligible, unless Congress
intervenes.
Kennedy and the White House have signaled they might accept a limited test of
MSAs. But the Republican proposal is hardly
limited; Anywhere from 25 to 40 million people would be eligible, and expansion in two
years would be almost automatic. That's no
test.
[From the Harrisburg (PA) Patriot, Apr. 3,
The original Kassebaum-Kennedy bill was
1996)
a good one. More than 20 million Americans TOO MUCH REFORM-HOUSE AMENDMENTS
would benefit from its modest reforms. Save
WEIGH DOWN EFFORT TO MAKE HEALTHthe fight over MSAs for the next Congress
CARE INSURANCE PORTABLE
and the next president.
It represents the most modest of health[From the San Francisco Chronicle, June 10, care reform, so modest it is almost embarrassing. But progress, however small, in
1996)
helping people deal with medical expenses is
KEY TEST FOR DOLE
welcome progress nonetheless.
House and Senate conferees have come
There is little visibly active opposition to
within one stubborn wh1sj:er of passing the the bipartisan proposal jointly sponsored by
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U.S. Sens. Edward M. Kennedy, D-Mass., and
Nancy Kassebaum, R-Kan. Nonethless, their
basic proposal to ensure that people do not
lose health coverage when they change or
lose their jobs is in some trouble.
Last week, the House of Representatives
approved a bill incorporating the basic features of the Kennedy-Kassebaum bill. But
also included were a number of odd controversial items that dramatically alter the
scope of the legislation.
Without much debate or consideration, the
House tacked on a scheme that would provide for tax-deductible medical savings accounts and another that would cap punitive
damages in medical-related lawsuits at
$250,000, or three times economic damages,
whichever is greater.
President Clinton has indicated that he
could not accept a bill with either of these
provisions. The Senate is expected to vote on
the legislation this month.
While the idea of medical savings accounts
has a lot of appeal on the surface, the Congressional Budget Office, the National Association of Insurance Commissioners and
other experts in health insurance have
warned that it poses dire consequences for
the overall health-care system.
MSAs would remove significant amounts of
money from the pool of funds that go to pay
the nation's health-care bill, while their taxdeductibility would pose another drain on
the Treasury.
But the important point here is not whether MSAs or capping punitive damages represent good or bad ideas. It is that they generate sufficient objection to threaten to sink
the modest Kennedy-Kassebaum effort that
most lawmakers agree has the potential to
help many of the 25 million Americans who
change jobs every year.
This legislation will not help the 41 million
Americans who already are uninsured,
though it may serve to limit their numbers
from growing.
To the extent that more far-reaching reforms are proposed, such as MSAs, limiting
punitive damages or genuine health-care reform, they ought to be considered separately.
If they aren't, it's pretty clear with will
happen. There will be no reform, just as
nothing materialized out of the major effort
to pass health-care reform in 1994.
Modest though it is, the Kennedy-Kassebaum bill is better than no reform at all.
[From the Columbus Dispatch, June 12, 1996)
"CLEAN" HEALTH BILL; GET RID OF THOSE
TwO "KILLER" AMENDMENTS

It sounded so simple. Congress would pass
a modest health-care reform bill. Most significantly, it would prevent insurers from de~
nying coverage for pre-existing conditions.
Also, workers would be able to change jobs
or start their own businesses without losing·
health insurance.
This is the kind of scaled-down legislation
that was suggested when various well-financed lobbies smothered the admittedly
too-ambitious bill from the Clinton adminis·
tration two years ago.
The current measure is sponsored by Sen.
Nancy Kassebaum, Republican from Kansas,
and Sen. Ted Kennedy, D-Mass. This is
Kassebaum's last year in the Senate, and she
sees the bill as her farewell accomplishment.
Former Senate Majority Leader Bob Dole,
the presumptive GOP presidential nominee,
also supports the bill, but his leaving takes
him out of the loop for using his influence.
Unfortunately, ominous storm clouds are
forming. Several "killer amendments"· may
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doom this altogether worthy effort. The
amendments make sense to many, but they
are not universally adinired and any one
might doom the bill.
The solution? Strip the legislation down,
so it is a "clean bill, " dealing only with the
modest approaches in the original proposal.
A provision for medical savings accounts is
the most contentious item in the plan. This
would allow people to build up tax-free accounts to pay medical bills. Sounds constructive.
But there is some concern this would appeal only to healthy people, throwing seriously ill people into a pool whose costs
would escalate. This proposal should be in
separate legislation, so the clamor it kicks
up would not endanger the Kassebaum-Kennedy bill.
Also, states have the option of passing
their own MSA laws, as Ohio just did. President Clinton has threatened to veto the bill
if it contains the MSA provision.
The other sticky measure would require
employers to provide coverage for mental illness. While this sounds sensible, there is
enough opposition so that this, too, could
kill the whole bill.
Mental-health coverage could be accomplished on the state level, as is being attempted in Ohio.
Experts say there are hidden costs in mandated mental-illness coverage. There has
been a welcome suggestion that a national
commission be appointed to research this
issue and make recommendations.
Interest groups could make spirited defenses for medical savings accounts and mental-illness coverage. Indeed, the former has
had the benefit of expensive lobbying. But
keeping touchy items in the health-reform
legislation is a sure way to defeat the whole
bill. Better to settle for half a loaf. That, at
least, would provide some nourishment.

Mr. KENNEDY. These editorials are
just a sampling of commentary around
the Nation. It is time for Republicans
to stop playing special interest politics
with health insurance reform. The
Kassebaum-Kennedy bill passed by a
bipartisan vote of 100-0. It should not
be blocked because some Republicans
want to line the pockets of their campaign contributors.
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, there
has been an interesting discussion, and
an energetic discussion, I might say, in
this Chamber this morning. Early on
this morning, beginning I believe at
9:30 for Ph hours we had a team come
to the floor of the Senate, and it is a
disciplined team, all headed the same
direction, all pulling in the same harness, to tell the country that the problem with the health care bill, the socalled Kassebaum-Kennedy bill that
has been addressed this morning, is
that the Democrats are holding it up
because of something called MSA's, or
medical savings accounts.
In truth, of course, the KassebaumKennedy bill, which is a very important bill, is being held hostage by people who voted for it; 100 to nothing it
passed this Chamber, by those who insist that they want to add something
to it, and if they cannot add something
to it they will not let it pass.
Let me describe briefly what this bill
is. Most of it has be~II described. Let

me go back a bit, if I can, to put it in
perspective. I come from a small town,
300 people, in southwestern North Dakota, down near farming and ranching
country, and we had one doctor in my
hometown. He was a wonderful doctor
named Dr. Simon Hill. He came to my
hometown in the early 1900's, and he
practiced medicine until he was nearly
80 years old.
When he was practicing medicine in
my hometown in the mid 1900's, there
was no Medicare Program. A fair number of people had no insurance. What
they had for health care in my hometown was one doctor. He had an office.
He had the drugstore on the ground
floor. His doctor's office was above the
drugstore. When people came to see
him, he would lock the drugstore and
walk upstairs to the examining office,
or if people were too sick to come to
see him, he would get in his car and
drive to see them. He did, like most
doctors did back then, make house
calls. And if people did not have any
money and were sick, Doc Hill still
drove out to their place and administered medicine, administered health
care, and if they had no money but had
a couple of laying hens or fryer chickens, they gave him a couple of chickens
or a half a beef. If they were people
with a fair amount of money, he would
charge them an arm and a leg, I guess.
He ran his own health care system in
my little town. He charged those who
could afford a substantial amount and
gave free health care to all those who
had no money, and that is the way the
health care system worked in Regent,
ND, because one doctor did health care
24 hours a day for some 60 years.
Now, was it a good health care system? It was the best he could do. My
neighbor had a toothache. We had no
dentist, so his dad, Alvin, took his son,
Alton, to Doc Hill, who pulled his
tooth. Doc Hill was not a dentist, but
he pulled his tooth. It turns out he
pulled the wrong tooth, but he did not
get sued because we did not have a lawyer in my hometown either.
It was a wonderful system-simple,
administered by one person who was
humane and knew what the needs of
the community were.
Back then, when someone had a cardiac problem, they were likely to die
when they had a heart attack. We were
also 55 or 60 miles from a hospital.
When someone had a problem with
cataracts, they could not see. When
someone had a problem with their hips,
they went into a wheelchair. If someone's knees gave out, they could not
walk; they, too, were in a wheelchair.
Of course, what has happened over
time is Dr. Hill died, and my hometown
does not have a doctor anymore.
Health care changed dramatically,
some of it in wonderful ways, breathtaking changes. Now, if someone has a
cardiac problem, eats too much fat all
of their lives or has a hereditary pro b-
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lem with their heart and it gets all
plugged up, what they do is they lay
that person out on a table and unplug
the heart muscle and invest $50,000 or
$75,000 and sew the person up and the
person feels like a million dollars 6
weeks later. Now they replace the
knees. Now they replace the hip. Now
they offer cataract surgery, and that
person walks and sees and lives a new
life with open heart surgery.
All of that is wonderful. It is remarkable. It is expensive. Most all of, it
comes from breathtaking research done
at the National Institutes of Health
and elsewhere, I would say, with substantial Federal grants in order to
achieve these health care breakthroughs and new technologies. All of
it is wonderful. But, of course, what
has happened in the intervening years
is health care has also become very,
very expensive. It is full of near miracles because of this breathtaking new
medical technology, but it is also very
expensive.
We have a lot of folks in this country
who have no health care coverage at
all. Upwards of 40 million Americans
are walking around today with no
health care coverage, and if they get
sick, they do not have any money to
pay and they do not have insurance to
cover it.
We also have a fair number of people
in this country who work at a job
somewhere and they have a health insurance policy in a group plan through
their employment. But, of course, if
they leave that employment, they lose
that insurance. There are a fair number of people who cannot afford under
any circumstances to leave their job
because they have someone in their
family with a preexisting condition.
And if they leave that job and lose that
health care insurance, they will never
get another policy anywhere. I have a
daughter with a cardiac problem. My
expectation is that if I did not have
health care coverage here and went out
on the open market to try to buy
health care coverage, no one is going to
ensure someone with a preexisting condition, with a cardiac problem. Millions and millions of Americans confront that condition every day, a preexisting condition for which they cannot now get health care insurance, a
job that they are now locked into because if they leave they cannot take
their insurance with them.
So Congress did something to address
that. Congress said let us pass a piece
of legislation called the KassebaumKennedy bill that does a series of
things that have great merit. Among
them, you can take your health care
with you when you change jobs.
That makes an enormous amount of
good sense. Among them is that a preexisting condition shall not be a cause
for denying health insurance coverage
to a family. Boy, that is going to help
millions and millions of families in
this country.
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So we passed that piece of legislation, and everyone now knows what the
vote was because Senator KENNEDY this
. morning has talked about it several
times. The vote in this Senate, which
is very, very rare, was 100 yeas and zero
nays. By 100 to nothing, the Senate
said let us pass this legislation that
does the right thing to address these
health care problems-100 to 0. That
was many months ago. Why, after
many months, having passed a bill 100
to 0, do we not have that bill back
through here out of a conference and to
the White House for signature? Why is
that bill not now law? It is very simple;
because there are some who insist on
holding that bill hostage because they
have other things that they want to
load onto that bill. They are saying if
we cannot put what we want on that
bill, if we cannot add to it, then you
are not going to pass the bill. We insist, we demand that medical savings
accounts be added to that bill.
Let me describe medical savings accounts from my perspective. I do not
have the foggiest idea whether these
things called medical savings accounts
are good or bad. I do not know, nor do
I object to some sort of demonstration
project or some kind of approach that
would give us the ability to determine
will this sort of thing, the medical savings account, be good for our health
care system or be inherently bad for
our system. I do not know the answer
to that.
There is one company that has marketed these things aggressively. They
have been heavy, heavy contributors to
Speaker GINGRICH and others, and they
have just pushed and pushed and
pushed this issue. But I am not one
who automatically says this is a bad
thing to do. I do not know. We probably ought to find out does this work
or does it not work. I do not object to
some kind of demonstration project to
find that answer. But I do object to
those who believe we should hold hostage the Kassebaum-Kennedy bill, with
the meritorious health care changes
that are desperately needed by many
families in this country-hold that hostage to the medical savings account
legislation.
We had, I think, six or eight speakers
come to the floor in the first hour and
a half this morning, arranged by the
majority. That has been happening
often. There is nothing wrong with
that. It is a deliberate strategy to get
a number of people to say the same
thing, say it loud, say it often, and get
the American people to believe what
they are saying is somehow where we
are. It is not where we are with respect
to this important issue on health care.
We are deadlocked on KassebaumKennedy, an important health care
measure that will help millions and
millions of American families, because
we have people in this Chamber who
are doing to this big_:_what they have

done to every other piece of legislation
that has had merit in the last 11/2 years
or so. They are saying yes, that might
have merit, we might support that, but
we will not allow it to move unless we
add our burdens to it, even though
what they are adding to it they know
represent the kind of poison pills that
will doom the legislation.
It is now Friday. On Tuesday, we
could pass, once again 100 to 0, 100 to 0
the fundamental health care reform
that is embraced in the KennedyKassebaum bill. We can do that. We
should do that. But we probably will
not do that, notwithstanding what six
or eight people said earlier this morning. We probably will not do that because those folks are saying we must
insist on having medical savings accounts attached to it or we will not
support it any longer. That makes no
sense at all. I hope there will be a compromise reached, there will be common
ground found, so those who hold this
kind of bill hostage will decide and understand, finally, the foolishness of
doing so.
It is not just this bill. It is a whole
series of other initiatives. The minimum wage-should we adjust the minimum wage? Yes, I think so. It was 1989,
was the last time it was adjusted. We
have a couple of million people, 40 percent of whom are the sole breadwinners
in their family, who work for the minimum wage.
It is easy for someone to stand up
here and blithely say the minimum
wage doesn't matter, it is a bunch of
kids frying hamburgers. It is a bunch
of school kids. There are school kids
working for minimum wage. I do not
disagree with that. But 40 percent of
the people on minimum wage are the
sole breadwinners of their households. I
ask you to read some of the letters
from those folks who are struggling to
try to make ends meet.
The kind of troubles some families
have are pretty hard for some people
here to understand, I think. A family
wrote to me some while ago that I described. I read, late one evening, a fourpage handwritten letter from a woman
in North Dakota. Her trailer house
burned down. They lost everything.
She described the troubles she and her
husband have had, people who have not
had the opportunity for education, people who have four children, who lost
everything. They struggle, they work
for minimum wage. Their only complaint was that she was hoping maybe
we could see some adjustment in the
minimum wage at some point, it has
been 6 years they have been frozen at
the bottom of that ladder. She said,
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trying to deal with family issues and
family needs every single day.
The interesting thing I find is this.
This floor is crowded, literally cluttered with traffic when we are talking
about things that help the big interests
in this country. When you talk about
some tax break that is going to help
the biggest economic interests, the biggest corporations, you can hardly get
in this place. Everybody is rushing
down to vote "aye."
We have proposals now that say we
want a balanced budget amendment
but we also want tax cuts. Of course,
much of which will go to those who already have plenty in this country. The
bulk of those tax cuts are going to go
to the upper income folks, people who
are making hundreds of thousands of
dollars a year. In fact, last year we offered an amendment that said, if you
insist on proposing tax cuts at a time
when we have deficits, let us at least
agree on one thing. Let us agree we
will limit the tax cuts to those families
under $100,000 in income. The answer
was, "No, of course not, we will not do
that." It was rejected by a partisan
vote.
"All right, if you will not do that,
how about at least limiting the tax
cuts to families making less than a
quarter of a million dollars a year?"
They said, "No, we will not agree with
that. We insist the tax benefits we are
going to give go to people earning over
a quarter of a million dollars a year."
We said, "All right, what about a
million? Would you at least limit the
tax cuts at the time when we have deficits and you are demanding we cut people's taxes, would you at least limit
them to people whose incomes are less
than $1 million a year? Would you at
least do that?" The answer was, "No,
no, we do not want to do that."
Why would the answer be no? Because the bulk of the benefits are going
to go to those very upper income folks
and they know it. That is the problem
around here. We have a lot of needs and
we have a lot of things to do. We
should balance the budget. But, in my
judgment, you do not balance the budget by starting with tax cuts.
I know it is popular. I have a couple
of children who love to eat desert before dinner. But to suggest that tax
cuts come before we balance this Federal budget, especially tax cuts that
are so fundamentally opposed to what
we are trying to d~let me give an example, a tax cut that says let us make
it easier to move American jobs overseas. Let us spend $300 million of the
American taxpayers' money by giving
that in tax breaks to companies who
You know, I do not know how to tell my will take their American jobs and move
sons who want to play summer baseball I do them overseas. Think of this. We are
not have the $25 to pay for their registration, up to our neck in debt, we are struglet alone buy them a baseball glove.
gling to figure out how do we reduce
These issues sound like theory here the Federal deficit, and we have people
in this Chamber, but they are real to coming to the floor of the U.S. Senate
people who are trying to make a living; saying-at the time when not only do

14932

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE

we have this debt but we are losing
jobs, our manufactur.ing base is being
diminished, jobs are moving overseas,
we have people saying-" By the way ,
we want to change the Tax Code so we
provide more tax benefits to those who
move their jobs overseas. "
This simply does not add up. It is an
agenda that does not relate in any way
to the interests or needs of people who
are working for a living and struggling,
trying to make it in this economy.
I think you can summarize the baskets of issues in about three areas that
we need to address and address appropriately in this Congress. We can, I
suppose, just fight for the rest of the
year and quibble and have a tug-of-war
and accomplish nothing, which would
not very well serve the interests of this
country, in my judgment. Or we can
find ways to decide on something, for
example like the Kassebaum-Kennedy
bill, which everyone in this Chamber
believes has merit because every single
person voted for it. The vote was 100 to
nothing. We can decide, all right, we
cannot agree on everything but we can
agree on that.
Instead of spending all day trying to
figure out what we cannot agree on, let
us spend part of the day trying to figure out what we can agree on and advance that and pass it and make it law.
That is exactly what we ought to do on
the Kennedy-Kassebaum health bill.
We know we agree on that. We have already had the vote. There was not one
person in this Chamber who disagreed.
So, instead of exerting all of our energy trying to figure out where we disagree, why do we not exert some energy to understand where we agree and
move it to the President and make
that law?
Mr. President, tens of millions of
families will benefit by the preexisting
condition, by the portability of insurance-tens of millions of families are
waiting for this legislation to pass. It
is being held hostage by those who say
that if they cannot add their provision
to it, if they cannot add their idea on
MSA's, we are not letting it go anywhere.
That is inherently selfish, in my
judgment, to say, "If I don't get my
way, you can't have your way." It just
does not make sense to me to continue
to believe that the right approach for
our country is to put the brakes on
good proposals, good ideas that the
American people want and deserve.
I think you can break these things
down into three areas that I discussed
before: First is kids; second is jobs;
third is values. Kids, jobs, and values.
If we address those, all of us, we ought
to have a common interest. There
ought not be much difference in how
we would respond to the needs of American children, between Republicans or
Democrats. We all ought to understand
this.
All of us ought to have one goal. We
all ought to believe ~h~ . with respect

