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the Committee on Economic and Edu-
cational Opportunities; the Committee
on Government Reform and Oversight;
the Committee on House Oversight; the
Committee on the Judiciary; the Com-
mittee on National Security; the Com-
mittee on Resources; the Committee on
Small Business; and the Permanent Se-
lect Committee on Intelligence.

Mr. Speaker, it is my understanding
that the minority has been consulted
and that there is no objection to these
requests.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GILLMOR). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Florida?

Mr. VOLKMER. Reserving the right
to object, Mr. Speaker, | thank the ma-
jority for consulting with the minority
on this request, and the minority
agrees with the request.

Mr. Speaker, | withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida?

There was no objection.

AMERICAN OVERSEAS INTERESTS
ACT OF 1995

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, by direction
of the Committee on Rules, | call up
House Resolution 155 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. REs. 155

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 1(b) of rule XXIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 1561) to con-
solidate the foreign affairs agencies of the
United States; to authorize appropriations
for the Department of State and related
agencies for fiscal years 1996 and 1997; to re-
sponsibly reduce the authorizations of appro-
priations for United States foreign assist-
ance programs for fiscal years 1996 and 1997,
and for other purposes. The first reading of
the bill shall be dispensed with. Points of
order against consideration of the bill for
failure to comply with clause 2(I)(6) of rule
X1 or section 302(f), 303(a), 308(a), or 402(a) of
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 are
waived. General debate shall be confined to
the bill and shall not exceed two hours
equally divided and controlled by the chair-
man and ranking minority member of the
Committee on International Relations. After
general debate the bill shall be considered
for amendment under the five-minute rule
for an initial period of ten hours. After such
initial period, amendments shall be debat-
able only as provided in clause 6 of rule
XXIII or in section 2 of this resolution. Con-
sideration for amendment may not continue
beyond 2:30 p.m. on Thursday, May 25, 1995.
It shall be in order to consider as an original
bill for the purpose of amendment under the
five-minute rule the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute recommended by the
Committee on International Relations now
printed in the bill modified by deleting sec-
tion 2210. The committee amendment in the
nature of a substitute as modified shall be
considered as read. Points of order against
the committee amendment in the nature of a
substitute as modified for failure to comply
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with clause 5(a) of rule XXI or section 302