to our kids, our future is in educating
our kids. Thomas Jefferson once said,
anyone who believes that a country
can be both ignorant and free believes
in something that never was and never
can be.
Everyone in this Chamber, I expect,
should believe that we want to have
t he best education system in this
world-the best in the world, not second place, not lOth place, the best education system in the world. Now, if
that is our goal, then let's just spend
the rest of the year to figure out how
do we work with others in our country
who are involved in our education system to accomplish that goal. How do
we accomplish having the best education system in the world, because
that determines who wins in t he international economic competiti on, and
the international economic competition means you are going to have winners and losers. The winners are going
to have jobs, expanding economies and
opportunities, and the losers are going
to suffer the British disease < r long,
slow economic decline that we _,aw at
the end of the last century.
So, educate our kids? Does it make
sense then when we understand something that works, like a Head Start
Program where you take a 3- or 4-yearold kid coming from a home of poverty,
from a circumstance of disadvantage,
and we say to them, " We're going to
invest money in you in a Head Start.
Program, and we know it works, and it
makes life better for those kids," does
it make sense for us to say, " Look,
there are 60,000 of you who have names,
Jim, Bill, Mary, Donna, and we've got
news for you; we can no longer afford
to have you in a Head Start Program" ?
Does that make sense?
Does it make sense, especially at a
time when we are saying, " By the way,
we have money to give tax breaks, especially to people over $1 million a
year in income, but we can't afford to
keep 60,000 of you kids in a Head Start
Program" ?
The answer is, no, of course, it does
not make sense. It is nuts. It does not
make any sense to establish priorities
that are so far out of bounds. Our kids
matter. Investment in our kids matters
to all of us.
The Head Start Program works. I use
that simply as an example of the need,
the desperate need, to get our priorities straight.
Jobs: No one comes to the floor on
any regular occasion and talks about
the merchandise trade deficit in this
country. The merchandise trade deficit
is higher than our fiscal deficit. What
does that mean? Jobs that used to be
here are elsewhere. Jobs that used to
be American jobs are now in Malaysia,
Indonesia, Sri Lanka, Bangladesh. I
know the American people contribute
to this. You cannot wear Mexican
shorts and Chinese pants and shirts
made in Taiwan and television sets
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made in Thailand and drive cars made
in Japan and then complain about,
" Where have American jobs gone?"
People do that , but you cannot do that.
American jobs are leaving to go to
where the international enterprises
want to produce, where they can pay a
dime an hour, a quarter an hour, 50
cents an hour, $1 an hour to compete
against American workers, where we
pay a living wage , minimum wage to
those who work in factories that are
safe because we demand they be safe,
compete in circumstances where we
will not allow 12-year-olds to work in
textile mills because we have child
labor laws.
The jobs have left this country because we have not dealt with our trade
problem in a straightforward way, but
you cannot get many people on this
floor to talk very thoughtfully about
that. People just do not want to discuss
it.
But the issue of jobs is at the root of
interest of families that are going to
sit down for supper tonight and talk
about their lives and their future and
what they want for their kids. It is
going to be, " Are we going to have an
opportunity to get a good job that pays
a good income?"
Values? The fact is the American
people are very concerned about collapsed values in this country. Just go
out the door and look around a bit-the
rate of crime, the rate of violent
crime-and understand what is happening.
Look at the accelerated rate of teenage pregnancies and understand what
is happening. Look at the number of
people who have fathered children in
this country and, once having fathered
the child, said, " Sayonara, I'm out of
here ," and takes no responsibility for
that child and refuses to make a payment.
Collapsed values? You bet. Teenage
pregnancy, deadbeat dads, crime epidemic, epidemic of violent crimethese are the issues that we have to
work on, and we have to work on them
in a way that responds to the way the
American people want us to respond to
these issues.
Welfare reform: That is part of the
values issue. It is also part of kids, but
two-thirds of people on welfare in
America are kids under 16 years of age.
But with respect to values, it seems
to me our public policy ought to bethere ought not be great debate about
this-to say those who are able-bodied
in the welfare system have a responsibility to work.
We have offered a proposal called the
Work First Program. What we have
said is, we want to turn welfare offices
in t o employment offices. We are not
in t erested in paying welfare. We are interested in making sure people who are
able-bodied go to work. But while
doing that, we insist that we not subject America's children to lives of poverty and circumstances that none of us
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in this room would allow our children
to live in.
..
We cannot decide that while we solve
the welfare problem, we are going to
say to the poorest people in this country, and especially poor children, "By
the way, you're not entitled to health
care if you're sick." Does that make
any sense to anybody, at a time when
we are talking about tax cuts for the
upper-income folks in this country? It
does not to me.
This week-the reason I recite some
of this-is on the floor of the Senate,
on the heels of the proposal for a constitutional amendment to balance the
budget, which I will not go into, but it
misuses the Social Security trust fund
to balance the budget, on the heels of
that, with all of the people saying, "We
want to balance the budget," the first
jump out of the chute this week is,
again, adding money, adding hundreds
of millions of dollars, for a star wars
program. Yes, a star wars program. We
cannot afford the basic things, but we
can afford a star wars program.
It seems to me at some point we are
going to have to reconcile in this
Chamber what we say with what we do.
At some point, we ought to try to figure out, as I said when I began, what
we agree on rather than what we disagree on, and at least enact those
things and move those things that represent common interest.
Finishing where I started, one area of
common interest, I think, is the Kassebaum-Kennedy bill, unless those who
voted for it were not voting their
hearts. Mr. President, 100 people voted
for Kassebaum-Kennedy to reform this
health system in a way that will benefit every American family. One hundred Senators voted for it, and now it
is being held hostage in some legislative prison because someone is insisting that something else be added to it
or they will simply not allow it to
move. What an outrage.
I hope next Monday or Tuesday that
those who are insisting they get their
way or we will not have health care reform will finally decide that is not in
the public's interest. Let KassebaumKennedy move and bring your bill up
the following day. That is just fine.
None of us object. You can do that. We
are going to have a vote on that.
If you have the votes here, you win.
We do not weigh votes here. We count
votes. If you want to bring it up, bring
it up, but do not hold hostage a health
care reform bill that this country
needs that passed this Chamber 100 to
0.
Mr. President, I have gone on longer
than I needed to. I know that my colleague, Senator LIEBERMAN, is on the
floor. I ask unanimous consent that
Senator LIEBERMAN be allowed to
speak for 20 minutes.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. LIEBERMAN. I thank the Chair,
and I thank my friei!_d.:_"from North Da-
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kota. Mr. President, I appreciate his ary Committee, Senator HATCH, and
final request, and I express to him and the response letter from Jack Quinn of
my colleagues my fervent desire not to the White House, be printed at this
use--particularly I express this to the point in the RECORD.
occupant of the chair-it is my fervent
There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the
desire not to use the full 20 minutes.
(The remarks of Mr. LIEBERMAN per- RECORD, as follows:
taining to the submission of Senate
U.S. SENATE,
Resolutions 270 are printed in today's
COMMI'ITEE ON THE JUDICIARY,
Washington, DC, June 13, 1996.
RECORD under "Submission of ConcurHon. LEON PANETTA,
rent and Senate Resolutions.")
Chief of Staff to the President, The White
House, Washington, DC.

FILEGATE
Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I want to
express a concern about the recent discussion, both publicly and in Congress,
concerning what has become to be
called Filegate--that is, the questions
regarding the use of FBI files and the
secret, confidential material contained
therein.
I am deeply troubled. I am troubled
because it appears that the reaction of
the White House is not to be forthcoming with regard to this crisis. My belief
is that the appropriate responses is for
the White House to, frankly and directly, respond to the issues, spell out
what they did, indicate their corrective
action, and put this question behind us.
It is not one that should occupy a lot
of time with regard to the congressional inquiries. It is not one that
should occupy a lot of time with regard
to public concerns. It ought to be dealt
with and put out of the way.
To that end, Senator HATCH, as chairman of the Judiciary Committee, addressed a letter involving pertinent
questions to the White House and to
the Chief of Staff, Mr. Panetta. That
was on June 13. It had included in it
what I thought were fair questions,
ones reasonably raised by the questions
that are involved and asked for the appropriate information.
That letter was answered on the 19th,
6 days later. But Chief of Staff Panetta
did not choose to respond. Instead, he
delegated that to one of the counsel,
Jack Quinn.
Mr. President, I think that is unfortunate. This is an important matter,
and while it can be dealt with quickly,
I think it does deserve the attention of
the Chief of Staff. I think it is unfortunate that he choose not to address it.
Jack Quinn answers the letter.
I want to express my concern about
the answers. Frankly, Mr. President,
what happened in those answers was
simply to stonewall the questions. I
know that is a harsh and strong judgment, and I invite Members to make
their own decisions about whether or
not it is accurate. But I want to share
with the Members-just for the questions that I felt were relevant questions that were reasonable to ask
under the circumstances-the answers.
Members can make up their own
minds.
I ask unanimous consent that the
letter from the chairman of the Judici-

DEAR MR. PA..~ETTA: I have several questions concerning the White House's acquisition of various FBI files, such as those of
Billy Dale, as well as at least 330 other individuals, including persons who worked at the
White House under Republican Administrations who no longer had access to the White
House. I would appreciate your prompt response to these questions:
1. Please list the names and titles of those
persons who had the authority, in December
1993, to send a memorandum under Bernard
Nussbaum's name to the FBI requesting the
FBI to send its background files to the White
House.
2. Please provide a copy of the December
20, 1993 memorandum on White House stationary to the FBI requesting background
files on Mr. Billy Dale.
3. A. Who caused this memorandum to be
sent to the FBI and for what purpose(s)?
B. Did anyone direct, request, or otherwise
cause such individual to send the memorandum to the FBI, and if so, please identify any
such person by name and title.
C. Who is the person referenced in paragraph 4 of the June 9, 1996 declaration of Anthony Marceca (enclosed)?
4. A. When were the FBI files on Mr. Dale
received by the White House?
B. Who at the White House received the
FBI files on Mr. Dale?
C. Where have the FBI files on Mr. Dale
been stored since their arrival at the White
House?
D. Who had access to the FBI files on Mr.
Dale at the White House since their arrival
at the White House?
E. Did everyone who had access to the FBI
files on Mr. Dale have to "sign out" the files
when viewing them?
F. Did anyone at the White House review
the FBI files on Mr. Dale, and, if so, please
identify any such person by name and title.
G. Did any such person provide information from these files to other persons, and, if
so, please identify any such other person by
name and title.
5. A. Please identify by name and title any
person(s) who directed the initiation of
"Project Update," referenced in paragraph 3
of the June 9, 1996, declaration of Anthony
Marceca, and identify by name and title all
persons who participated in "Project Update."
B. Did Mr. Marceca request files from the
FBI on individuals not included in "Project
Update?"
6. In updating security files at the White
House for purposes of continuing to grant access to the White House, is it routine for the
White House to request all of the FBI files on
each individual, regardless of how far back in
time the date of the file?
7. With respect to the requests for the FBI
files for at least 330 individuals based on, according to news accounts, outdated lists of
White House pass holders provided by theSecret Service:
A. Please provide a copy of the lists upon
which thes·e requests were made.
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B. Please identify by name and title the
person or persons who sent the requests for
FBI files, based on these lists, from the
White House to the FBI.
C. Please identify by name and title those
persons in the chain of custody who provided
the lists to the person(s) who sent the requests for files to the FBI.
D. Please identify by name and title anyone who reviewed any of these FBI files after
their delivery to the White House, and the
date of such review.
E. Please identify by name and title anyone who was provided information based on
any of these FBI files, and the name and
title of anyone who provided such information to such individual(s).
F. Please identify by name and title the
person(s) who discovered the error of relying
on the lists from which these requests to the
FBI were made.
G. On what date was the error of relying on
these lists discovered?
H. Upon discovery of the error, what action(s) were taken and on what date(s)?
I. Upon discovery of the error, why weren't
the files immediately returned to the FBI?
J. Please identify by name and title the individual who halted the requests for FBI
background files based upon the list reportedly provided by the Secret Service.
7. A. Why did Ms. Beth Nolan, of the White
House Counsel's office, send a memorandum
dated August 19, 1993 to the Department of
Justice inquiring as to whether the White
House Counsel could release information
from FBI background checks on the seven
White House Travel Office employees fired
on May 19, 1993?
B. Did the White House receive any oral or
written response to this memorandum? If so,
please identify by name and title anyone
who provided such a response, the date of
such response, and any written record of
such response.
C. Was any information from FBI files on
these seven employees disseminated by anyone in the White House?
8. Has the White House requested FBI files
on any member of Congress or any person
employed by Congress, other than in connection with an employment related security
clearance check or a background review for
purposes of possible employment within the
Executive Branch, or appointment to the Judicial Branch?
9. Please provide a copy of all White House
Counsel policies or guidelines on contacts
between the White House and the FBI.
Sincerely,
ORRIN G. HATCH,
Chairman.
THE WHITE HOUSE,

Washington, DC, June 19,1996.

Hon. ORRIN G. HATCH,
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, U.S.
Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN HATCH: This letter is in response to your letter of June 13, 1996 to Leon
Panetta.
As you know, the investigation of the FBI
files matter has been handled by both the Office of the Independent Counsel and the Federal Bureau of Investigation. The White
House has been cooperating fully with these
investigations. As a result, we are not undertaking our own investigation or conducting
file searches. However, we will provide the
information we have available that bears on
your inquiries.
1. We have not undertaken to determine
the identity of all persons with authority to
request background file~ f!:_om the FBI in De-

cember 1993. In December 1993, the Office of
Personnel Security's Director was Craig Livingstone, the Executive Assistant was Mary
Anderson, and the staff assistant was Lisa
Wetzl. Also detailed to that Office was Anthony Marceca. Mr. Livingstone reported to
Mr. William Kennedy, Associate Counsel to
the President, who in turn reported to Mr.
Bernard Nussbaum, Counsel to the President.
2. We are not aware of any memorandum
on White House stationery regarding Billy
Dale that was sent on December 20, 1993.
However, the request to the FBI for copies of
Mr. Dale's previous reports is attached.
3. With respect to your questions about the
request for Mr. Dale's file, please see the attached declaration of Anthony Marceca. We
believe that the person referred to in paragraph 4 of Mr. Marceca's declaration is
Nancy Gemmell.
4. Regarding the receipt and maintenance
of Mr. Dale's file, please see the attached
statement of Jane Sherburne.
5. Regarding your questions about "Project
Update," in addition Mr. Marceca, we understand that Lisa Wetzl, Executive Assistant
to the Director of Personnel Security, also
worked on the Update Project.
6. With respect to whether it is routine for
the White House to request prior FBI reports
for all holdover employees, we understand
from the recently completed FBI Report that
it is indeed routine to request all prior FBI
reports.
7. To the extent we have information responsive to your questions about the requests for and chain of custody of any of the
mistakenly obtained FBI reports, please see
the Sherburne statement, the Marceca Declaration and the attached Declaration of D.
Craig Livingstone. Further, we understand
that Lisa Wetzl is the person who identified
Mr. Marceca's mistake.
8. The memorandum that Ms. Nolan wrote
to Walter Dellinger at the Department of
Justice did not request advice on the release
of FBI background information. Instead, as
part of its investigation into the Travel Office matter, the General Accounting Office
had requested the personnel files (which do
not include FBI reports) of the seven fired
individuals. Ms. Nolan was seeking advice as
to whether fulfilling that request would be
appropriate. Copies of relevant documents,
which have been provided to the House Government Oversight and Reform Committee,
are attached for your information. We are
not aware of a written reply.
9. We have no information responsive to
your question about requests for FBI reports
on Members of Congress or their staffs.
10. Enclosed is a statement released by
then-White House Counsel Bernard Nussbaum which governs contacts between the
White House and the FBI in the event of a
potential investigation. We will provide
other materials that may be helpful to you
under separate cover as soon as possible.
In addition to responding to your questions, I believe it would also be helpful if I
explained to you the measures taken by the
White House in the wake of the mistaken
and inappropriate request for FBI background investigation information in late 1993
and early 1994.
As indicated above, the White House has
requested and received background investigation reports from the FBI for many
years. The information is sought and used to
assist the White House in making determinations about the suitability of individuals for
access to the White House for employment or
other official purposes.
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Plainly, the requests for background investigation information that are the subject of
your hearing were wrong. Based on representations made to us to date, it appears that
the requests were the product of innocent errors. Obviously, if we learn otherwise with
respect to White House staff, we will act
swiftly and decisively.
After learning of this situation last week,
President Clinton informed me in the clearest terms that he wanted (1) the American
people to know the truth about what happened in this matter, (2) disciplinary action
to be taken, as appropriate, and (3) policies
and procedures to be initiated that would
guarantee to the American people that this
mistake could not happen again.
I will address each of these points in turn.
First, we have made clear that the White
House not only welcomes but also encourages a complete and vigorous investigation
into the matter by the appropriate law enforcement office. As you know, the Attorney
General has directed the FBI to conduct a
prompt and thorough investigation. I have
said publicly and I say here again that the
White House welcomes that investigation,
and we will work cooperatively with the FBI
to facilitate the prompt completion of its investigation.
Second, the President's directive that any
appropriate disciplinary action be taken will
be implemented based upon the facts developed in the upcoming review by the FBI.
Earlier this week, Craig Livingston, who
headed the personnel security office, asked
to be placed on paid administrative leave,
and we agreed that that was appropriate. Mr.
Livingstone will not return to the White
House unless and until this matter is clarified to the satisfaction of the Chief of Staff.
If he does return to a position in the Administration, it will be to one that is appropriate and not to the White House Office of
Personnel Security, which, as described
below, has been absorbed into the Executive
Office of the President (EOP) Security Office.
Third, at the direction of the President, I
have instituted new policies and procedures
to prevent any recurrence of the events in
question. We are confident that these reforms will help restore public confidence in
the integrity of the personnel security system. These new procedures, which are as rigorous as they are unprecedented, include requirements that:
Control of the White House background investigation process be placed in the hands of
a personnel specialist who is a career, nonpolitical employee;
Current, express, written consent of an individual be obtained before the White House
seeks his or her background investigation information from the FBI;
The Counsel to the President or a specifically designated Counsel's Office attorney
approve each White House request to the FBI
for background information;
The security or vetting officer who initiates the request certify that the request is
made for official purposes only; and
Access to background investigation information is authorized only to those White
House employees designated in writing by
the Chief of Staff and the Counsel to the
President.
No prior Administration had in place policies and procedures designed so effectively to
prevent the type of mistake that occurred in
this matter. The Report of the FBI General
Counsel, dated June 14, 1996, found that the
procedure by which the FBI provided background investigation information to the
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White House "has changed remarkably little
over the intervening three decades" since
the Johnson Administration. I am confident
that our reforms will more effectively safeguard the privacy of the individuals whose
background files are sought and obtained by
the White House.
Below, I elaborate on some of the key
changes in our policies and procedures:
On June 14, 1996, I initiated a series of reforms focusing on the process by which the
White House requests background investigation information from the FBI. We will now
require that White House requests to the FBI
background information be made only with
the express written consent of the individual
who is the subject of the investigation. The
individual's consent must be signed within
thirty days of, and must accompany, the
White House request to the FBI. No information may be obtained without the individual's consent except in extraordinary circumstances set forth in a letter of justification to the FBI from the Counsel to the
President concurred in by the Attorney General or the Deputy Attorney General.
Each request to the FBI must also be approved and signed by the Counsel to the
President or a specificially designated Counsel's Office attorney whose regular duties require the review of such information. In addition, each request must be signed by the
Counsel to the President or a specifically
designated Counsel's Office attorney whose
regular duties require the review of such information. In addition, each request must be
signed by the security or vetting officer who
initiates the request, and that person must
certify that the request is made for official
purposes only. These new reforms also require identification of the specific reason
why the information is being requested.
Today, I also recommended a restructuring
of the personnel security functions at the
White House to further accomplish the President's objective of ensuring that the mistake
will not happen again. I suggested-and Chief
of Staff Leon Panetta and the President
agreed-that the administrative personnel
security functions currently performed by
the White House Office of Personnel Security
be incorporated into the EOP Security Office. This change will be implemented immediately.
The EOP Security Office currently conducts personnel security functions for all
EOP offices except for the White House Office, the Office of the Vice President, the Office of Policy Development, the National Security Council, and the Executive Residence.
The restructuring announced today will
bring the administrative personnel security
functions for those offices within the purview of the EOP Security Office so that the
EOP Security Office will have unified authority over all EOP personnel security functions.
The EOP Security Office is currently supervised by Charles "Chuck" Easley, a career employee who has served for ten years
as the EOP Security Officer since joining the
office in the Reagan Administration. Before
coming to his current job, Mr. Easley had a
twenty-year career in the U.S. Army, including eight years as the Technical Security
Advisor to the Security Officer of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff. Mr. Easley heads a career
staff at the EOP Security Office and reports
to the Associate Director for Human Resources Management of the Office of Administration, a career personnel specialist.
The EOP Security Office will perform its
work on White House personnel in accordance with the procedure~ aj).nounced last Fri-

day and described above. In addition, access
to the background investigation information
will be limited to those EOP and White
House employees so authorized in writing by
the Chief of Staff and the Counsel to the
President whose assigned duties require the
review or processing of such information.
I believe that the reforms we have now instituted will restore the public's confidence
in the integrity of the process by which the
White House decides who appropriately may
have access to the White House complex.
Sincerely,
JACK QUINN,

Counsel to the President.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, the first
question that I thought was quite clear
and, perhaps, most appropriate was
this: Basically, who had authority to
request the FBI files?
That is a reasonable question and one
that I think is important in order to
understand the issues that came about.
What did the White House answer in
response to that question? Let me read
it:
We have not undertaken to determine the
identity of all persons with authority to request background files from the FBI in December 1993.

Then they go on to explain they have
statements from some of the people involved.
Mr. President, that is not an answer.
A reasonable, direct question was
asked,
and
it
was
absolutely
stonewalled in the White House response. Mr. President, that is not adequate. The American people understand mistakes can be made, but they
do not understand a stonewall from the
White House with regard to those questions that arise.
The second question dealt with the
chain of custody of the list. They are
referring to the list that was put together that requested files from the
FBI, the custody and who had that list.
That is a reasonable question, and it is
my belief that that is an appropriate
one to try to identify and get answers
to.
Here is the White House response:
To the extent we have information responsive to your questions about the requests for
and chain of custody of any of the mistakenly obtained FBI reports, please see-

And they list statements by people.
When you look at those statements,
they are not responsive to this question at all. Some of the statements do
not even deal with the question or even
relate to the question. What the White
House has done to a reasonable question for the chain of custody, who had
the list, is simply stonewalled. Mr.
President, that is not adequate. Nor do
I think it is in the interest of the
White House to simply stonewall reasonable questions.
The third question: Were the FBI
files' information disseminated by
White House employees?
Mr. President, that is a reasonable
question. Did they-which is really a
violation of the law-disseminate the
highly confidential information in-
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eluded in those files outside the White
House?
How did the White House choose to
answer that? Well, the fact is, they answered it in the same style they used
in the last question, in No. 7 of their
response. They refer you to statements
that are not responsive. It is a reasonable question, and it is relevant to potential criminal activity, and it is totally stonewalled by the White House.
The Hatch letter asks: Has the White
House requested FBI files on any Members of Congress or employees of Congress?
That is a reasonable question, and
here is the answer:
We have no information responsive to your
question about requests for FBI reports on
Members of Congress or their staffs.

What does that mean? Mr. President,
that is a stonewall. That is a total refusal to deal with the questions that
are reasonably asked and raised by this
inquiry.
Those are four specifics, but there
are others.
I note that on CNN news this morning it was reported that a source close
to Mr. Livingstone told CNN that Livingstone said the White House has another list that contains the names of
top key Republicans whose FBI files
they want or may have requested. But
the White House has chosen not to
share this list with the press.
Mr. President, I have no idea if that
is accurate. I assume in due course we
will understand. But it comes back and
relates to the fact that the committee
asked. Had they requested White House
files, FBI files, on Members of Congress, or its employees? The White
House absolutely stonewalled the question. My sense is this, Mr. President: I t
is in the interest of this Nation-both
Democrats and Republicans-to get
this issue behind us, and the White
House ought to respond to the questions, get the facts out, solve the problem and move on. But, if they continue
to follow the course of totally
stonewalling this inquiry, it will not
inure to their benefit, and it will not b _.
taken as an appropriate action by t h ·
American people.
Mr. President, my own sense is, jus <
as in Watergate, that a dose of honest~
and candor is absolutely the best thinf
that the White House can do.
I mention the following things be
cause I am concerned that the Whit~
House has chosen not to follow that,
path of honesty and candor.
That is a serious charge. Let me be
specific, because I think it merits specifics.
In response to the questions about
this issue about Travelgate, the White
House on June 6 came back and said,
"Yes. Files were requested, but the
GAO did it." This is on Billy Dale.
They blamed the requesting of the files
on the GAO. The facts turn out that
the GAO · denied it. And it turns out
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that the GAO did not do it at all. The
White House statement was inaccurate.
On June 6 the White House indicated
that they had requested 338 files. Mr.
President, that was inaccurate. On
June 13 the same White House admitted that they had really requested 132
more for a total of 470 files. Mr. President, that statement was inaccurate.
On June 15, the FBI Director indicates that the White House had requested 481 files. Now the reports are
that that may be too low as well.
Is the point how many files they requested? Well, it is relevant. We ought
to know it. But I think it is much more
important that the White House has
chosen not to be forthcoming and give
us accurate answers on these questions.
On June 10 the White House said that
this whole incident was an accident because the Secret Service had given
them an outdated list. That is, the request had gone in and included names
that were inappropriate because the
Secret Service had given them the
wrong list. But on June 13 the Secret
Service responded, and indicated and
pointed out that their system is incapable of providing a list that the
White House used to request files. The
statement of the White House on June
10 appears to be inaccurate. It appears
to have been impossible for the Secret
Service files to produce the list that
the White House said that they got because of inaccurate action on the part
of the Secret Service. Moreover, it appears that their suggestion that they
could not have a current list from the
Secret Service was inaccurate; the Secret Service had produced a number of
lists updated that could not have possibly included any of those names.
Finally, Mr. President, the White
House has said this was a low-level bureaucratic mistake. That is the White
House explanation-a "low-level bureaucratic mistake."
Mr. President, I will leave it up to
Members and their own judgment. Mr.
Livingstone's position was head of
White House personnel security. That
is not a low-level bureaucrat. Head of
security at the White House is not a
low-level bureaucrat. He was paid
$65,000 a year, or thereabouts, at least
from the indications we have gotten
from the committee. I do not believeMembers can make their own judgment-that someone paid $65,000 a year
is appropriately called a low-level bureaucrat.
Mr. President, the point is not just
that the White House has made inaccurate statements, or the White House
has refused to answer questions.
The point is this: Where do we go
from here? My hope is that the White
House will do a couple of things: Get
the facts out, be honest, and let us get
this issue behind us.
Mr. President, I yield.J;he floor.

STALEMATE IN THE WORKFORCE
DEVELOPMENT/CAREERS
ACT
CONFERENCE
Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I am deeply concerned by very partisan, political
tone that is beginning to cloud deliberations over the Workforce Development/Careers Act legislation now in
conference. The blame for this development cannot be placed at the doorstep
of any individual or any political
party. I am afraid that everyone is at
fault, and that there is enough blame
for everyone.
I voted for the Senate bill in committee and on the floor. I did so for several
reasons. It brought a sweeping reform
and a consolidation of a multiplicity of
existing programs that simply were not
working very well. It represented a new
and innovative Federal-State partnership in administering programs that
are so very important to the education
and training needs of our Nation. And
most important to me, it contained a
series of very strong vocational and
adult education provisions.
Unfortunately, the bill that is being
developed in conference differs considerably from the one the Senate passed.
The concept of a new Federal-State
partnership that was a key element of
the Senate bill is gone. The Senate proVISion that continued support for
School To Work Programs appears
doomed. A strong within-State formula
that sends vocational education funds
to those districts most in need is endangered.
Equally important, the need for reform is being lost in a battle for political gain. The lines of differences are
hardening, and there is an ali-or-nothing attitude beginning to develop on all
sides. We have a Republican majority
in both Houses of Congress and a
Democratic administration. Yet, instead of a good give and take, instead
of compromises in which both sides, we
are reaching a stalemate that literally
ignores the needs of millions of adult
and young people who need these education and training services and who
could rightfully care less who gets the
credit.
Mr. President, I deeply regret this
situation. I would implore both sides to
erase the lines that have been drawn in
the sand, and get back to the table in
a serious spirit of bipartisanship. I
would urge my colleagues on the other
side of the aisle to refrain from anything that might be labeled a "Republican" bill. I would urge my fellow
Democrats in both the Congress and
the administration to refrain from an
uncompromising insistence on provisions that will ultimately doom this
important legislation. I would ask everyone to lay their political labels
aside and move ahead with one thing in
mind: the need to produce a good bill
that helps Americans who need our
help.
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PRESIDENT CLINTON'S FOREIGN
POLICY ACHIEVEMENTS
Mr. PELL. Mr. President, 1996 is fast
emerging as one of the most critical
years of the post-cold-war period. Earlier this year, Taiwan concluded Presidential elections, taking a firm step toward a pro-democratic course under
China's watchful eye. India and Israel
recently held elections that resulted in
dramatic shifts of power in both countries. Russia just concluded the first
round of balloting in its Presidential
elections, and a second round is scheduled shortly in which Russians will
face a stark choice between the Westleaning Yeltsin and the former communist Zyuganov. Later this year, Bosnia is scheduled to hold elections as
well, the outcome of which may well
determine whether that war-torn, fragmented country will continue to exist.
As President Clinton said recently,
"we live in a moment of hope." The demise of the cold war, the emergence of
democratic trends across the globe, advances in telecommunications and the
exchange of information-all of these
are helping to create a new international environment, which will force
a realignment in the fundamental relationship between States, and augurs
for a more stable and cooperative
world.
As we complete what appears to be a
transition period into an era of unprecedented opportunity, the world will
look to the United States-as the only
true remaining superpower-for guidance and moral authority. Any President of the United States, of course,
immediately plays an epic role on the
world's stage. But President Clinton
seems to be paying a more critical role
than most.
During the past 4 years, the Clinton
administration has worked assiduously
to exert influence over and capitalize
on the momentous changes that have
occurred. President Clinton's solid
record of achievement, I would argue,
demonstrates beyond all doubt that he
has the requisite vision and courage to
steer the ship of state into the next
century. If you will permit me, I will
give a brief tour of the international
horizon to underscore my point.
In Europe and the former Soviet
Union, the Clinton administration has
achieved some of its greatest foreign
policy successes. Clinton's active engagement in Bosnia-a mine field
where Presidents, policymakers, and
pundits once feared to tread-has
brought a halt to the bloodshed and
killing in one of Europe's most destructive and intractable conflicts. The
presence of U.S. troops-whom early
critics predicted would be drawn into a
fighting war-has proven to be the key
ingredient in setting the stage for the
return of stability. In the next several
months, the administration looks to be
equally engaged in ensuring that the
proper cir'cwnstances arise for free and
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fair elections to take place, which
would go a long way toward paving the
way for a U.S. withdrawal and bringing
the issue to a close.
Russia follows close on Bosnia's heels
as a major foreign policy success. The
recent conclusion of the first round of
the Presidential elections is a remarkable development in and of itself. For
the first time in Russia's history, a
Russian leader has endeavored to seek
reelection, further strengthening prospects for the emergence of a Russian
democratic culture. And the Clinton
administration's policy of engagingwithout actually endorsing-Yeltsin
appears now to have been brilliantly
conceived and well implemented.
Turning to Asia, one simply cannot
neglect China. China is the most important country in the region, and the
United States-China bilateral relationship is one of the most critical in the
world. Our relations with China are so
complex and multifaceted that it is difficult to do them justice in so brief a
discussion. I would only say that in
such an intricate relationship, there
are bound to be successes as well as
failures. I, for one, credit the Clinton
administration for pursuing a better
trade relationship with China, which
can promote cooperation, and ultimately progress, in other areas. I think
the agreements on trade the administration has achieved so far constitute a
good foundation, but the key challenge
from here is to ensure that agreements
are enforced and commitments honored
in order for broader progress to come.
Elsewhere in Asia, the administration's actions with regard to North
Korea deserve special mention and
commendation. It is indeed no small
matter that the Clinton administration
has, in essence, prevented one of the
world's most dangerous rogue states
from going nuclear. In doing so, the administration has set a strong precedent
and learned invaluable lessons that it
can apply to other aspiring nuclear
powers.
In the Middle East, the Clinton administration has made a superb effort
to stabilize the region and broaden
international acceptance of Israel.
Israel's peace agreements with Jordan
and the Palestinians represent achievements that are, in my view, irreversible. I am sure that the election of a
new government in Israel will prompt
some changes in the calculus for a
comprehensive peace, which ultimately
should include Lebanon, Syria, and the
Persian Gulf States. But I would argue
that whatever changes occur are more
likely to have an impact on the timing,
rather than the inevitability, of normal relations between Israel and the
Arab States.
In the Western Hemisphere, the Clinton administration can say with pride
that democratically elected governments exist in every country of the region save one. And ~h~ one exception,

Cuba, has become the target of particularly vigorous sanctions effort, which
the administration hopes will hasten
the fall of the Castro regime and open
the way for the transition to democracy. Although I must confess to having opposed the tightening of sanctions, I cannot argue with the administration's intent.
The administration's effort to restore
Haitian President Aristide to power
represents, of course, a milestone in
the hemisphere's transition to democracy. In Haiti, much as in Bosnia, this
administration inherited a seemingly
insoluble problem, to which it brought
energy, courage, creativity, and ultimately, a resolve to use justifiable
force, and thereby achieved its goal.
Finally, Mr. President, I would say a
word about Africa, where United States
interests have not been so easily defined as they have elsewhere, and
which consequently has suffered occasionally from a lack of attention from
Washington. Not so with the Clinton
administration, which has made a real
effort to promote stability, encourage
the emergence of democratic trends,
and disburse U.S. assistance effectively
to promote sustainable development.
The obvious high point is, of course,
the peaceful transfer of power and the
domestic election of President Mandela
in South Africa. But there are equally
important-if lesser known-success
stories such as Botswana, which enjoys
a freely elected government and recently graduated altogether from
United States assistance.
To sum up, each of the highlights
that I have touched upon represent significant achievements in their own
right. In and of themselves, they command respect and recognition of a job
well done by the Clinton administration in the foreign policy area. Collectively, they provide overwhelming evidence that the administration is up to
the challenge of leading the United
States into the next millennium, which
holds promise for tremendous opportunity for our country and its citizens.
PROGRESS IN THE MIDDLE EAST
PEACE TALKS
Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
wish today to emphasize the hope all
Texans and all Americans have for continued progress in the Middle East
peace talks as heads of state of Arab
countries begin a summit meeting in
Cairo, Egypt.
These leaders are meeting the same
week that Prime Minister-elect Benjamin Netanyahu presented his new
cabinet to the Israeli Knesset for approval.
Prime
Minister-elect
Netanyahu has expressed his own support for peace by listing as a guideline
of his new Government that "Israel
will work to broaden the circle of peace
with all of its neighbors."
Mr. President, the United States
must continue to be an important in-
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fl uence for peace in the Middle East

and throughout the world. President
Clinton himself recently stated that he
hopes the Arab leaders who attend this
summit will "give Mr. Netanyahu an
opportunity to constitute his government and set a policy and not presume
that we can't pursue peace."
Under these circumstances, Mr.
President, I know that it is the hope of
my colleagues here, and people all
across America that the governments
attending the summit in Cairo, and
governments throughout the Middle
East, reaffirm their commitment to a
comprehensive peace in the Middle
East.
I believe, too, that it will be particularly important that these leaders express their willingness to work with
the democratically elected government
of Israel to pursue a meaningful peace.
Mr. President, through great courage
on all sides, we've made significant
strides toward peace. We hope and pray
that we continue down that path.
THE VERY BAD DEBT BOXSCORE
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, at the
close of business yesterday, Thursday,
June 20, 1996, the Federal debt stood at
$5,108,536,115,006.17.
On a per capita basis, every man,
woman, and child in America owes
$19,268.73 as his or her share of that
debt.
MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT
Messages from the President of the
United States were communicated to
the Senate by Mr. Thomas, one of his
secretaries.
EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session the Presiding
Officer laid before the Senate messages
from the President of the United
States submitting sundry nominations
which were referred to the Committee
on Armed Services.
(The nominations received today are
printed at the end of the Senate proceedings.)
MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE
At 11:13 a.m., a message from the
House of Representatives, delivered by
Ms. Goetz, one of its reading clerks, announced that the House has passed the
following bill, in which it requests the
concurrence of the Senate:
H.R. 3662. An act making appropriations
for the Department of the Interior and related agencies for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1997, and for other purposes.

MEASURE REFERRED
The following bill was read the first
and second time by unanimous consent
and referred as indicated:
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H.R. 3662. An act making appropriations
for the Department of the Interior and related agencies for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1997, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Appropriations.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS
The following petitions and memorials were laid before the Senate and
were referred or ordered to lie on the
table as indicated:
POM-611. A resolution adopted by the
Council of the City of Toledo, Ohio, relative
to the minimum wage; to the Committee on
Labor and Human Resources.
POM-612. A concurrent resolution adopted
by the Legislature of the State of Delaware;
to the Committee on Labor and Human Resources.

lished the Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP) as part of the Crude
Oil Windfall Profit Tax Act of 1980; and
" Whereas, LlliEAP provides block grants
to the 50 states, the District of Columbia,
Puerto Rico, and Indian Tribal organizations
to assist eligible households in meeting the
costs of home energy; and
" Whereas, under the program, states make
payments directly to eligible households or
to home energy suppliers on behalf of eligible households, and payments may be provided in cash, fuel, prepaid utility bills, or as
vouchers, stamps, or coupons that may be
used in exchange for energy supplies; and
"Whereas, in addition to providing assistance for heating and cooling needs, eligible
LIHEAP households may also receive funds
for weather-related and supply shortage
emergencies; and
"Whereas, LIHEAP recipients are among
the poorest households in America, with
nearly three-fifths having an annual income
of less than $6,000; and
" Whereas, while critical, LIHEAP benefits
only cover about 30 percent of the energy
costs of LIHEAP recipients; and
" Whereas, families whose utilities are disconnected because they cannot pay their
bills face such risks as food spoilage, lack of
sanitation, or eviction, that can lead to
hopelessness: Now, therefore, be it

June 21, 1996

portant issue by enacting comprehensive legislation to facilitate the rapid review and approval of innovative drugs, biological products, and medical devices, without compromising patient safety or product effectiveness; and be it further
" Resolved , That copies of this resolution be
transmitted to the President of the United
States, the Speaker of the United States
House of Representatives, the President of
the United States Senate, and to each member of the United States Senate and House of
Representatives. "
POM-615. A joint resolution adopted by the
Legislature of the State of Maine; to the
Committee on Labor and Human Resources.
" JOINT RESOLUTION

"Whereas, improving patient access to
quality health care is a paramount national
goal; and
" Whereas, the key to improved health
" HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 38
care, especially for persons with serious
" Whereas improving patient access to
unmet medical needs, is the rapid approval
quality health care is a paramount national
of safe and effective new drugs, biological
goal; and
products and medical devices; and
" Whereas the key to improved health care ,
" Whereas, minimizing the delay between
especially for persons with serious unmet
discovery and eventual approval of a new
medical needs, is the rapid approval of safe
drug, biological product or medical device
and effective new drugs, biological products,
derived from research conducted by innovaand medical devices; and
tive pharmaceutical and biotechnology com" Whereas minimizing the delay between
panies could improve the lives of millions of
discovery and eventual approval of a new
Americans;
and
" Resolved by the House of Representatives of
" Whereas, current limitations on the disdrug, biological product, or medical device the Eighteenth Legislature of the State of Haderived from research conducted by innova- waii , Regular Session of 1996, the Senate con- semination of information about pharmative pharmaceutical and biotechnology com- curring , That Congress is urged to continue ceutical products reduce the availability of
panies could improve the lives of millions of the Low-Income Home Energy Assistance information to physicians, other health care
professionals and patients, and unfairly limit
Americans; and
Program; and be it further
" Whereas current limitations on the dis" Resolved, That certified copies of this the right of free speech guaranteed by the
First
Amendment to the United States Consemination of information about pharma- Concurrent Resolution be transmitted to the
ceutical products reduce the availability of President of the United States Senate, the stitution; and
"Whereas, the current rules and practices
information to physicians, other health care Speaker of the United States House of Repprofessionals, and patients, and unfairly resentatives, and Hawaii's Congressional governing the review of new drugs, biological
products and medical devices by the United
limit the right of free speech guaranteed by Delegation. "
States Food and Drug Administration can
the First Amendment to the United States
Constitution; and
POM-614. A concurrent resolution adopted delay approvals and are unnecessarily expen" Whereas the current rules and practices by the Legislature of the State of Iowa; to sive: Now, therefore, be it
Resolved, That We, your Memorialists, regoverning the review of new drugs, biological the Committee on Labor and Human Respectfully urge the Congress of the United
products, and medical devices by the United sources.
States to address this important issue by enStates Food and Drug Administration can
" SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 109
acting comprehensive legislation to facilidelay approvals and are unnecessarily expen"Whereas, improving patient access to tate the rapid review and approval of innovasive; Now, therefore, be it
" Resolved by the House of Representatives of quality health care is a paramount national tive drugs, biological products and medical
devices, without compromising patient safethe I 38th General Assembly of the State of Dela- goal; and
"Whereas, the key to improved health care ty or product effectiveness; and be it further
ware, the Senate concurring therein, That the
Resolved, That suitable copies of this MeState Legislature respectfully urges the Con- in many cases and especially for individuals
gress of the United States to address this im- with serious unmet medical needs, is the morial, duly authenticated by the Secretary
portant issue by enacting comprehensive leg- rapid development and approval of safe and of State, be transmitted to the honorable
islation to facilitate the rapid review and ap- effective drugs, biological products, and William J. Clinton. President of the United
States, to the President of the Senate and
proval of innovative new drugs, biological medical devices; and
" Whereas, minimizing the delay between the Speaker of the House of Representatives
products, and medical devices, without compromising patient safety or product effec- discovery and eventual approval of a new of the Congress of the United States and to
drug, biological product, or medical device each Member of the Maine Congressional
tiveness; and be it further
"Resolved, That copies of this Resolution derived from research conducted by innova- Delegation."
be transmitted forthwith by the Clerk of the tive pharmaceutical and biotechnology comPOM-616. A resolution adopted by the SenHouse or Secretary of the Senate to the panies could improve the lives of millions of ate of the Legislature of the State of MisPresident of the United States, the Speaker individuals; and
"Whereas, current limitations on the dis- souri; to the Committee on Labor and
of the United States House of RepresentaHuman Resources.
tives, and President of the United States semination of information about pharma" SENATE RESOLUTION 1326
Senate, and to each member of the United ceutical products reduce the availability of
" Whereas, improving patient access to
States Senate and the United States House information to health care professionals and
patients, and may be viewed as interfering quality health care is a paramount national
of Representatives."
with the right of free speech guaranteed by goal; and
"Whereas, the key to improved health
POM-613. A concurrent resolution adopted the first amendment to the Constitution of
care, especially for persons with serious
by the Legislature of the State of Hawaii; to the United States; and
"
Whereas,
the
current
regulations
and
unmet medical needs, is the rapid approval
the Committee on Labor and Human Repractices governing the review of new drugs, of safe and effective new drugs, biological
sources.
biological products, and medical devices by products, and medical devices; and
"HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 259
" Whereas, minimizing the delay between
the United States Food and Drug Adminis" Whereas, household energy costs for heat- tration may delay approval and are unneces- discovery and eventual approval of a new
drug, biological product, or medical device
ing, cooling, electricity, and other needs ac- sarily expensive: Now, therefore, be it
count for a sizable portion of living expenses
" Resolved by the Senate, the House of Rep- derived from research conducted by innovaresentatives concurring , That the Iowa Gen- tive pharmaceutical and biotechnology comfor low-income families; and
" Whereas, in 1980, to assist low-income eral Assembly respectfully urges the Con- panies could improve the lives of millions of
families with energy ne~cts. Congress estab- gress of the United States to address this im- Americans: and
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"Whereas, current limitation on the dissemination of information about pharmaceutical products reduce the availability of
information to physicians, other health care
professionals, and patients, and unfairly
limit the right of free speech guaranteed by
the First Amendment to the United States
Constitution; and
"Whereas, the current rules and practices
governing the review of new drugs, biological
products, and medical devices by the United
States Food and Drug Administration can
delay approvals and are unnecessarily expensive; Now, therefore, be it
"Resolved by the Senate, That we respectfully urge the Congress of the United States
to address this important issue by enacting
comprehensive legislation to facilitate the
rapid review and approval of innovative new
drugs, biological products, and medical devices, without compromising patient safety
or product effectiveness; and be it further
"Resolved, That properly inscribed copies
of this resolution be transmitted forthwith
to the President of the United States, the
Speaker of the United States House of Representatives, the President of the United
States Senate, and to each member of the
Missouri Delegation of Congress."
POM-617. A joint resolution adopted by the
Legislature of the State of New Hampshire,
to the Committee on Labor and Human Resources.
"HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION 21
"Whereas, the United States Department
of Education has shown a tendency toward
direct, federal control of schools and to reorganize education into a centralized function
which cannot adequately address the needs
and desires of the states and their local communities; and
"Whereas, the inhabitants of the states
and their local communities are better suited to control within their means, curricula
and costs within their own domain; and
"Whereas, the funds now being expended
by the United States Department of Education can be better employed if sent directly to the states and their local communities: Now, therefore, be it
"Resolved by the Senate and House of Representatives in General Court convened: That

the United States Department of Education
be abolished, and that the funds now distributed by the Department be granted directly
to the states on a per capita basis, without
restriction, except that these funds shall be
applied only to public education; and That
copies of this resolution be sent by the house
clerk to the President of the United States,
the Speaker of the House of Representatives,
the President of the United States Senate,
and New Hampshire's congressional delegation."
POM-618. A resolution adopted by the
House of Representatives of the Legislature
of the Sate on New Hampshire; to the Committee on Labor and Human Resources.
"HOUSE RESOLUTION 61
"Whereas, a key to improve health care,
especially for persons with serious unmet
medical needs, is the rapid approval of safe
and effective drugs, biological products, and
medical devices; and
•'Whereas, minimizing the delay between
discovery and eventual approval of new
drugs, biological products, or medical devices derived from research conducted by innovative pharmaceutical and biotechnology
companies could improve the lives of millions of Americans; and

Whereas, the current rules and practices
governing the review of new drugs, biological
products, and medical devices by the United
States Food and Drug Administration can
cause unnecessary delay and expense: Now,
therefore, be it
" Resolved by the House of Representatives,
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order that they might more easily be able to
ensure safe and healthy learning environments in the Commonwealth's public
schools; and be it
"Resolved further , That the Clerk of the
Senate shall transmit copies of this resolution to the President of the United States,
the President of the United States Senate,
the Speaker of the United States House of
Representatives, and the members of the
Virginia congressional delegation in order
that they may be apprised of the sense of the
General Assembly of Virginia."

That the Congress of the United States is
hereby urged to address this important issue
by enacting comprehensive legislation to facilitate the rapid review and approval of innovative new drugs, biological products, and
medical devices, without compromising patient safety or product effectiveness; and
POM-620. A joint resolution adopted by the
That copies of this resolution, signed by the
speaker of the house, be sent by the house Legislature of the Commonwealth of Virginia; to the Committee on Labor and
clerk to the President of the United States, Human Resources.
the Speaker of the United States House of
" HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 82
Representatives, the President of the United
"Whereas, for the purposes of serving stuStates Senate, and the New Hampshire condents who are educationally at-risk, the
gressional delegation. "
Commonwealth has received a separate fedPOM-619. A joint resolution adopted by the eral appropriation for each program targeted
Legislature of the Commonwealth of Vir- to assisting educationally at-risk students
ginia to the Committee on Labor and Human and public schools, although such programs
are related; and
Resources.
"Whereas, accountability for the use of
"SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 75
these separate pools of funds often results in
"Whereas, the epidemic of violence which the duplication of services, inefficient servhas engulfed this country has spread to chil- ice delivery, and inconsistency because of
dren and has spilled over into every realm of the lack of communication among schools
society, including our local public elemen- and agencies serving the same groups of children; and
tary and secondary schools; and
" Whereas, the regulations governing such
"Whereas, public school officials have enprograms
are difficult to change, limiting
deavored, by engaging in broad-based discusprogram
effectiveness and efficient service
sion and solution development, to ensure
safe and healthy environments, conducive to delivery to eligible students and schools; and
"Whereas, the 1995 reauthorization of the
learning, in the Commonwealth's schools;
Improving America's Schools Act of 1994
and
"Whereas, however, many disciplinary (IASA), provided states an opportunity to
measures have been, and may be necessary in submit one consolidated plan for the coordithe future, to provide disincentives to unac- nated use of programs and moneys for educationally at-risk students; and
ceptable behavior; and
"Whereas, the Board of Education elected
"Whereas, public schools have a statutory
responsibility for educating students with to submit a consblidated plan to include. all
programs under the act; and
disabilities, pursuant to the Federal Individ- eligible
" Whereas, this comprehensive approach to
uals with Disabilities Education Act and delivering educational services to children is
long-standing state law; and
more effective and efficient, reduces duplica"Whereas, Virginia has always been proud tion of services, and facilitates and enhances
of her history of enlightened and progressive communication among schools and agencies
policies for students with disabilities, estab- administering such educational programs
lishing state law for education of handi- and providing related support services; and
capped students long before the federal law
"Whereas, the opportunity to coordinate
was enacted, and operating programs and fa- these educational and support services will
cilities to educate such students at state ex- impact the academic achievement of the
pense; and
children served in a measurable and positive
"Whereas, however, in recent years the way: Now, therefore, be it
Commonwealth has been engaged in a legal
"Resolved by the House of Delegates, the Sentug of war with the federal government be- ate concurring, That the Congress of the
cause of its policy of equal application of dis- United States and the President be urged to
ciplinary requirements; and
support consolidated state plans under the
"Whereas, the Commonwealth is presently Improving America's Schools Act of 1994 for
under a hearing officer's order to provide federally supported programs for educat ion
free appropriate educational programs to all ally at-risk students; and, be it
students with disabilities, including those
"Resolved further, That the Clerk of t he
students who have engaged in violent or dan- House of Delegates transmit copies of this
gerous behavior and have subsequently been resolution to the President of the Un1 ted
States, the Speaker of the House of Repsuspended or expelled; and
"Whereas, although Virginia will comply resentatives, the President of the United
with dignity to this order, this matter is States Senate, the Virginia Liaison Office,
still being contested, and many experts and and the members of the Virginia Congresother citizens believe that violence can only sional Delegation to apprise them of the
be curbed in the public schools by providing sense of the General Assembly of Virginia. "
equitable and strong measures for the disPOM-621. A petition from a citizen of the
cipline of all students, including those students with disabilities who have been sus- State of Texas relative to a Constitutional
pended or expelled and whose behavior is un- convention; to the Committee on the Judicirelated to their handicaps: Now, therefore, ary.
POM-622. A resolution adopted by the Legbe it
"Resolved by the Senate, the House of Dele- islature of the State of Alaska; to the Comgates concurring, That the Congress of the mittee on Judiciary.
"HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION 30
United States be urged to provide, in there" Whereas federal courts have ordered a
authorization of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, disciplinary flexibil- state or political subdivision of a state to
ity to state and local education agencies in levy or increase taxes; and
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Representatives, shall take effect, until an
election of (U.S.) Representatives shall have
intervened. ' and which had been presented to
the state legislatures for ratification without a time constraint upon its consideration;
and
" Whereas, this particular constitutional
"Resolved by the Alaska State Legislature, amendment became the Twenty-Seventh ArThat the Congress of the United States is re- ticle of Amendment to the U.S. Constitution
quested to prepare and present to the legisla- during the morning hours of May 7, 1992,
ture of all the states an amendment to the when the Legislature of the State of MichiConstitution of the United States that would gan supplied the thirty-eighth approval of it;
prohibit a federal court from ordering a state and
or political subdivision of a state to increase
" Whereas, on May 18, 1992, the Archivist of
or impose taxes in substantially the follow- the United States issued a proclamation,
ing language: Neither the Supreme Court nor published in 57 Fed. Reg. 21187-8, which offiany inferior court of the United States shall cially declared the 202-year-old constituhave the power to instruct or order a state or tional amendment to have become part of
political subdivision thereof, or an official of the U.S. Constitution; and
such state or political subdivision, to levy or
"Whereas, on May 20, 1992, both the United
increase taxes; and be it further
States Senate and the United States House
"Resolved , That the legislatures of all the of Representatives separately adopted resostates are invited to join with Alaska to se- lutions in which each body expressed its
cure ratification of the proposed amend- agreement that the 202-year-old constitument."
tional amendment had validly become the
Twenty-Seventh Article of Amendments to
POM-623. A concurrent resolution adopted the U.S. Constitution; and
by the Legislature of the State of Iowa; to
" Whereas, subsequent to the determinative
the Committee on the Judiciary.
ratification furnished by the Michigan Legis"HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 28
lature, the Twenty-Seventh Article of
" Whereas, status offenses consist of con- Amendment was then postratified by the legduct which is not criminal when committed islatures of the following states on the folby adults, such as truancy and running away lowing dates: New Jersey on May 7, 1992 (during the afternoon hours) (138 Cong. Rec.
from home; and
"Whereas, the decriminalization of status S6846); illinois on May 12, 1992 (138 Cong. Rec.
offenses has given children of all ages a li- H3729, H3739, S6846, S8387-8); California on
cense to decide what is best for themselves, June 26, 1992 (138 Cong. Rec. H10100, S18271,
regardless of whether or not they place E2237); Rhode Island on June 10, 1993 (139
themselves in jeopardy or have the ability to Cong. Rec. H4681, S9981-2); Hawaii on April
handle that license; and
29, 1994 (140 Cong. Rec. H3791, S7956); and
"Whereas, parents and families are acutely Washington on April 6, 1995 (141 Cong. Rec.
experiencing the effects of this idealistic, il- H9743, S7917); and
lusory, and ineffective public policy which
" Whereas, the purpose of the Twenty-Sevhas led to the undermining of parental re- enth Article of Amendment is in keeping
sponsibility thus contributing to a break- with the desires of the people of this Comdown in family discipline; and
monwealth that pay raises for members of
" Whereas, temporary, secure detention of the U.S . Congress be deferred until a biennial
status offenders before they engage in a dan- election of the U.S. House of Representatives
gerous or unhealthy lifestyle is a part of so- has intervened, so as to avoid conflicts of inciety's responsibility to protect children who terest and appearances of impropriety; and
are at risk, and the exercise of which is pre" Whereas, it is not at all unusual for state
vented by the status offender mandates: Now legislatures to continue to act upon an
therefore, be it
amendment to the U.S. Constitution well
" Resolved by the House of Representatives, after that amendment has become part of
the Senate concurring, That Congress should our federal charter. In 1976, for instance, the
repeal the decriminalization of status of- Kentucky General Assembly postratified the
fenses mandate contained in the federal Ju- Thirteenth, Fourteenth, and Fifteenth Artivenile Justice Delinquency Prevention Act cles of Amendment to the U.S. Constitution
of 1974 and return control over juvenile jus- more than a full century after all three of
tice to the states; be it further
them had already been incorporated into the
" Resolved, That copies of this Resolution nation's highest law; Now, therefore, be it
be transmitted to the President of the
" Resolved by the General Assembly of the
United States, the Speaker of the United Commonwealth of Kentucky:
States House of Representatives, the Presi" Section 1. In pursuance of Article V of the
dent of the United States Senate, and all of U.S. Constitution, and in conformity with
the members of Iowa's congressional delega- the 1939 ruling of the U.S. Supreme Court in
tion."
the landmark case of Coleman v. Miller, the
Twenty-Seventh Article of Amendment to
POM-624. A joint resolution adopted by the the U.S. Constitution, as quoted above, is
General Assembly of the Commonwealth of hereby postratified by the Kentucky General
Kentucky; to the Committee on the Judici- Assembly so that this Commonwealth's speary.
cial stamp of approval may be affixed there"JOINT RESOLUTION
to.
"Whereas, convened in New York City, the
"Section 2. The Secretary of State of the
very First Congress of the United States on Commonwealth of Kentucky shall cause true
September 25, 1789, submitted a proposed and correct copies of this Joint Resolution
amendment to the United States Constitu- to be sent to the Archivist of the United
tion to the state legislatures for their con- States, in accordance with Pub. L. No. 98-497,
sideration, in pursuance of Article V of that to the Vice President of the United States,
Constitution, which reads as follows:
and to the Speaker of the United States
'Twenty-Seventh Article of Amendment
House of Representatives, with the respectNo law, varying the compensation for the ful request that it be officially published in
services of the (U.S.) _S~nators and (U.S.) the Congressional Record. "
"Whereas such an order violated fundamental principles of separation of powers
under which the legislative branch is
charged with the enactment of laws; and
"Whereas such an order, coming from a
federal court, severely undermines the independence of each of the states; be it
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POM-625. A resolution adopted by the Legislature of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts; to the Committee on Judiciary.
" RESOLUTION

" Whereas, in a five-to-four decision on
April eighteenth, Nineteen hundred and
ninety, the United States Supreme Court extended the power of the judicial branch of
government beyond any defensible bounds;
and
" Whereas, in Missouri v. Jenkins (110 Sup.
Ct. 1651 (1990)), the United States Supreme
Court held that a Federal court had the
power to order an increase in State and local
taxes; and
"Whereas, this unprecedented decision violates one of the fundamental tenets of the
doctrine of separation of powers, that the
members of the Federal judiciary should not
have the power to tax; and
"Whereas, in response to this decision, several Members of Congress have introduced a
constitutional amendment to re-establish a
principle that has been well-settled: judges
do not have the power to tax; and
"Whereas, the passage of such constitutional amendment (first by a two-thirds majority in both Houses of Congress and then
by three-fourths of the several States' legislatures or conventions) would serve not only
to reverse an unfortunate decision, but also
to reassert the legislature's constitutional
role in maintaining a strong tripartite system of government, a system in which each
of the branches is constrained by the others;
and
" Whereas, such proposed constitutional
amendment is a long overdue response to a
Federal judiciary that, in the pursuit of
seemingly good end, fails to recognize the
constitutional limits on its power; and
"Whereas, in addition to being introduced
in the United States Congress such constitut ional amendment has also been proposed by
several States; and
" Whereas, the text of such proposed constitutional amendment reads: 'Neither the
Supreme Court nor any inferior court of the
United States shall have the power to instruct or order a State or political subdivision thereof, or an official of such State or
political subdivision, to levy or increase
taxes' ; and
" Whereas, such amendment seeks properly
to prevent Federal courts from levying or increasing taxes without representation of the
people and against the people's wishes.
Therefore be it
"Resolved , That the Massachusetts Senate
hereby memorializes the United States Congress to propose and submit to the several
States for ratification no later than January
first, Nineteen Hundred and Ninety-six, an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States, the text of which amendment
shall read:
"'Neither the Supreme Court nor any inferior Court of the United States shall have
the power to instruct or order a State or political subdivision thereof, or an official or
such State or political subdivision, to levy or
increase taxes'; and calls upon the Massachusetts congressional delegation to use immediately the full measure of its resources and
influence in order to ensure the passage of
such amendment to the Constitution of the
United States, which provides that no court
shall have the power to levy or increase
taxes; and further proposes that the legislatures of each of the several States comprising the United States which have not yet
made similar request apply to the United
States Congress requesting enactment of
such amendment to the United States Constitution; and be it further
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" Resolved, That copies of these resolutions
be transmitted forthwith by the Clerk of the
* * * to the Vice President of the United
States as the Presiding Officer of the Senate,
the * * * of the House of Representatives,
each member of the Massachusetts Congressional delegation, * * * officer and minority
party leader in each house of the legislatures
of each State* * *."

POM-626. A joint resolution adopted by the
Legislature of the Commonwealth of Virginia; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
" SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 146
"Whereas, with each passing year this nation becomes deeper in debt as its federal
government's expenditures repeatedly exceed
available revenues, so that the federal public
debt is now approximately $4.9 trillion-or
$19,000 for every man, woman, and child; and
" Whereas, the annual federal budget has
not been balanced since 1969, demonstrating
an unwillingness or inability of both the legislative and executive branches of the federal
government to spend in conformity with
available revenues; and
"Whereas, knowledgeable planning, fiscal
prudence, and plain good sense require that
the federal budget should not be manipulated
to present the appearance of being in balance, while, in fact, federal indebtedness
continues growing; and
"Whereas, believing that fiscal irresponsibility at the federal level, which is resulting in a lower standard of living and endangering economic opportunity now and for the
next generation, is the greatest threat which
faces our nation; and
"Whereas, Thomas Jefferson recognized
the importance of a balanced budget when he
wrote "The question whether one generation
has the right to bind another by the deficit
it imposes is a question of such consequence
as to place it among the fundamental principles of government. We should consider
ourselves unauthorized to saddle posterity
with our debts, and morally bound to pay
them ourselves" ; and
" Whereas, the principal functions of the
Constitution of the United States include:
promoting the broadest principles of a government of, by, and for the people; setting
forth the most fundamental responsibilities
of government; and enumerating and limiting the powers of the government to protect
the basic rights of the People; and
"Whereas, the federal government's unlimited ability to borrow involves decisions of
such magnitude, with such potentially profound consequences for the nation and its
People, today and in the future, that it is appropriately a subject for limitation by the
Constitution of the United States; and
"Whereas, the Constitution vests the ultimate responsibility to approve or disapprove
of amendments to the Constitution of the
United States with the People of the several
_States, as represented by their elected Legislatures; and
"Whereas, opposition by a small minority
within Congress and, on occasion, by the
President, has repeatedly thwarted the will
of the People of the United States that a
Balanced Budget Amendment to the Constitution of the United States should be submitted to the States for ratification, while
large majorities of both Houses of Congress
already have prepared, considered, and voted
for such amendment: Now, therefore, be it
" Resolved by the Senate, the House of Delegates concurring, That the Congress of the

United States be urged to submit a balanced
budget amendment to the United States Constitution to the states for~ ratification. The

Congress is encouraged to expeditiously pass
and propose an amendment that would require, in the absence of a national emergency, that the total of all federal appropriations made by the Congress for any fiscal
year may not exceed the total of all estimated federal revenues for that fiscal year;
and, be it
" Resolved further , That the Legislatures of
each of the several States be urged to apply
to the Congress requesting the proposal for
ratification of an appropriate amendment to
the Constitution of the United States; and,
be it
" Resolved finally , That the Clerk of the
Senate transmit copies of this resolution to
the President of the United States Senate,
the Speaker of the House of Representatives
of the United States, each Member of the
Virginia Congressional Delegation, the
Chairmen of the National Conference of
State Legislatures, the Council of State Governments and the American Legislative Exchange Council, and the presiding officers of
both Houses of the Legislatures of each of
the other States in the Union. "

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS
The following bills and joint resolutions were introduced, read the first
and second time by unanimous consent, and referred as indicated:
By Mr. DODD:
S. 1896. A bill to amend the Family and
Medical Leave Act of 1993 to apply the Act to
a greater percentage of the United States
workforce and to allow employees to take
parental involvement leave to participate in
or attend their children's educational and
extracurricular activities, and for other purposes; to the Committee on Labor and
Human Resources.
By Mrs. KASSEBAUM (for herself, Mr.
KENNEDY, Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr. PELL,
and Mr. HATFIELD):
S. 1897. A bill to amend the Public Health
Service Act to revise and extend certain programs relating to the National Institutes of
Health, and for other purposes; to the Committee on Labor and Human Resources.

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND
SENATE RESOLUTIONS
The following concurrent resolutions
and Senate resolutions were read, and
referred (or acted upon), as indicated:
By Mr. LAUTENBERG (for himself,
Mr. BROWN, and Mr. LIEBERMAN):
S. Res. 268. A resolution expressing the
sense of the Senate with respect to the summit of Arab heads of state being held in
Cairo beginning on June 21, 1996; to the Committee on Foreign Relations.
By Mr. LOTT (for himself and Mr.
DASCHLE):
S. Res. 269. A resolution to authorize testimony and representation of former Senate
employee in Ward v. United States; considered and agreed to.
By Mr. LIEBERMAN (for himself, Mr.
LUGAR, Mr. BIDEN, Mr. SPECTER, Mrs.
FEINSTEIN, and Mr. MOYNIHAN):
S. Res. 270. A resolution urging continued
and increased United States support for the
efforts of the International Criminal Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia to bring to justice the perpetrators of gross violations of
international law in the former Yugoslavia;
to the Committee on Foreign Relations.

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS
By Mr. DODD:
S. 1896. A bill to amend the Family
and Medical Leave Act of 1993 to apply
the act to a greater percentage of the
U.S. work force and to allow employees
to take parental involvement leave to
participate in or attend their children's
educational and extracurricular activities and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Labor and Human Resources.
FAMILY MEDICAL AND PARENTAL
INVOLVEMENT LEAVE ACT OF 1996

THE

• Mr. DODD. Mr. President, in my
nearly 16 years as a U.S. Senator few
accomplishments have given me as
much pride as the day in February 1993
when President Clinton signed into law
the Family and Medical Leave Act.
Passage of this legislation was an exhausting, lengthy, and sometimes exasperating process. But in the end,
through the hard and courageous work
of Senators from both sides of the political aisle, the vast opportunities for
family and medical leave were made
available to millions of Americans.
In an era when the American people
bemoan the lack of bipartisanship and
compromise in Washington, when they
decry the blatant and nasty partnership, the Family and Medical Leave
Act stands in sharp contrast.
Family and medical leave is an issue
that truly goes beyond partisan political differences. It is something that
every American, be they Democrat or
Republican, can relate to and understand.
Enactment of the Family and Medical Leave Act in 1993 threw millions of
struggling Americans a lifeline. It
made it easier for people to balance the
responsibilities of work with their responsibilities to their family. And most
important, it said to the American people: If you or a loved one becomes ill,
you won't be forced to choose between
your family and your job.
But, my involvement with the issue
of family and medical leave did not end
with its enactment. There is more
work to be done.
Across America, working families,
teachers, and school boards continue to
lament the lack of parental involvement in their children's lives. With
more and more families working outside the home, with mothers and fathers too busy and too stressed from
working long hours, children are losing
the guiding hand they need from their
parents.
The Family and Medical Leave Act
performed a genuine need among
America's working families to allow
them take leave in times of medical
and family emergency. This legislation
would continue that process by providing parents with the time they need to
make a difference in their children's
education.
For that reason, I am today introducing legislation that would build on our
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earlier successes while at the same
time offering greater. leave opportunities and flexibility to our Nation's families.
First, it would lower the threshold of
coverage to include worksites with 25
or more employees. Today, 40 percent
of private sector employees remain unprotected by the Family and Medical
Leave Act because their worksite does
not meet the current 50-or-more employee threshold.
Second, the bill would grant eligible
parents 24 hours of unpaid leave per
year to participate in their children's
school or community group activities.
Parents would provide their employers
with at least 2 weeks notice and could
take only 4 hours per month, unless
otherwise agreed to by the employer.
These are commonsense reforms that
build on the successes of the Family
and Medical Leave Act while providing
expanded opportunities for American
families.
For those of my colleagues who
doubt the success of the Family and
Medical Leave Act, I urge them to examine a recent bipartisan report,
which indicates that the success of the
Family and Medical Leave Act is clear
cut.
When this legislation passed in 1933,
provisions of the bill established a
commission to examine the impact of
the act on workers and businesses. The
commission's analysis spanned 2lf2
years, including independent research
and field hearings across the country
to hear first hand about the act's impact from individuals and businesses.
Additionally, through the Bureau of
Labor Statistics, we commissioned two
major research surveys to gauge the
impact of family leave policies on employees and employers. These surveys
provided us with the first statistically
valid, nationally representative data
on the impact on the legislation.
And, the overall findings of this commission are quite clear-family and
medical leave is an overwhelming success. What's more, according to the
commission's final report, the law represents "A significant step in helping a
larger cross-section of working Americans meet their medical and family
caregiving needs while still maintaining their jobs and economic security."
Due to this legislation, Americans
have significantly greater opportunities to keep their health benefits,
maintain job security, and take leave
for longer and for greater reasons.
While the American people have seen
expanded opportunities under this legislation, there is plenty of good news
for America's businesses as well.
The conclusions of the bipartisan report are a far cry from the concerns
that were voiced when this law was
being considered in Congress. The vast
majority of businesses-over 93 percent-report little to no additional
costs associated wi tp..:_the Family and

Medical Leave Act. More than 92 percent reported no noticeable effect on
profitability. And nearly 96 percent reported no noticeable effect on growth.
Additionally, 83 percent of employers
reported no noticeable impact on employee productivity. And of those that
have seen an effect nearly as many are
as likely to note a positive effect as a
negative one. In fact, 12.6 percent actually report a positive effect on employee productivity from the Family
and Medical Leave Act.
While the benefits of family leave
have been clear, millions of Americans
continue to face painful choices involving their competing responsibilities to
family and work. Those not covered by
FMLA are still often told that they
must choose between sick family members and their jobs. And parents, who
want to participate in their children's
school and community activities, even
to attend parent-teacher conferences,
find their employment responsibilities
are forcing them to make impossible
choices.
More and more parents are simply
too busy to take the time necessary to
play an active role in their children's
education. This comes at a time when
not only is a strong education so important to our Nation's youth, but
ample evidence indicates that parental
involvement in school activities has a
dramatic impact on academic performance.
Studies have shown that academic
achievement is much higher at schools
when parents are strongly involved. In
fact, a recent study by the Department
of Education found that parental involvement is a key factor in the development of children's reading skills.
And a Carnegie Corp. study released
this spring found that, "Parents who
want their children to do well in school
must remain involved in their education through the middle and high
school years."
So many parents, however, simply
don't have the time to participate in
school and community activities while
balancing responsibilities to their job.
A survey of 30,000 PTA leaders found
that 89 percent of parents do not get
involved in their children's education
because they do not have enough time.
Yet another study indicates that 66
percent of employed parents report
that they don't have enough time for
their children. And as the number of
single-parent families, and families
where both parents have to work, continues to rise the constraints placed on
parents are only going to increase.
The bill that I introduce today represents a genuine and commonsense effort to tackle these problems. It would
take a giant step toward widening the
opportunities provided under the Family and Medical Leave Act while giving
parents the chance to play a greater
role in their children's education.
While I'm fully aware this is an election year, I introduce this legislation

with the hope and expectation that we
can put aside our political differences
and build on the success of the Family
and Medical Leave Act.
It's common sense that hard working
people should not only be able to play
a role in their children's lives, but face
family crises without losing their jobs.
The American people understand the
need for these provisions and I urge all
my colleagues to join me in supporting
this critically important legislation for
our Nation's working families.
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent that the text of the bill be printed
in the RECORD.
There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

s. 1896

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. COVERAGE OF EMPLOYEES.

Paragraphs (2)(B)(ii) and (4)(A)(i) of section
101 of the Family and Medical Leave Act of
1993 (29 U.S.C. 2611 (2)(B)(ii) and (4)(A)(i) are
amended by striking "50" each place it appears and inserting "25".
SEC 2. PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT LEAVE.

(a) LEAVE REQUIREMENT.-Section 102(a) of
the Family and Medical Leave Act of 1993 (29
U.S.C. 2612(a)) is amended by adding at the
end the following:
"(3) ENTITLEMENT TO PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT LEAVE."(A) L~ GENERAL.-Subject to section 103(f),
an eligible employee shall be entitled to a
total of 4 hours of leave during any 30-day
period, and a total of 24 hours of leave during
any 12-month period, in addition to leave
available under paragraph (1), to participate
in or attend an activity that"(i) is sponsored by a school or community
organization; and
"(ii) relates to a program of the school or
organization that is attended by a son or
daughter of the employee, including foster
children.
"(B) DEFINITIONS.-As used in this paragraph:
"(i) COMMUNITY ORGANIZATION.-The term
'community organization' means a private
nonprofit organization that is representative
of a community or a significant segment of
a community and provides activities for individuals described in subparagraph (A) or
(B) of section 101(12), such as a scouting or
sports organization.
"(ii) SCHOOL.-The term 'school' means an
elementary school or secondary school (as
such terms are defined in section 14101 of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of
1965 (20 U.S.C. 8801)), a Head Start program
assisted under the Head Start Act (42 U.S.C.
9831 et seq.), and a child care facility licensed under State law.".
(b) SCHEDULE.-Section 102(b)(1) of such
Act (29 U.S.C. 2612(b)(1)) is amended by inserting after the second sentence the following: "Leave under subsection (a)(3) may be
taken intermittently or on a reduced leave
schedule."
(C) SUBSTITUTION OF PAID LEAVE.-Section
102(d)(2)(A)
of such Act (29
U.S.C.
2612(d)(2)(A)) is amended by inserting before
the period the following: ", or for leave provided under subsection (a)(3) for any part of
the 24-hour period of such leave under such
subsection".
(d) NOTICE.-Section 102(e)(l) of such Act
(29 U.S.C. 2612(e)(1) is amended by adding at
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the end of the following: "In any case in
which an employee requests leave under subsection (a)(3), the employee shall provide the
employer with not less than 7 day's notice,
before the date the leave is to begin, of the
employee's intention to take leave under
such subsection. " .
(e) CERTIFICATION.-Section 103 of such Act
(29 U.S.C. 2613) is amended by adding at the
end the following:
"(f) CERTIFICATION FOR PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT LEAVE.-An employer may require that
a request for leave under section 102(a)(3) be
supported by a certification issued at such
time and in such manner as the Secretary
may by regulation prescribe. ".
SEC. 3. PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT LEAVE FOR
CIVIL SERVANTS.
(a) LEAVE REQUIREMENTS.-Section 6382(a)
of title 5, United States Code, is amended by
adding at the end the following:
"(3)(A) Subject to section 6383(f), an employee shall be entitled to a total of 4 hours
of leave during any 30-day period, and a total
of 24 hours of leave during any 12-month period, in addition to leave available under
paragraph (1), to participate in or attend an
activity that-"(i) is sponsored by a school or community
organization; and
"(ii) relates to a program of the school or
organization that is attended by a son or
daughter of the employee, including foster
children.
"(B) As used in this paragraph:
"(i) The term 'community organization'
means a private nonprofit organization that
is representative of a community or a significant segment of a community and provides activities for individuals described in
subparagraph (A) or (B) of section 6381(6),
such as a scouting or sports organization.
"(ii) The term 'school' means an elementary school or secondary school (as such
terms are defined in section 14101 of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of
1965 (20 U.S.C. 8801)), a Head Start program
assisted under the Head Start Act (42 U.S.C.
9831 et seq.) and a child care facility licensed
under State law.".
(b) SCHEDULE.-Section 6382(b)(1) of such
title is amended by inserting after the second sentence the following: "Leave under
subsection (a)(3) may be taken intermittently or on a reduced leave schedule."
(c) SUBSTITUTION OF PAID LEAVE.-Section
6382(d) of such title is amended by inserting
before ", except" the following: ", or for
leave provided under subsection (a)(3) any of
the employee's accrued or accumulated annual leave under subchapter I for any part of
the 24-hour period of such leave under such
subsection".
(d) NOTICE.-Section 6382(e)(1) of such title
is amended by adding at the end the following: "In any case in which an employee requests leave under subsection (a)(3), the employee shall provide the employing agency
with not less than 7 day's notice, before the
date the leave is to begin, of the employee's
intention to take leave under such subsection.".
(e) CERTIFICATION.-Section 6383 of such
title is amended by adding at the end the following:
"(f) An employing agency may require that
a request for leave under section 6382(a)(3) be
supported by a certification issued at such
time and in such manner as the Office of Personnel Management may by regulation prescribe.".•

By Mrs. KASSEBAUM (for herself, Mr. KE~~DY, Mr. JEF-
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FORDS, Mr. PELL, and Mr. HATThe role of NIH in clinical research is
FIELD):
critical, since academic health centers
S. 1897. A bill to amend the Public in the 21st century will be posed with
Health Service Act to revise and ex- an unprecedented challenge: how to
tend certain programs relating to the maintain their research mission in the
National Institutes of Health, and for face of a fundamentally changed health
other purposes; to the Committee on care system. These changes are the
Labor and Human Resources.
consequence of dramatic market shifts
THE NIH REAUTHORIZATION ACT OF 1996
that are taking place in health care in
Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, I this country. They have a potentially
rise today to introduce legislation deleterious effect on the irreplaceable
which supports the important work of work of this country's academic health
the National Institutes of Health. This centers. Cost competition has made it
bill, the National Institutes of Health particularly difficult for the continuRevitalization Act of 1996, will reau- ation of many of these established inthorize the ongoing work of this out- stitutions that frequently care for the
standing Federal research institution.
sickest, as well as the poorest, citizens
We all can take great pride in the ex- of our communi ties.
ceptional contributions that the NIH
This bill also makes substantial efhas made to the improvement of the forts to reduce administrative excess
health of our citizens.
and duplicative infrastructure at NIH.
NIH grants constitute the bulk of It reduces redundant committees and
support
for
biomedical
research reports. Every dollar saved from unnecthroughout this country-almost $10 essary administrative burdens is anbillion every year, distributed in near- other dollar freed up for support of bioly 25,000 separate grants. This unique medical research.
investment of talent and dollars has
By its very nature, ever-expanding
one simple, overriding goal-the ad- scientific knowledge places pressure on
vancement of the health of Americans. the limited resources for biomedical reThis agency is, indeed, an extraordinary success story. To cite just one search support. Accordingly, this bill
illustration: An NIH grant made pos- provides for a Biomedical Research
sible the discovery of the BRCA-1 gene, Trust Fund within the Treasury. This
a genetic marker for an important trust fund is a first small step toward
form of breast cancer. Such a discovery affording additional funds for the indisoffers great promise for new strategies pensable research mission in this era of
for diagnosis and treatment of breast shrinking Federal resources.
In . conclusion, Mr. President, reaucancer and other serious illnesses.
As long term commitment to further thorization of the important work of
support of research into the mysteries the National Institutes of Health repof the human genetic code, this bill au- resents for the American people an inthorizes the creation of the National vestment beyond compare or valuation.
Human Genome Research Institute. I am pleased to welcome Senators KENThe elevation of the National Center NEDY, JEFFORDS, PELL, and HATFIELD
for Genome Research to institute sta- as original cosponsors of this legislatus, while budget neutral, will ensure a tion. I urge my colleagues to support
continued focus of NIH resources for the adoption of the National Institutes
of Health Revitalization Act of 1996.
this important work.
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I
Mr. President, in addition to reauthorizing the lifesaving work of the strongly support the NIH Revitalizatwo largest institutes, the National tion Act of 1996. The National. InstiCancer Institute and the National tutes of Health is the premier health
Heart, Lung, and Blood Institute, the care research center in this country
bill authorizes a number of other im- and the world. Reauthorizing a str.ong
portant institutes and initiatives. NIH should be a bipartisan goal.
This bill reauthorizes the present InAmong them is research into new and
resistant infections such as tuber- stitutes, and provides a framework fo
culosis; and an Office of Rare Diseases the NIH to respond more effectively to
to support research on over 2,000 un- the health issues of today and .t h e fucommon diseases that, together, afflict ture.
Clinical research is addressed by inthousands of Americans.
Another critical area that this bill corporating many of the provisions of
addresses is the education and training the Hatfield-Kennedy clinical research
of the next generation of clinical re- enhancement bill. General Clinical Re··
searchers, the biomedical scientists search Centers, which serve as an infrawho perform research that directly in- structure for clinical research and
volves patients. This bill provides for training, are authorized. Clinical Regreater support for expert training of search Career Enhancement Awards
Innovative
Medical
Science
young biomedical scientists who have and
elected the difficult, and increasingly Awards are created to support individcompetitive, careers in scientific in- ual careers and research projects in
quiry. In addition, it provides impor- clinical research. In addition, existing
tant resources for the 75 general clini- research assistance, training and loan
cal research centers that exist in aca- repayment programs are expanded to
demic medical centers throughout the include those involved in clinical incountry.
vestigations.
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The human genome project which has
been so productive .. becomes the Nat ional Human Genome Research Institute. The Office of Rare Diseases is formally established. A national fund for
health research is created to provide
additional financial resources. A number of other changes are made to
streamline the administrative processes at NIH.
All of us recognize that a number of
concerns require further discussion.
NIH's desires for maximum flexibility
have been addressed. We must also
meet the research and treatment needs
of particular diseases. I look forward to
working together to find ways to address Parkinson's disease , the pediatric
research initiative, and diabetes.
We must also find ways to deal with
the impact of managed care on medical
training, education, and research. That
problem that was the topic of our final
NIH hearing this year.
Investment in health care research is
one of the soundest investments we can
make in the Nation's future . The NIH
Revitalization Act of 1996 is designed
to maintain and strengthen our return
on this investment, and I look forward
to working with my colleagues on both
sides of the aisle to secure its enactment.
Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I am
honored to join my friend and colleague from Kansas, Senator KASSEBAUM, in sponsoring legislation to revitalize the crown jewel of medical
science in this country, the National
Institutes of Health. Senator KAssEBAUM deserves the Nation's gratitude
for her commitment to biomedical research and her efforts to ensure that
the wealth of this country is measured
by the health of its citizens.
The NIH has enhanced the health of
our Nation immeasurably, and through
the efforts of its scientists and staff
continues to place us on the cutting
edge of biomedical research. Yet, as all
of us in this body know so well, all institutions must evolve if they are to
continue to thrive. The legislation introduced today provides the elements
necessary for the NIH to evolve successfully in the years to come.
Every year, medical researchers uncover more mysteries of the human
body. Because of their efforts, today we
have therapies, drugs and technologies
that were unimaginable just a decade
ago. Of great importance to all Americans is the outcome of our investment
in biomedical research. We want to
know, what has been cured lately? How
have the billions we invest in NIH each
year reached Americans and eased
their suffering? How has the chasm between the scientist in the laboratory
and the physician administering treatment been bridged? To address that
gulf, I believe we must heighten our
support for translational-or clinicalresearch. To that end, I introduced S.
1534 this year, the _C1.1 nical Research

Enhancement Act of 1996. This bill will
increase funding for clinical research,
improve training for persons planning
clinical research careers, and modify
the focus of the NIH to make it more
receptive to clinical research proposals.
I am very pleased that Senator
KASSEBAUM has included components of
S. 1534 in her legislation. The bill authorizes the General Clinical Research
Centers which are the frontline troops
not only in the training of clinical researchers but in performing many of
the clinical studies in our academic
medical centers. The 75 current centers
have never been authorized despite
their continued congressional support
since 1965.
The bill also establishes two new
award programs: the Clinical Research
Career Enhancement Awards and the
Innovative Medical Science Awards.
These awards will provide both young
and established investigators with the
resources needed to bridge unfunded
periods while promoting continued
clinical research and training. At
present training opportunities for persons considering clinical research careers are few and fragmented.
The bill also expands loan repayment
opportunities for young physician scientists to pursue research careers. Currently the average medical school
graduate has a debt of $63,000. This burden has resulted in a decline of physician researchers to just 2.2 percent of
the physician population of the United
States.
Last year, Congress acknowledged
the importance of biomedical research
when it restored proposed cuts to the
NIH budget for 1996. As a result, we are
now enjoying a 5.7-percent increase in
funding for the NIH. However, we have
far to go in stabilizing funding for medical research, and we must now turn
our attention toward insuring sustainable growth in the coming years.
I am pleased that Senator KASSEBAUM's legislation also includes my
bill, S. 1251, to establish a national
fund for health research. This fund will
supplement annual appropriations to
the NIH by contributing public and private donations to enhance research
grants. While the language in this bill
does not specify a funding source, I am
hopeful that when the bill comes to the
floor we will have several options to
consider to secure its financial future.
I have proposed a 2~cent increase in
the tobacco tax, as well as a voluntary
Federal income tax checkoff in the
past, and would be willing to look at
other options in the future such as
some sort of managed care set-aside. I
believe this proposal marks t he beginning of a longer-term strateg-.; for biomedical research funding and I am
gratified by its inclusion in this bill.
Senator TOM HARKIN has been my longtime partner in this matter and I know
he is as pleased as I am that the foun-
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dation for the fund has today been further advanced.
Finally, Senator KASSEBAUM has included one additional piece of my legislative portfolio , S. 184, a bill to establish an Office for Rare Disease Research at the NIH to assist our citizens
who have the misfortune of suffering
from uncommon diseases. This legislation has already passed the Senate this
year, only to languish in the House. I
am hopeful that this vehicle will carry
it through to enactment.
This legislation, Mr. President, is essential for the continued effective
functioning of the National Institutes
of Health, and for the continued health
of our citizens. I believe this legislation deserves our strong support and I
urge my colleagues to endorse its contents. At this time , I would like to publicly commend Senator KASSEBAUM's
staff, David Stevens, Kent Bradley, and
Ann Rufo , for their work in crafting
this revitalization package . They have
been mentors to my staff and have represented Senator KASSEBAUM with
great dedication and commitment in
putting this vital piece of legislation
together.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS
s. 901
At the request of Mr. BENNETT, the
name of the Senator from New Mexico
[Mr ~ BINGAMAN] was added as a cosponsor of S . 901, a bill to amend the Reclamation Projects Authorization and
Adjustment Act of 1992 to authorize
the Secretary of the Interior to participate in the design, planning, and construction of certain water reclamation
and reuse projects and desalination research and development projects, and
for other purposes.
s. 1794
At the request of Mr. GREGG, the
names of the Senator from Wyoming
[Mr. THOMAS], the Senator from Michigan [Mr. ABRAHAM], and the Senator
from Oklahoma [Mr~ lNHOFE] were
added as cosponsors of S. 1794, a bill to
amend chapter 83 of title 5, United
States Code, to provide for the forfeiture of retirement benefits in the case
of any Member of Congress, congressional employee, or Federal justice or
judge who is convicted of an offense relating to official duties of that individual, and for the forfeiture of the retirement allowance of the President for
such a conviction.
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 56

At the request of Mr. HELMS, the
name of the Senator from New York
[Mr. D'AMATO] was added as a cosponsor of Senate Joint Resolution 56, a
joint resolution disapproving the extension of nondiscriminatory treatment (most-favored-nation treatment)
to the products of the People's Republic of China.
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SENATE
RESOLUTION
268--RELATIVE TO THE SUMMIT OF ARAB
HEADS OF STATE BEING HELD
IN CAIRO
Mr. LAUTENBERG (for himself, Mr.
BROWN, and Mr. LIEBERMAN) submitted
the following resolution; which was referred to the Committee on Foreign
Relations:
S. RES. 268

Whereas, Benjamin Netanyahu was elected
to the position of Prime Minister of Israel on
May 29, 1996;
Whereas, Prime Minister-elect Netanyahu
presented his cabinet for approval to the
Israeli Knesset on June 18, 1996;
Whereas, the guidelines of the new Government of Israel specifically state: "The Government of Israel will work to broaden the
circle of peace with all of its neighbors.";
Whereas, Egyptian President Mubarak has
invited heads of state in Algeria, Bahrain,
Comoros, Djibouti, Jordan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Libya, Mauritania, Morocco, Oman,
Qatar, Saudi Arabia, Somalia, Sudan, Syria,
Tunisia, the United Arab Emirates, Yemen,
and the Palestine Liberation Organization to
attend an Arab summit in Cairo beginning
on June 21, 1996; and
Whereas President Clinton has stated his
hope that Arab leaders who attend this summit will "give Mr. Netanyahu an opportunity to constitute his government and set
a policy and not presume that we can't pursue peace."; Now, therefore, be it
Resolved, That the Senate urges the governments attending the June 21, 1996, summit in Cairo and other governments in the
Middle East to(1) reaffirm their commitment to a comprehensive peace in the Middle East;
(2) express their willingness to work with
the democratically elected Government of
Israel in the pursuit of a meaningful peace;
and
(3) refrain from statements directed
against the new Israeli government that
might create an atmosphere in the region
unfavorable to a continuation of the peace
process.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, it
had been my expectation that the Senate would have already taken up and
passed a resolution to express the sense
of the Senate about the summit of
Arab heads of state, which began in
Cairo today. It is cosponsored by Senators LIEBERMAN and BROWN.
The resolution is straightforward. It
urges heads of state and representatives of Arab countries attending the
Cairo summit and those which may not
attend the summit to reaffirm their
commitment to a comprehensive peace
in the Middle East. It urges them to express their willingness to work with
the democratically elected Government of Israel in the pursuit of a meaningful peace. Finally, it urges them to
refrain from statements directed
against the new Israeli Government
that might create an atmosphere in the
region unfavorable to a continuation of
the peace process.
The resolution had been cleared by
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, all Democ.r atic Senators, the
Democratic leadership, and Members
on both sides of the a!sTe. It was poised

for approval by full Senate. However,
at the last minute, the junior Senator
from Texas, Senator HUTCIDSON, objected to the Senate taking up the resolution because of an entirely unrelated matter. As a result, Mr. President, this resolution on the Middle
East was blocked. And that is very unfortunate because many of the nations
meeting in Cairo are countries intent
on destroying Israel. Many are avowed
enemies of Israel. Apart from Senator
HUTCHISON's objection-which, again, is
over an unrelated issue-there appears
to be virtually unanimous support in
the Senate for my resolution, and the
message it sends.
Mr. President, on May 29, 1996, Benjamin Netanyahu was elected the new
Prime Minister of Israel. Shortly after
his election, and before he established
his new government, the Government
of Egypt decided to convene a meeting
of most members of the Arab League.
At the invitation of Egyptian President Hosni Mubarak, heads of state
from 19 Arab countries were invited to
meet in Cairo. Representatives from
Algeria, Bahrain, Comoros, Djibouti,
Jordan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Libya, Mauritania, Morocco, Oman, Qatar, Saudi
Arabia, Somalia, Sudan, Syria, Tunisia, the United Arab Emirates, Yemen,
and the Palestinian Liberation Organization were invited to attend the summit.
While I have no objection to meetings by members of the Arab League,
heads of state and government representatives attending the meeting in
Cairo have nothing to be gained by limiting options for peace discussions with
the newly elected Government of Israel
before its policies have even been officially formulated. They have nothing
to gain by issuing provocative statements and attempting to back the
democratically elected Government
into a corner. Restraint-not harsh
rhetoric directed against the new
Israeli Government that might create
an atmosphere in the region unfavorable to a continuation of the peace
process-should prevail.
President Clinton has stated his hope
that Arab leaders who attend this summit will give Mr. Netanyahu an opportunity to constitute his government
and set a policy and not presume that
we can't pursue peace. That is sage advice.
While the Arab countries may be experiencing some anxiety in light of the
change of the Israeli Government, it
would be a mistake to let extremist
countries like the Sudan, Libya, and
Syria dominate the agenda of this
meeting. It would be a mistake to close
doors, shut off options, and establish
preconditions for the continued pursuit
of peace .
Mr. President, the world will be
watching this meeting very carefully
in the hope that the Arab countries
will remain partners with Israel in the
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pursuit of a comprehensive peace in the
Middle East. The road to a comprehensive peace is never easy, and all must
conduct themselves with care and diplomacy to avoid potential misunderstandings.
Mr. President, the United States is
not prejudging the new Israeli Government. The Arab leaders meeting in
Cairo should not either.
I ask unanimous consent that the
text of an outstanding editorial called
"The Arabs and Mr. Netanyahu" which
appeared in the New York Times last
week be printed in the RECORD.
There being no objection, the editorial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
THE ARABS AND MR. NETANY AHU

Nineteen Arab leaders plan to meet in
Cairo next week for a show of unity in the
wake of Benjamin Netanyahu's selection as
Prime Minister of Israel. The gather is a reminder that the prospects for peace in the
Middle East depend as much on the conduct
of Arab leaders as that of Mr. Netanyahu in
the weeks ahead.
In responding to the new Israeli government, Arab leaders should avoid inflammatory words and actions as Mr. Netanyahu
refines his course. No Arab interest would be
served by provoking Israel to abandon the
peace effort.
Most of the Arab leaders headed for Cairo
are involved, at one level or another, in the
new diplomacy of engagement with Israel
initiated by the Bush Administration in the
days following the Persian Gulf war. Jordan
and the Palestinians have joined Egypt in
signing formal peace agreements with Israel.
Several other North African and Persian
Gulf states have extended limited degrees of
diplomatic recognition.
No fewer than 15 Arab countries plus the
Palestinians regularly meet with Israeli representatives to discuss vital regional issues
like water and economic development. Saudi
Arabia, while it has regrettably shied away
from recognition, has invested its considerable diplomatic and economic weight behind
these regional peace efforts.
The emerging Arab peace camp, so visible
at Yitzhak Rabin's funeral and the
antiterrorism summit meeting at Sharm elSheik, should not step forward once again to
counsel restraint. More belligerent voice,
like that of the Libyan leader, Col. Muammar El-Qaddafi, and the militantly Islamic
Sudanese regime, will also be present in
Cairo. Groups like Hezbollah in Lebanon and
Hamas and Islamic Jihad in Gaza and the
West Bank may try to use terrorism to force
Israel to break off the peace talks that these
groups have always rejected.
Syria rests somewhere between the peace
camp and the enemies of peace. With Mr.
Netanyahu withdrawing the Israeli offer to
return the Golan Heights and suggesting
that he is more interested in strengthening
relations with Jordan and Egypt than with
Syria, the Syrian President, Hafez-al-Assad,
is determined to avoid isolation. He hopes
the summit meeting with stiffen King Hussein's resolve to resist any Israeli offers of
authority over areas of the West Bank or
Muslim religious sites in Jerusalem. He also
wants Washington to continue serving as an
intermediary between Israel and Syria.
Egypt would like to reassert its traditional
leadership in Arab affairs by bringing together those countries that have already
made peace with Israel and those that have
not.
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The Palestinian leadership, for its part,
has little choice but to proceed down the diplomatic road on which · it has embarked.
While Mr. Netanyaghu has said he doubts the
finality of Mr. Arafat's break with terrorism,
the Israeli leader has no interest in pushing
Palestinians into the arms of Mr. Arafat's
chief rivals, Hamas and Islamic Holy War.
Despite Mr. Netanyahu's promise to expand West Bank settlements, and his opposition to Palestinian statehood, there remains
much for Israel and the Palestinians to discuss, including economic and water issues,
security and a timetable for Israel's partial
withdrawal from Hebron.
With Mr. Netanyahu forming a government
and Arab leaders regrouping, careless threat
or provocative statement from either side
could deepen the mutual distrust that already exists. Mr. Netanyahu has spoken with
care and diplomacy since his election. The
Arab leaders should do no less.

Mr. BROWN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Colorado.
Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, today,
Senator LAUTENBERG, the Senator from
New Jersey , submits for himself, myself, and Senator LIEBERMAN a resolution that deals with the Arab summit
that has been called for on June 21. It
calls together a number of Presidents
and leaders of countries in the Middle
East. Presumably, included in their
discussions will be the peace process
and its progress thus far.
That meeting, taking place in Cairo,
is an important meeting. The resolution that Senator LAUTENBERG and I
and Senator LIEBERMAN have offered
today expresses concerns about that. I
think President Clinton expressed
many of our concerns, as well, when he
stated his hope "that the Arab leaders
who attend the summit will give Mr.
Netanyahu an opportunity to constitute his government and set policy
and not presume that we cannot pursue
peace. "
I think that is terribly important. I
had hoped this resolution would be considered today and adopted unanimously. Unfortunately, there have
been some problems getting that unanimous-consent process today. I do not
believe it relates to the substance of
the resolution in any way.
Our resolution suggests three things,
and I believe all Members of the Senate
join in this.
One, that the governments in the
Middle East should reaffirm their commitment to a comprehensive peace in
the Middle East.
Mr. President, that is vital. If economic and civil rights progress is to be
made in the Middle East, peace has to
be the lubricant that brings it to the
forefront.
Second, we believe that the Government should express their willingness
to work with the democratically elected Government of Israel in the pursuit
of meaningful peace.
Mr. President, we acknowledge and
understand that countries disagree
over their policies. Bl}.t_-the fact is that

Israel has a democratically elected
government. We believe they ought to
be respected and given the opportunity
to work with those other leaders for
peace.
Third, the resolution calls on Middle
Eastern governments to refrain from
statements directed at the new Israeli
Government that might create an atmosphere in the region that is unfavorable to the continuation of the peace
process.
Mr. President, it is in everybody's interest to move ahead with peace and
the peace process. We hope very much
that not only the summit that takes
place on the 21st, but the activities of
all the governments will be to that
end.
SENATE
RESOLUTION
269-RELATIVE TO AUTHORIZING TESTIMONY AND REPRESENTATION OF
FORMER SENATE EMPLOYEE
Mr. LOTT (for himself and Mr.
DASCHLE) submitted the following resolution; which was considered and
agreed to:
S. RES. 269
Whereas, in the case of Carol Ward v.
United States, Civil Case No. 95-WY-810-WD,
pending in the United States District Court
for the District of Colorado, testimony has
been requested from William T. Brack, a
former chief of staff to Senator Hank Brown;
Whereas, pursuant to sections 703(a) and
704(a)(2) of the Ethics in Government Act of
1978, 2 U.S.C. §§288b(a) and 288c(a)(2), the
Senate may direct its counsel to represent
employees of the Senate with respect to any
subpoena, order, or request for testimony relating to their official responsibilities;
Whereas, by the privileges of the Senate of
the United States and rule XI of the Standing Rules of the Senate, no evidence under
the control or in the possession of the Senate
may, by the judicial process, be taken from
such control or possession but by permission
of the Senate;
Whereas, when it appears that evidence
under the control or in the possession of the
Senate may promote the administration of
justice, the Senate will take such action as
will promote the ends of justice consistently
with the privileges of the Senate: Now,
therefore, be it
Resolved, That William T. Brack is authorized to testify in the case of Carol Ward v.
United States, Civil Case No. 95-WY-810-WD
(D. Colo.), except concerning matters for
which a privilege should be asserted.
SEC. 2. That the Senate Legal Counsel is
authorized to represent William T. Brack in
connection with his testimony in Carol Ward

v. United States.

SENATE
RESOLUTION
270--RELATIVE TO THE INTERNATIONAL
CRIMINAL TRIBUNAL FOR THE
FORMER YUGOSLAVIA
Mr. LIEBERMAN (for himself, Mr.
LUGAR, Mr. BIDEN, Mr. SPECTER, Mrs.
FEINSTEIN, and Mr. MOYNIHAN) submitted the following resolution; which was
referred to the Committee on Foreign
Relations:

June 21, 1996

S. RES. 270
Whereas the United Nations, recognizing
the need for justice in the former Yugoslavia, established the International Criminal Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia
(hereafter in this resolution referred to as
the "International Criminal Tribunal" );
Whereas United Nations Security Council
Resolution 827 of May 25, 1993, requires states
to cooperate fully with the International
Criminal Tribunal;
Whereas the parties to the General Framework Agreement for Peace in Bosnia and
Herzegovina and associated Annexes (in this
resolution referred to as the "Peace Agreement" ) negotiated in Dayton, Ohio and
signed in Paris, France, on December 14,
1995, accepted, in Article IX, the obligation
"to cooperate in the investigation and prosecution of war crimes and other violations of
international humanitarian law" ;
Whereas the Constitution of Bosnia and
Herzegovina, agreed to as Annex 4 of the
Peace Agreement, provides, in Article IX,
that ''No person who is serving a sentence
imposed by the International Tribunal for
the former Yugoslavia, and no person who is
under indictment by the Tribunal and who
has failed to comply with an order to appear
before the Tribunal, may stand as a candidate or hold any appointive, elective, or
other public
office in Bosnia and
Herzegovina' ' ;
Whereas the International Criminal Tribunal has issued 57 indictments against individuals from all parties to the conflicts in
the former Yugoslavia;
Whereas the International Criminal Tribunal continues to investigate gross violations
of international law in the former Yugoslavia with a view to further indictments
against the perpetrators;
Whereas on July 25, 1995, the International
Criminal Tribunal issued an indictment for
Radovan Karadzic, president of the Bosnian
Serb administration of Pale, and Ratko
Mladic, commander of the Bosnian Serb administration and charged them with genocide and crimes against humanity, violations
of the law or customs of war, and grave
breaches of the Geneva Conventions of 1949,
arising from atrocities perpetrated against
the civilian population throughout BosniaHerzegovina, for the sniping campaign
against civilians in Sarajevo, and for the
taking of United Nations peacekeepers as
hostages and for their use as human shields;
Whereas on November 16, 1995, Karadzic
and Mladic were indicted a second time by
the
International
Criminal
Tribunal,
charged with genocide for the killing of up to
6,000 Muslims in Srebrenica, Bosnia, in July
1995;
Whereas the United Nations Security
Council, in adopting Resolution 1022 on November 22, 1995, decided that economic sanctions on the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia
(Serbia and Montenegro) and the so-called
Republika Srpska would be reimposed if, at
any time, the High Representative or the
IFOR commander informs the Security
Council that the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia or the Bosnian Serb authorities are
failing significantly to meet their obligations under the Peace Agreement;
Whereas the so-called Republika Srpska
and the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (Serbia and Montenegro) have failed to arrest
and turn over for prosecution indicted war
criminals, including Karadzic and Mladic;
Whereas efforts to politically isolate
Karadzic and Mladic have failed thus far and
would in any case be insufficient to comply
with the Peace Agreement and bring peace
with justice to Bosnia and Herzegovina;
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Whereas in the so-called Republika Srpska
freedom of the press and freedom of assembly are severely limited ·and violence against
ethnic and religious minorities and opposition figures is on the rise;
Whereas it will be difficult for national
elections in Bosnia and Herzegovina to take
plac-e meaningfully so long as key war criminals, including Karadzic and Mladic, remain
at large and able to influence political and
military developments;
Whereas on June 6, 1996, the President of
the International Criminal Tribunal, declaring that the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia's failure to extradite indicted war
criminals is a blatant violation of the Peace
Agreement and of United Nations Security
Council Resolutions, called on the High Representative to reimpose economic sanctions
on the so-called Republika Srpska and on the
Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (Serbia and
Montenegro); and
Whereas the apprehension and prosecution
of indicted war criminals is essential for
peace and reconciliation to be achieved and
democracy to be established throughout Bosnia an Herzegovina: Now, therefore, be it
Resolved, That (a) the Senate finds that the
International Criminal Tribunal for the
former Yugoslavia merits continued and increased United States support for its efforts
to investigate and bring to justice the perpetrators of gross violations of international
law in the former Yugoslavia.
(b) It is the sense of the Senate that the
President of the United States should support the request of the President of the
International Criminal Tribunal for the
former Yugoslavia for the High Representative to reimpose full economic sanctions on
the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (Serbia
and Montenegro) and the so-called Republika
Srpska, in accordance with United Nations
Security Council Resolution 1022 (1995), until
the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (Serbia
and Montenegro) and Bosnian Serb authorities have complied with their obligations
under the Peace Agreement and United Nations Security Council Resolutions to cooperate fully with the International Criminal Tribunal.
(c) It is further the sense of the Senate
that the NATO-led Implementation Force
(IFOR), in carrying out its mandate, should
make it an urgent priority to detain and
bring to justice persons indicted by the
International Criminal Tribunal.
(d) It is further the sense of the Senate
that states in the former Yugoslavia should
not be admitted to international organizations and fora until and unless they have
complied with their obligations under the
Peace Agreement and United Nations Security Council Resolutions to cooperate fully
with the International Criminal Tribunal.
SEC. 2. The Secretary of the Senate shall
transmit a copy of this resolution to the
President of the United States.

guished colleagues are able to be here
today to join me to speak on this resolution, though Senator BIDEN did address the subject generally and mentioned the imminence of this resolution when he spoke on the floor on
Wednesday. I hope my colleagues will
have the opportunity to speak to the
resolution in the days and weeks
ahead.
Last October President Clinton honored us in Connecticut by speaking at
the University of Connecticut, at the
opening of the Thomas J. Dodd Library
and to commemorate the 50th anniversary of the Nuremberg trials that followed World War ll. At that time, last
October, while war still raged in the
former Yugoslavia, in Bosnia, President Clinton spoke these very eloquent
words. "Some people," he said, "are
concerned that pursuing peace in Bosnia and prosecuting war criminals are
incompatible goals. But I believe,"
President Clinton said, "they are
wrong. There must be peace for justice
to prevail, but there must be justice
when peace prevails.''
I could not agree more. A very powerful principle stated very eloquently by
President Clinton.
Later last year, a few months later,
the United States, led by former Assistant Secretary of State Richard
Holbrooke, in an extraordinary act of
diplomacy, following the force that the
United States operation had applied to
the forces on the ground, particularly
the aggressive forces in Bosnia, the
parties to the conflict were brought together in Dayton, OH.
The peace agreement for Bosnia resulting from those talks in Dayton was
signed in Paris just about 6 months
ago. There followed the deployment of
the NATO-led Implementation Force,
or IFOR, including within it 20,000 of
America's finest soldiers. The work of
IFOR has been a clear success in ending the war, in separating the forces,
and in monitoring the actual withdrawal of the previous combatant
forces to within agreed areas under the
Dayton peace agreement.
But, Mr. President, unfortunately
the process of rebuilding Bosnia as a
unified, mul tiethnic state has been
much slower and much more difficult. I
suppose that should not be shocking
when one considers the scars of war,
the way in which the war took a counMr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I do try that had become in so many parts
rise today on a serious matter. That is of it so magnificently multiethnic and
to submit, along with several col- brought out and raised to the surface
leagues, a resolution which we hope historic ethnic antagonisms that had
will advance the twin causes of peace previously existed.
and justice in the former Yugoslavia. I
But even in that effort toward ream very proud to be joined in introduc- creating Bosnia, progress has been
ing this resolution by a bipartisan made. Yet many, understandably, have
group of colleagues, Senator LUGAR, called for the elections that are
Senator BIDEN, Senator SPECTER, Sen- planned, pursuant to the Dayton agreeator FEINSTEIN, and Senator MOYNIHAN. ment, for September 14 to be delayed
Unfortunately, because of the ups because the conditions do not yet exist
and downs of Senate scheduling, I do for them to be free and fair. War criminot think that any_ qf these dis tin- nals are still in power, refugees and
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displaced persons are unable to return
to their homes, and freedom of movement is still severely limited by the
nationalistic barriers that have been
created in one community or another
within Bosnia.
But I believe strongly that our focus
should not be on when the elections
should take place. Rather we, together
with the majority of people in Bosnia
and in the international community
who favor peace and reconciliation,
must redouble our efforts to create the
right conditions for the elections to go
forward as scheduled.
Mr. President, to do so, to rebuild
that peace and reconciliation that I am
convinced the overwhelming majority
of Bosnians long for so deeply, we must
deal with the problem of indicted war
criminals, particularly Karadzic and
Mladic, former President and military
chief of the Bosnian Serb aggressors.
These two, as is well known, remain
at large. They are able to influence political and military developments. As
the President said so well in the statement that I quoted, there can be no
peace without justice in the long term.
To secure that peace the time has come
for this body to restate that the apprehension of these indicted war criminals
must be an urgent priority. It is time
for concerted action to bring these indicted war criminals to justice.
So the resolution we are introducing
today is really quite direct and simple.
It restates the clear obligation under
the Dayton peace agreement and U.N.
Security Council resolutions of all the
parties in the former Yugoslavia, including in particular both the Federal
Republic of Yugoslavia, with its capital
in Belgrade, and the Bosnian Serb entity called Republika Srpska, to cooperate with the International Criminal Tribunal.
Mr. President, the most urgent element of that requirement is that the
indicted war criminals, particularly
Karadzic and Mladic, must be detained
and brought to justice. That must be
reaffirmed and remain an urgent priority, in the words of the resolution we
have introduced. To do that, the resolution calls for four separate actions.
First, it finds and urges that the
International Criminal Tribunal, the
war crimes tribunal, merits continued
and increased American support to do
its work. The tribunal faces daunting
challenges in collecting and analyzing
evidence to ascertain exactly what
crimes were committed and by whom.
But if this work is not done, the peace
that is enjoyed in Bosnia will forever
be a hollow peace and in fact it will not
be a lasting peace.
Second, the resolution expresses the
sense of the Senate that the President
should support the request of the President of the International Criminal Tribunal, the war crimes tribunal, for reimposition of economic sanctions on
the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia
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with its capital in Belgrade and on the
Bosnian Serbs for their clear failure to
carry out the responsibilities they accepted in signing the Dayton peace
agreement, which is to say, their failure to cooperate with the tribunal in
the apprehension and the bringing to
justice of these indicted war criminals.
There are many flagrant pieces of
evidence of this. Some months ago
there were television pictures of General Mladic in a parka skiing as if he
was some American on a weekend
jaunt in the winter to northern New
England, in my part of the country, or
perhaps Colorado or Utah or other
parts of the country. An indicted war
criminal , a man with blood on his
hands, specifically indicted for being
the leader involved in the slaughter of
at least 6,000 people-6,000 people-in
Srebrenica after the fall of that
undefended city, allegedly a safe haven
in Bosnia.
Most recently, of course, Karadzic
has been seen repeatedly walking
around, seemingly free,
in the
Republika Srpska. General Mladic recently carried out the responsibility of
attending a funeral in Belgrade-quite
publicly. Authorities clearly knew he
was coming, and he was not arrested.
I think it is clear that the Serbian
authorities, in this case, particularly
President Milosevic, have failed to act.
That failure to act is clear, and it is inexcusable.
The High Representative, Carl Bildt,
overseeing so much of the civilian reconstruction effort, has the clear authority to reimpose sanctions if the
Federal Republic of Yugoslavia or the
Bosnian Serbs, are failing significantly-that is the term used-to meet
their obligations under the peace
agreement.
There can be no doubt that the continued leadership roles of Karadzic,
Mladic, and others are a significant
violation of the Dayton agreement. Mr.
President, this resolution calls for reimposition of full economic sanctions,
which we believe is long overdue.
Third, the resolution expresses the
sense of the Senate that the NATO-led
implementation force, or !FOR, in carrying out its mandate, should make it
an urgent priority to detain and bring
to justice persons indicted by the
International Criminal Tribunal. I
know that some will be concerned that
this call for !FOR action to arrest war
criminals could lead to a situation
similar to the hunt for Aideed in Somalia, which had tragic consequences.
That, Mr. President, I assure my colleagues, is not the intention of those of
us who have sponsored the resolution.
The resolution is drawn with real clarity and concern to make sure that is
the case. The detention of war criminals, in fact, has always been part of
the !FOR mandate. The !FOR's authority to arrest war criminals has never
been in doubt. But ~he kind of house-

to-house search carried out in Somalia
is not called for by this resolution.
In fact, from what I have heard Secretary Perry and General Shalikashvili
say, !FOR is already mandated and, in
fact, is doing just what it should be:
patrolling more widely and aggressively to restrict the freedom of movement of war criminals, as well as to
improve the freedom of movement of
ordinary, peaceful citizens. If an !FOR
patrol encounters Karadzic or Mladic
or any other indicted war criminal,
!FOR personnel should bring to bear
the necessary resources to effectively
detain those war criminals and to bring
them to justice.
We did not want to go into this level
of detail in this resolution because,
frankly , we do not believe the Senate
should be expressing such detailed dir ections about on-the-ground military
operations. The intention of this resolution is to make clear that an agreed
upon aspect of the !FOR mission-to
detain war criminals and bring them to
justice-must remain an urgent priority and must be carried out effectively.
Mr. President, the reason this function is so critical, so central, to the
IFOR mission is that otherwise all the
extraordinarily courageous and effective work done by this 60,000-person
force , 20,000 of whom are Americans, all
the work they have done to separate
the parties, to move them back into
agreed upon areas, to create the context for peace, will all be for naught.
All the effort, all the money spent, in
my opinion, will all be worth nothing
and have no lasting affect unless these
war criminals are apprehended, because so long as they are free, their
freedom makes a mockery of the Dayton agreement. It is an insult, a wound,
to those hundreds of thousands of people who lost relatives or who were forcibly removed from their homes during
the war.
The fact is that so long as people like
Karadzic and Mladic, indicted war
criminals, remain free , peace will not
take hold in the former Yugoslavia.
That is why we are restating, as this
resolution does, that the apprehension,
the detention, and bringing to justice
of these war criminals must remain an
urgent priority as part of the !FOR
mission in the former Yugoslavia.
Fourth, finally, recognizing that the
lack of full cooperation on war crimes
goes beyond the so-called Republika
Srpska, the resolution calls for all
States in the former Yugoslavia-this
involves people on all sides ethnically-to be denied membership and
participation in international organizations until and unless they are operating fully with the tribunal.
Mr. President, as we have found over
the course of the conflict in the former
Yugoslavia, which threatened to grow
wider and threaten stability more
broadly in Europe, if the sound of the
trumpet-if I may paraphrase the
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Bible-is uncertain, who will follow
into battle? If the sound of the trumpet
is uncertain, who will hear what is behind the trumpet?
If we allow these outrageous, provocative acts by indicted war figures
roaming free to go unresponded to ,
they will act more outrageously. The
latest proof of this is in the newspaper
this morning. Page A-30 of the Washington Post carries a Reuters story
from Belgrade: "A local board of the
Serb Democratic Party nominated
Radovan Karadzic today as candidate
for president of the Bosnian Serb Republic in elections to be held later this
year, Serb media reported. "
Can you imagine that? Can you imagine the outrage here? This is as if, at
the end of World War II, someone in
one of the countries that the allies defeated nominated a leader in that country who had fought the war against us
to be a leader of the postwar country.
Can you imagine the reaction in the
United States of America if that had
happened?
Here these people are nominating
Karadzic, in direct and outrageous violation of the Dayton agreement, to run
for President. This is specifically prohibited by the Dayton agreement, but
reminds us that unless we continue to
keep the apprehension of these criminals as an urgent priority, unless we
begin to tighten the screws again by
reimposing economic sanctions on Belgrade and tightening the area of mobility that these war criminals have enjoyed in the past, as I am encouraged
to believe we are now doing, this whole
effort will have been for naught.
This resolution, my cosponsors and I
believe, gives the Senate an opportunity to make clear the importance
we place on the full and successful
completion of the !FOR mission, which
is to say to remove the conditions that
will bring about clearly a return of war
and genocide and the absence of peace
with true justice in Bosnia.
In closing, I want to thank my colleagues who joined me in cosponsoring
this resolution. I hope that other colleagues of both parties-there is nothing partisan about this at all-will
take a look at the resolution and decide to cosponsor and join us as supporters.
Mr. President, I do also want to offer
personal thanks to Frederic Baron who
is working in my office as a fellow on
loan from the State Department, who
really represents a quality of service,
as I have seen in my office, the highest
standards of intellect and of principle
that characterizes the American Foreign Service. I thank Frederic for the
role he played in assisting me in putting this -resolution together.
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NOTICE OF HEARING
COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL
RESOURCES

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
would like to announce for the information . of the Senate and the public
that an oversight hearing has been
scheduled before the Committee on Energy and Natural Resources.
The hearing will take place on Thursday, July 11 at 9:30 a.m. in SD-366 of
the Dirksen Senate Office Building in
Washington, DC.
The purpose of this hearing is to receive testimony on the issue of competitive change in the electric power
industry. It will focus on the FERC
wholesale open access transmission
rule, Order No. 888.
Those who wish to testify or to submit written testimony should write to
the Committee on Energy and Natural
Resources, U.S. Senate, Washington,
DC 20510. Presentation of oral testimony is by committee invitation. For
further information, please contact
Shawn Taylor or Howard Useem at
(202) 224-6567.

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS
DEDICATION OF THE PENCE RECEPTION CENTER AND GIFT
SHOP
• Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, on Sunday, June 9, as part of Tennessee's
year-long bicentennial celebration, I
traveled to Kingsport, TN, to deliver
remarks at the dedication of the Pence
Reception Center and Gift Shop, a part
of Netherland Inn complex. I ask that
my remarks be printed in the RECORD.
The remarks follow:
DEDICATION OF THE PENCE RECEPTION CENTER
AND GIFT SHOP, KINGSPORT, TN

It's always great to be home in Tennessee,
but it's even more wonderful when being
here gives me the opportunity to help celebrate Tennessee history, and pay tribute to
Tennessee volunteers. And what could be
more appropriate-in this place that was
once a favorite stop on the Old Great Stage
Road from Washington City to Nashborothan that I should also travel from Washington to be here with you today.
Tw6 hundred years ago, our pioneer forefathers banded together to forge a new future for the Southwest Territory. Like the
path to the West, the road to Statehood was
replete with obstacles-from land disputes
with North Carolina to Party disputes that
held the territory's Statehood petition hostage to Presidential politics. But the spirit
of Tennessee's founding fathers prevailed,
and on June 1, 1796 Tennessee became the
16th state in the Union.
One _·hundred years ago, our Centennial
celebration highlighted that pioneer spirit
for Tennesseans-and for all the world.
Today, with ongoing Bicentennial celebrations like this one in every city and county,
that legacy is being carried forth-not just
to another generation and into another century, but into the next millennium! What a
proud heritage to pass along.
Over the past 100 years, we've watched this
area change from one ~hat was almost en-

tirely agricultural to one with modern cities
and industrial development. But the Tennesseans who live here have retained their
roots in the land, just as the neighborhoods
in which they live still retain much of the
charm of early America.
Another thing that has not-and will notchange is our volunteer spirit. Ever since
that day in 1848, when Governor Brown
called for 3,000 volunteers to help win the
war with Mexico and 30,000 charged to the
fight, our reputation as "The Volunteer
State" has gone unchallenged.
Nothing better exemplifies that spirit than
this cabin which we dedicate today. Like the
entire Netherland Inn complex, it is rich
with stories of selflessness and volunteerism-from the foresight of Joe Wimberly,
who first proposed the idea of making the
Pence cabin part of the Netherland Inn complex, to the generosity of the Carl Brauns
who donated it, to the tireless efforts of the
entire crew of the Bent Nail Construction
Company-and countless others-who helped
make this project possible, especially Mr.
Ben Brown.
For thirty years, Ben Brown has been a
tireless advocate for the Netherland Inn, and
this project is but one example of his dedicated support. As Karyn and l-and I'm sure
many others-have discovered, once Ben
makes a commitment to someone or some
project, that support never waivers. We
could not have a better friend, nor Kingsport
a better community leader, than Ben Brown.
As a result of all your efforts, the Pence
cabin will now be preserved forever, not only
as a part of Tennessee history, but as a
monument to Tennessee's volunteer spirit.
This year, when so much history is being
made in Washington, when we are struggling
to restore our Nation to the kind of land envisioned by our Founding Fathers-a land
where taxes are low and government is limited, where states have rights, and people
have power-I can't help but appreciate even
more the rich history of our State and the
contributions it has made to our national
heritage.
Think about it-right here in this place
three Presidents of the United States
stopped frequently on their trips to and from
Washington-Andrew Jackson, Andrew Johnson, and James K. Polk.
And on a personal note, as a native
Nashvillian, I am personally indebted to Col.
John Donelson because if he hadn't taken his
flotilla of flatboats from Kingsport to Big
Salt Lick, my home town of Nashville might
never have been founded-and who knows
where I would have been born!
Tennessee has a proud history to look back
on. But let's not forget that we also have a
bright future before us. The volunteers of
Tennessee are no longer living on the frontier, but their pioneering minds and spirits
continue to drive them toward success. When
our descendants celebrate the next hundred
years of Tennessee history, I know that they
will be just as proud of their ancestors as we
are of ours today.
Thank you all for coming. God bless you,
and God bless the great State of Tennessee!•

MARTINEZ-GARCIA-NERIO-REYES
AMERICAN LEGION POST 500
• Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, on June
29, 1996, American Legion Post 500 will
celebrate its 50th anniversary. In November 1945, after returning from service in World War ll, Mexican-American
veterans in the Saginaw area began
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meeting to exchange stories of their
experiences during combat. These veterans decided to organize and were
later recognized as the Latin American
Club for Veterans.
Many Mexican-Americans came to
Michigan during the 1920's to work in
the fields, on the railroads, and at the
auto plants. These migrants experienced many difficulties arising from
cultural differences and their inexperience with the English language. After
the war, Mexican-Americans in the
Saginaw area continued to experience
prejudice and discrimination. The
members of the Latin American Club
for Veterans felt it was important to
have a stronger voice in Saginaw to
serve the Mexican-American community. Therefore, they decided to apply
for a chapter charter in the American
Legion.
On April 20, 1946, Latin American Legion Post 500 was chartered. It was
later decided to rename the post after
the first four Mexican-Americans
killed in World War TI. The names of
Louis Martinez, Julian Garcia, Sifred
Nerio, and John Reyes live on today at
American Legion Post 500. Since its inception, over 1,000 veterans serving in
World War TI, Korea, Vietnam, and
Desert Storm have been members of
the post.
In addition to assisting veterans, the
post has been involved in helping the
community. The post supports sports
teams, donates food to the needy, and
sponsors a program where boys travel
to Lansing for a week to learn how our
State capitol works. I know that my
Senate colleagues join me in honoring the Martinez-Garcia-Nerio-Reyes
American Legion Post 500 on its 56th
anniversary. •
SALUTE TO IOWA GIRLS'
BASKETBALL
• Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President,
every year in March, the State of Iowa
comes to a virtual halt. Streets are
quiet, schools are dismissed, and small
towns are all but deserted. It is not
some end-of-winter blizzard that clears
the streets and shuts down communities. It is the annual pilgrimage to
Veterans' Auditorium in Des Moines
for the Girls' State Basketball Tournament.
Some States have a such strong tradition in high school athletics that certain sports become part of the State's
identity. Like boys' basketball in Indiana and football in Texas, girls' basketball has been a key factor in shaping the identity of Iowa. The enthusiasm with which Iowans follow their
girls' high school basketball teams is a
testament to Iowa's competitive and
community spirits.
Iowa was a pioneer in the growth of
girls' basketball. Today's players owe a
great deal to those early players and
teams for the survival and development
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of the girls' game. Iowa girls started
playing basketball .in 1893, just 18
months after Dr. James Naismith created the game. Girls' basketball gained
rapid approval from Iowans. By the
turn of the century, basketball was the
most popular sport for girls in Iowa.
The sport was played indoors and outdoors , in church basements and on
empty cattle pastures, wherever there
was room to fit two basketball goals.
The popularity of girls' basketball in
Iowa may have helped save the sport
from extinction. In the 1920's, women
and girls were discouraged from playing competitive sports because it was
seen as too strenuous and unladylike.
Girls' · basketball virtually vanished
from the rest of the country. But
Iowans took great pride in the success
of their girls' basketball teams. Communi ties banded together to support
girls' basketball, and the sport remained as popular as ever in Iowa. In
the 1970's and 1980's , Iowa's basketball
success was used as a model for other
States in expanding sports opportunities for girls.
Iowa's State tournament was first
staged in 1920. It is the oldest continuously held girls' basketball championship in the United States. The State
tournament has consistently been
played before capacity crowds, drawing
fans from all corners of Iowa. The tournament has developed a national and
even international following. News
media from across the State and
around the country gather in Des
Moines to cover the girls' tournament.
In 1990, the tournament even attracted
a film crew from Japan. The television
contract for the Iowa girls' basketball
tournament is the largest for any girls'
or boys' high school sport in America.
From 1920 through 1984, Iowa high
school girls exclusively played the sixon-six version of basketball. The sixon-six girls' game was such an important part of Iowa culture that national
newspapers, television stations, and
magazines rushed to Iowa in 1993 to
cover the final six-on-six tournament.
Iowa girls now play the common fiveon-five style of basketball, and Iowans
still flock to see their daughters and
sisters compete annually for the State
championship.
Whether they were trained in the
five-on-five or six-on-six game, Iowans
have had a national impact on girls'
basketball. This success has continued
beyond the high school level. Since
1935, more than 100 Iowans have been
named to the Amateur Athletic Union
or Collegiate All-American women's
basketball teams. Some of the country's most notable girls' and women's
basketball players have come from
Iowa. Denise Long of Union-Whitten
High School set the national high
school scoring record in 1969 with more
than 6,000 career points. Lynne
Lorenzen of Ventura broke that same
record in 1987 by s~oring over 6, 700

points. At the college level, Molly
Goodenbauer of Waterloo led Stanford
University to the 1992 national championship, and was chosen Most Outstanding Player of the NCAA Tournament. And Karen Jennings of Neola
Tri-Center High School was named National Player of the Year at the University of Nebraska in 1993.
Girls ' basketball has been a source of
community pride and honor in Iowa for
more than 100 years, from small towns
like Mediapolis and Auburn, to the cities of Cedar Rapids and Des Moines.
The sport has become an expression of
Iowa's qualities of competitiveness,
teamwork, and determination. But
above all else, girls' basketball has allowed the State to showcase one of its
most precious resources-the young
women of Iowa.•
THE 80TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE
U.S. ARMY VETERINARY CORPS
• Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I rise
today to pay tribute to the U.S. Army
Veterinary Corps on the occasion of its
80th anniversary.
Established on June 3, 1916, the Veterinary Corps has distinguished itself
through exemplary service in two
world wars, the Korean and Vietnam
conflicts, Operation Desert Storm, and,
most recently, in the peacekeeping operation in Bosnia. The responsibilities
of the Veterinary Corps have evolved
from that of equine medicine for the
cavalry of 1916 to diverse roles encompassing not only the traditional role of
animal medicine but also food hygiene
and quality assurance, prevention of
diseases transmissible between animals
and man, and medical research and development.
The professional excellence of the 396
officers serving in the Veterinary Corps
is exemplified by the fact that 18&--47
percent-of these officers are board
certified in at least one specialty recognized by the American Veterinary
Medical Association.
As the Department of Defense Executive Agent for Veterinary Services, the
U.S. Army Veterinary Corps is responsible for providing its expertise to all
of the military services on a worldwide
basis. Through the assurance of a safe
and wholesome food supply, animal disease prevention and control, animal-facilitated therapy for hospitalized service members and families, and medical
and subsistence research and material
development, the contributions of veterinarians as health care providers are
essential to the well-being of the soldier, sailor, airman, and marine. It is
indeed a pleasure for me to salute the
U.S. Army Veterinary Corps in recognition of its innumerable contributions to our national defense, and to
extend my congratulations to the
members of the Veterinary Corps, past
and present, upon this 80th anniversary.•
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TRIBUTE TO STANLEY 0. .,BROWN
I
:r
• Mr. BOND. Mr. President, r i rise
today to pay a special tribute-oto Mr.
Stanley 0. Brown. It is a grea(pf.easure
to recognize Mr. Stanley 0. Brown · for
his 36 years of loyal service to.- th!3 Missouri League of Savings Institute and
its members.
·. '
Mr. Brown joined the Missouri
League of Savings Institute in-.:Jefferson City, MO, on February- c.l;·· 1960.
Since then his dedication and constructive counsel to the State's savi-ngs and
loan industry have made an inyaluable
impact on the State of Missouri and
our Nation's banking institutfons. His
inestimable contributions and respected professional experience will be
sorely missed when he retires :t::r:om his
position as vice chairman of Missouri
League of Savings Institute on June 30,
1996.
{
Prior to his vice chairmansh ip:of the
Missouri League of Savings ; fustitutions, Mr. Brown served as president of
the Staff Leadership Conference and
was a member of both the ·Missouri
League 's Legislative Commit tee and
the Missouri League 's Insuranee ~ Trust
Committee.
It is an honor to congratulate Mr.
Stanley Brown on his long-lasting commitment to the Missouri League of
Savings Institutions and to the State
of Missouri. I wish him the best of luck
in all his future endeavors and continued good health and happiness.•
I

BIPARTISAN WELFARE REFORM
• Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, a couple
of days ago the Mason City Globe-Gazette in my State of Iowa published an
excellent editorial calling on national
policymakers to put partisan politics
aside in order to pass bipartisan welfare reform. I couldn't agree more.
Over the past 3 years I have talked
time and time again about the need to
enact bipartisan welfare reform which
demands responsibility from day one,
requires work and releases welfare
families from the cycle of depe:P.dency.
The Iowa family investment .p rogram
provides us with an effective m odel for
achieving these goals. Since·· Iowa
began implementing the welfare "' reforms in October 1993, the nunipei;' of
people working has almost doubled, the
welfare caseload had declined, and-welfare costs are down. I call that ·a: triple
play.
.. .,
Those are good reasons to look. at the
Iowa experience as we craft legisla~ion ,
but I commend the Iowa experience to
my colleagues for another reason: In
1993, Iowa enacted sweeping changes to
the welfare system and did so ·, with
very strong bipartisan support. In.fact,
the Iowa plan received only 1 dissenting vote from the 150-member Democratically controlled general assembly
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and was signed into law by our Republican G'o vernor. It shows that it is possible to work together on welfare reIorm aiiO. the State of Iowa is better because·Of it.
In·1994 I sought to take a page from
the Iowa play book and went to work
with my Republican colleague from
Missouri, Senator KIT BoND to develop
bipartisan welfare reform legislation
modeled on innovations occurring in
out respective States. The result was
the first bipartisan welfare reform legislation . in that session of Congress.
The bill was reintroduced again last
year..
For. the most part partisan wrangling
prevailed in 1995. There were a few instances , of bipartisan cooperation, but
they were quickly overtaken by political gamesmanship.
There ·:.is one lesson to be learned
from the past year and half-confrontation and · partisanship is a prescription
for failure. The only way we can truly
accomplish welfare reform this year is
to stop ,the political games and join
forces .across the aisle to craft bipartisan welfare reform which accomplishes
the ·goals that the American people
support-a welfare system that puts
people to work and gets them off public
assistance quickly and permanently.
Mr. President, I ask that the text of
the editorial be printed in the RECORD,
and urge my colleagues to hear its
message.
The editorial follows:
[From the Mason City (!A) Globe-Gazette,
June 18, 1996]
REFORMING WELFARE AND PARTISAN POLITICS
SHOULD BE SEPARATE

It's true that in many cases, public opinion
changes faster than the politicians.
That's certainly the case with welfare reform, according to a recent Associated Press
poll.
The poll shows that most Americans favor
converting welfare into a work program and
that half are ready to pay more taxes to
make jobs available.
The poll also shows that most Americans
wish to . limit welfare funds to single mothers, and. to put single mothers on a work
plan. ·... "'
ThosE~ ' types of plans are being tested in
sevetai"'s tates, including Iowa and Wisconsin.
The ,·r~fbim agenda is clogged, however, in
the W.asb,ington political system.
A welfare system that puts people back to
work, and aims to get them off welfare is a
good j dea. The only exception that should be
added
that the system include some compassion ...
One of the reasons welfare reform hasn't
taken off in Washington has to do with political postui'ing.
Both Democrats and Republicans are turning the debate into a class issue. That's not
where tb,e ,issue belongs.
For ~~:q1ple, both Democrats and Republicans make a major issue out of single
mothers. Truthfully, however, single mothers make·;"UP only a small percentage of the
welfare recipients.
Both :sides also talk about welfare recipients as if they spend their lives on the dole.
The truth, .however, is that most welfare recipients move in and o~t · of the system. A

is

small percentage spend an extended amount
of time on welfare.
A welfare reform plan that includes work
or schooling instead of hand-outs is a good
idea. Limiting welfare recipients to two
years of benefits is also an improvement.
Both Democrats and Republicans have said
they would support plans similar to those
currently in use here and in Wisconsin.
But nothing will really happen until highly
partisan politics are removed from the picture.•

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT
AGREEMENT-S. 1219
Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the time for
debate on the campaign finance reform
bill scheduled for the morning of Tuesday June 25 be equally divided between
the two leaders.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
AUTHORIZING
TESTIMONY AND
REPRESENTATION OF FORMER
SENATE EMPLOYEE
Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to the immediate consideration of a Senate resolution submitted
earlier today by the majority leader
and the Democratic leader.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.
The bill clerk read as follows:
A resolution (S. Res. 269) to authorize testimony and representation of former Senate
employee in Ward v. United States.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the immediate consideration of the resolution?
There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the resolution.
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, in the case
of Ward versus United States, a civil
action for damages resulting from alleged improper disclosure of tax-return
information by the Internal Revenue
Service, the plaintiff has requested testimony from a former chief of staff to
Senator BROWN. While he was employed
by Senator BROWN in the summer and
fall of 1993, the former chief of staff
provided consistent services to the
plaintiff by contacting the IRS on her
behalf. The plaintiff is seeking testimony from the former chief of staff describing his conversations with Internal Revenue Service employees. Senator BROWN believes that it is appropriate for his former chief of staff to
submit an affidavit and to testify in
this proceeding.
Mr. President, this resolution would
authorize the former chief of staff to
provide testimony in this case, and
would authorize the Senate legal counsel to represent him.
Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the resolution
be agreed to, the preamble be agreed
to, the motion to reconsider be laid
upon the table, and that a statement of
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explanation be included in the RECORD
at this point.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
The resolution (S. Res. 269) was
agreed to.
The preamble was agreed to.
The resolution, with its preamble, is
as follows:
S. RES. 269
Whereas, in the case of Carol Ward v.
United States, Civil Case No. 95-WY-81~WD.
pending in the United States District Court
for the District of Colorado, testimony has
been requested from William T. Brack, a
former chief of staff to Senator Hank Brown;
Whereas, pursuant to sections 703(a) and
704(a)(2) of the Ethics in Government Act of
1978, 2 U.S.C . §§288b(a) and 288c(a)(2), the
Senate may direct its counsel to represent
employees of the Senate with respect to any
subpoena, order, or request for testimony relating to their official responsibilities;
Whereas, by the privileges of the Senate of
the United States and Rule XI of the Standing Rules of the Senate, no evidence under
the control or in the possession of the Senate
may, by the judicial process, be taken from
such control or possession but by permission
of the Senate;
Whereas, when it appears that evidence
under the control or in the possession of the
Senate may promote the administration of
justice, the Senate will take such action as
will promote the ends of justice consistently
with the privileges of the Senate: Now,
therefore, be it
Resolved, That William T. Brack is authorized to testify in the case of Carol Ward v.
United States, Civil Case No. 95-WY-8l~WD
(D. Colo.), except concerning matters for
which a privilege should be asserted.

SEC. 2. That the Senate Legal Counsel is authorized to represent William
T. Brack in connection with his testimony in Carol Ward v. United States.

AUTHORIZATION FOR THE USE OF
THE CAPITOL GROUNDS
Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to the immediate consideration of House Concurrent Resolution
153 that has just been received from the
House.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.
The bill clerk read as follows:
A concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 153!
authorizing the use of the Capitol Ground.
for the Greater Washington Soap Box Derby .

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is ther
objection to the immediate consider ··
ation of the concurrent resolution?
There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the concurrent
resolution.
Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the resolution
be considered and agreed to, and the
motion to reconsider be laid upon the
table.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
The concurrent resolution (H. Con.
Res. 153) was agreed to.
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C O N G R E SSIO N A L R E C O R D — SE N A T E
PR O G R A M

M r. B R O W N . M r. P re sid e n t, fo r th e
in fo rm a tio n o f a ll S e n a to rs, u n d e r th e
o rd e r o f la s t n ig h t th e S e n a te w ill re c o n v e n e a t 1 p .m . o n M o n d a y , Ju n e 2 4 .
T h e S e n a te w ill b e d e b a tin g th e c a m p a ig n fin a n c e re fo rm b ill d u rin g M o n d a y 's s e s s io n . H o w e v e r, n o ro llc a ll
v o te s w ill o c c u r d u rin g th a t d a y .
A c lo tu re m o tio n w a s file d o n th e
c a m p a ig n fin a n c e re fo rm b ill la s t
n ig h t, w ith th e c lo tu re v o te o rd e re d to
o c c u r a t 2 :1 5 o n T u e sd a y , Ju n e 2 5 .
A s a re m in d e r, S e n a to rs h a v e u n til
th e h o u r o f 2 p .m . o n M o n d a y in o rd e r
to file firs t-d e g re e a m e n d m e n ts , a n d
u n til 1 2 :3 0 o n T u e sd a y in o rd e r to file
se c o n d -d e g re e a m e n d m e n ts.
T h e S e n a te w ill a lso b e re su m in g th e
D e p a rtm e n t o f D e fe n se a u th o riz a tio n
b ill n e x t w e e k . T h e re fo re , S e n a to rs c a n
e x p e c t a b u s y s e s s io n w ith ro llc a ll
v o te s th ro u g h o u t.
U N A N IM O U S -C O N S E N T A G R E E M E N T
M r. B R O W N . M r. P re s id e n t, I a s k
u n a n im o u s c o n s e n t th a t th e m o rn in g
b u sin e ss p e rio d d u rin g M o n d a y 's se ss io n b e e q u a lly d iv id e d b e tw e e n th e
tw o le a d e rs o r th e ir d e sig n e e s.
T h e P R E S ID IN G O F F IC E R . W ith o u t
o b je c tio n , it is so o rd e re d .
O R D E R F O R R E C O R D T O R E M A IN
O P E N U N T IL 2 P .M .
M r. B R O W N . M r. P re s id e n t, I a s k
u n a n im o u s c o n se n t th a t th e R E C O R D re m a in o p e n to d a y u n til 2 p .m . fo r sta te m e n ts o n ly .
T h e P R E S ID IN G O F F IC E R . W ith o u t
o b je c tio n , it is so o rd e re d .
A D JO U R N M E N T U N T IL 1 P .M .,
M O N D A Y , JU N E 2 4 , 1 9 9 6
M r. B R O W N . M r. P re sid e n t, if th e re
is n o fu rth e r b u s in e s s to c o m e b e fo re
th e S e n a te , I a s k u n a n im o u s c o n s e n t
th a t th e S e n a te s ta n d in a d jo u rn m e n t
u n d e r th e p re v io u s o rd e r.
T h e re b e in g n o o b je c tio n , th e S e n a te ,
a t 1 :1 8 p .m ., a d jo u rn e d u n til M o n d a y ,
Ju n e 2 4 , 1 9 9 6 , at 1 p .m .
N O M IN A T IO N S
E x e c u tiv e n o m in a tio n s re c e iv e d b y
th e S e n a te Ju n e 2 1 , 1 9 9 6 :
TH E JU D IC IA R Y
T
A
O
W

A N D R E W S . E F F R O N . O F V IR G IN IA . T O B E A JU D G E O F
H E U N IT E D S T A T E S C O U R T O F A P P E A L S F O R T H E
R M E D F O R C E S F O R T H E T E R M O F 1 5 Y E A R S T O E X P IR E
N T H E D A T E P R E S C R IB E D B Y L A W , V IC E R O B E R T E .
IS S .

IN TH E M A R IN E C O R PS
T H E F O L L O W IN G -N A M E D O F F IC E R , O N T H E A C T IV E D U T Y L IS T , F O R P R O M O T IO N T O T H E G R A D E O F B R IG A D IE R G E N E R A L IN T H E U .S . M A R IN E C O R P S IN A C C O R D A N C E W IT H S E C T IO N 5 0 4 6 O F T IT L E 1 0 . U N IT E D S T A T E S
C O D E:
T H E O D O R E G . H E S S . xxx-xx-x...

IN TH E A IR FO R C E
T H E F O L L O W IN G A IR N A T IO N A L G U A R D O F T H E U N IT E D
S T A T E S O F F IC E R S F O R P R O M O T IO N IN T H E R E S E R V E O F

T H E A IR F O R C E U N D E R T H E P R O V IS IO N S O F S E C T IO N S
1 2 2 0 3 A N D 8 3 7 9 , T IT L E 1 0 O F T H E U N IT E D S T A T E S C O D E .
P R O M O T IO N S M A D E U N D E R S E C T IO N 8 3 7 9 A N D C O N F IR M E D B Y T H E S E N A T E U N D E R S E C T IO N 1 2 2 0 3 S H A L L
B E A R A N E F F E C T IV E D A T E E S T A B L IS H E D IN A C C O R D A N C E W IT H S E C T IO N 8 3 7 4 . T IT L E 1 0 O F T H E U N IT E D
ST A T E S C O D E :

LIN E
To be lieutenant colonel
L A R R Y D . B IG G E R S , xxx-xx-x...
W IL L IA M F . B L A C K W E L L , JR ., xxx-xx-x...
M A R G A R E T A . B R A D L E Y , xxx-xx-x...
JO H N J. D E R R IC O , xxx-xx-x...
JA M E S B . D O D D , xxx-xx-x...
R U D O L F M .C . E Y E R E R , xxx-xx-x...
S T E V E N J. F IL O . xxx-xx-x...
R O B E R T S . F O X , xxx-xx-x...
R O B E R T W . F R IT S C H , xxx-xx-x...
T E R R Y L . F R IT Z , xxx-xx-x...
D A V ID M . H E N R Y , xxx-xx-x...
A L L IS O N A . H IC K E Y , xxx-xx-x...
R A L P H A . H IG G IN S , xxx-xx-x...
S H E IL A F . H O O T E N . xxx-xx-x...
T E R R Y L . L A W S O N , xxx-xx-x...
JO S E R . L O P E Z -V A Z Q U E Z . xxx-xx-x...
G A R Y J. M O E , xxx-xx-x...
JA N E T F . N O B L E . xxx-xx-x...
T H O M A S F . R O U N D T R E E . xxx-xx-x...
P E T E R J. R O W E N . xxx-xx-x...
M A R K F . S E A R S . xxx-xx-x...
S T E V E N T . S M IT H , xxx-xx-x...
B R U C E H . S W E Z E Y , xxx-xx-x...
JO H N P . S W IF T , xxx-xx-x...
W A Y N E L . T H O M A S , xxx-xx-x...
A L B E R T M . W O O L L E Y , JR ., xxx-xx-x...

JU D G E A D V O C A TE G EN ER A LS D EPA R TM EN T
To be lieutenant colonel
C H A R L E S E . T U C K E R . JR ., xxx-xx-x...

C H A PLA IN C O R PS

To be lieutenant colonel
E D W A R D D . P E T E R S O N . xxx-xx-x...
W IL L IA M T . Y A T E S , xxx-xx-x...

M ED IC A L C O R PS

To be lieutenant colonel
JU A N R . C A R R E R A S , xxx-xx-x...
JO H N J. M C G R A W , xxx-xx-x...

IN TH E A R M Y

T H E F O L L O W IN G -N A M E D A R M Y N A T IO N A L G U A R D O F
T H E U N IT E D S T A T E S O F F IC E R S F O R P R O M O T IO N IN T H E
R E S E R V E O F T H E A R M Y O F T H E U N IT E D S T A T E S , U N D E R
T H E P R O V IS IO N S O F T IT L E 1 0 , U N IT E D S T A T E S C O D E ,
S E C T IO N S 12203 A N D 3385:

A R M Y PR O M O TIO N LIST
To be colonel
G R E G O R Y K . A U S T IN , xxx-xx-x...
C R A IG G . B IR C H A R D , xxx-xx-x...
B E N W . C A R R , JR ., xxx-xx-x...
IV O N N E C O R D E R O -M U R A T T I, xxx-xx-x...
D A V ID E . G L IN E S . xxx-xx-x...
JA M E S D . H A M IL T O N , xxx-xx-x...
P A U L E . H A R M A N . xxx-xx-x...
JE R A L D L . K E U T E R , xxx-xx-x...
JA M E S A . K R U E C K , xxx-xx-x...
JIM M IE M . M C D O N A L D , xxx-xx-x...
T E R R IL L K . M O F F E T T , xxx-xx-x...
T H O M A S A . M O R T O N . xxx-xx-x...
G A R R Y D . P A T T E R S O N , xxx-xx-x...
G E R A L D T . R A N D K L E V . xxx-xx-x...
C H A R L E S E . R O C K W E L L . JR ., xxx-xx-x...
D E N N IS M . S A V A G E . xxx-xx-x...
D A N N Y C . S H O R T . xxx-xx-x...
R O N A L D A . S N E A D , xxx-xx-x...
A N T H O N Y M . V A L L O M B R O S O , xxx-xx-x...

A R M Y N U R SE C O R PS
To be colonel

G A IL A . D E A L , xxx-xx-x...
G E O R G E T T E E . T H U R M O N D , xxx-xx-x...

C H A PLA IN C O R PS
To be colonel
E V A N J. JO N E S , xxx-xx-x...

D EN TA L C O R PS
To be colonel
JE R R Y V . B R E W S T E R . xxx-xx-x...
P E T E R C . K N U D S O N , xxx-xx-x...

TH E JU D G E A D V O C A TE G EN ER A L'S C O R PS
To be colonel
JA M E S F . B U T L E R . xxx-xx-x...

M ED IC A L C O R PS
To be colonel
A N D R E W G . B U S T IN . JR ., xxx-xx-x...
M A R IN G A R Z A , xxx-xx-x...
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D E N N IS A . R . L A R A V IA , xxx-xx-x...
M IC H A E L S . M C IN T O S H . xxx-xx-x...
M A R K L . V A N D E W A L L E R , xxx-xx-x...
L A R R Y F . W IL S O N . xxx-xx-x...

A R M Y PR O M O TIO N LIST

To be lieutenant colonel.'
JA M E S M . H A R T , xxx-xx-x...
R O N A L D E . H O O K S , xxx-xx-x...
P E T E R F . K U T C H , xxx-xx-x...
E D W A R D A . L E A C O C K , xxx-xx-x...
T O M C . L O O M IS , xxx-xx-x...
T E R R E L L W . M A T H E W S , xxx-xx-x...
S E B A S T IA N P . P U G L IS I, xxx-xx-x...
F E L IP E R .R E N D O N , JR .. xxx-xx-x...
W IL L IA M S . S O B O T A , JR .. xxx-xx-x...
X A V IE R S T E W A R T , xxx-xx-x...
F R A N K T . W IL K . xxx-xx-x...

A R M Y M ED IC A L SPEC IA LIST C O R PS
To be lieutenant colonel
JO A N N E C . S L IT T E R . xxx-xx-x...

A R M Y N U R SE C O R PS

To be lieutenant colonel
M A R Y E . K E L L Y , xxx-xx-x...

C H A PLA IN C O R PS

To be lieutenant colonel
K E N N E T H G . K IR K , xxx-xx-x...

D EN TA L C O R PS

To be lieutenant colonel
T IM O T H Y J. C O E N . xxx-xx-x...
M A R IA D . T E R R E R -N IC H O L S , xxx-xx-x...

E

T H E JU D G E A D V O C A T E G E N E R A L *9p4pg,
To be lieutenant colonel"
M IC H A E L J. T U O H Y , xxx-xx-x...

M ED IC A L SER V IC E C O R PS:,'
To be lieutenant colonel
R O B E R T M . T R A Y N O R , xxx-xx-x...
T H E F O L L O W IN G -N A M E D O F F IC E R S , O N T H E A C T IV E
D U T Y L IS T , F O R P R O M O T IO N T O T H E G R A D E IN D IC A T E D
IN T H E U .S . A R M Y IN A C C O R D A N C E W IT H S E C T IO N S 6 2 4 ,
T IT L E 1 0 , U .S .C . T H E O F F IC E R ID E N T IF IE D W IT H A N A S T E R IS K (* ) IS A L S O N O M IN A T E D F O R R E G U L A R A P P O IN T M E N T IN A C C O R D A N C E W IT H S E C T IO N 5 3 1 O r, T IT L E 1 0 ,
U N IT E D S T A T E S C O D E :

C H A PLA IN C O R PS
To be m ajor
*G R E G O R Y B . B A X T E R , xxx-xx-x...

M ED IC A L C O R PS
To be m ajor
H E R B E R T L . S U T T O N , xxx-xx-x...
P E T E R K . B A M B E R G E R , xxx-xx-x...
R A Y M O N D D . G R E A S E R , xxx-xx-x...
S T E V E N D . P IC E R N E , xxx-xx-x...
M A R Y F . S IP P E L L . xxx-xx-x...

IN TH E M A R IN E C O R PS
T H E F O L L O W IN G -N A M E D O F F IC E R S , O N T H E A C T IV E D U T Y L IS T . F O R P R O M O T IO N T O T H E G R A D E O F M A JO R
IN T H E U .S . M A R IN E C O R P S IN A C C O R D A N C E . W IT H S E C T IO N 6 2 4 O F T IT L E 1 0 , U .S .C .
M A R K D . A B E L S O N . xxx-xx-x...
M A R K A . A D A M S , xxx-xx-x...
A L B E R T R . A D L E R . xxx-xx-x...
M A R K L . A E P P L I, xxx-xx-x...
M IC H A E L J. A H E R N , xxx-xx-x...
P E T E R W . A H E R N , xxx-xx-x...
JO H N A . A H O , xxx-xx-x...
JE F F R E Y A . A IV A .Z , xxx-xx-x...
M A R K L . A L E X A N D E R . xxx-xx-x...
B E N JA M IN P . A L L E G R E T T I, xxx-xx-x...
A A R O N T . A M E Y , xxx-xx-x...
C R A IG A . A M U N D S O N , xxx-xx-x...
D A V ID C . A N D E R S E N , xxx-xx-x...
D A V ID J. A N D E R S O N . xxx-xx-x...
G R E G O R Y D . A N D E R S O N , xxx-xx-x...
JO E L D . A N D E R S O N , xxx-xx-x...
JA M E S A . A R C H E R . xxx-xx-x...
G L E N N R . A R M A G O S T , xxx-xx-x...
T IM O T H Y T . A R M S T R O N G , xxx-xx-x...
JA Y T . A F L N E T T , xxx-xx-x...
JE F R E Y M . A R N O L D , xxx-xx-x...
JE F F R E Y K . A R R U D A , xxx-xx-x...
M IC H A E L L . A R T B A L T E R , xxx-xx-x...
S E A N W . A S H . xxx-xx-x...
D A V ID N . A S H B Y , xxx-xx-x...
JO S E P H F . A U G U S T IN E III, xxx-xx-x...
JO E D . B A K E R II, xxx-xx-x...
W IL L IA M H . B A K E R . xxx-xx-x...
D O N A L D P . B A L D W IN , xxx-xx-x...
K A T H Y A . B A N N IC K , xxx-xx-x...
E D W A R D D . B A N T A , xxx-xx-x...
D A R R Y L G . B A R N E S , xxx-xx-x...
T IM O T H Y E . B A R N -H IL L , xxx-xx-x...
K E V IN M . B A R T H , xxx-xx-x...
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H A R O L D C . B A S S . xxx-xx-x...
S T E V E N B . B E A L , xxx-xx-x...
H E N R Y B E A Z L E Y . xxx-xx-xxxx .
B A R R Y W . B E C K N E R , xxx-xx-x...
T H O M A S R . B E L L E V IL L E , xxx-xx-x...
C H R IS T O P H E R P . B E N D E N . xxx-xx-x...
D E B R A A . B E U T E L . xxx-xx-x...
JE A N B IN E M C G R A T H , xxx-xx-x...
M IT C H E L L S . B IO N D IC H , xxx-xx-x...
M IC H A E L A . B IS Z A K , xxx-xx-x...
A N D R E W K . B L A C K H L T R S T , xxx-xx-x...
T R E N T B L A C K S O N , xxx-xx-x...
M IC H A E L A . B L A C K W O O D . xxx-xx-x...
JA M E S M . B L A IR , xxx-xx-x...
F R E D D IE J. B L IS H , xxx-xx-xx...
A N T H O N Y E . B L O U N T , xxx-xx-x...
T H O M A S G . B O G A R D , xxx-xx-x...
W IL L IA M K . B O L D E N , xxx-xx-x...
M A T T H E W J. B O N N O T , xxx-xx-x...
M IC H A E L J. B O S S E . xxx-xx-x...
M A R T IN E . B O U V E R O N , xxx-xx-x...
R O B E R T L . B O W D E N H I. xxx-xx-x...
S T U A R T W . B R A C K E N , xxx-xx-x...
W IL L IA M P . B R A N N E N . xxx-xx-x...
D A V ID A . B R A N N O N , xxx-xx-x...
M IC H A E L W . B R E L A N D , xxx-xx-x...
R A N D A L S . B R E L A N D , xxx-xx-x...
M A R K A . B R E N N A N , xxx-xx-x...
R A N D A . B R IN K M A N . xxx-xx-x...
S T E V E N P . B R O D F U E H R E R , xxx-xx-x...
E T O Y D . B R O W N . xxx-xx-x...
JA M E S E . B R O W N . xxx-xx-x...
JA M E S R . B R O W N III, 0 xxx-xx-x...
W IL L IA M R . B R O W N , xxx-xx-x...
M IC H A E L J. B R O W N E , xxx-xx-x...
T H O M A S D . B R U C E , xxx-xx-x...
M IC H A E L P . B R U E N , xxx-xx-x...
E R IC V . B R Y A N T , xxx-xx-x...
B R Y A N K . B U C K L E S xxx-xx-x...
W IL L A R D A . B U H L , xxx-xx-x...
D A V ID L . B U R C H IN A L , xxx-xx-x...
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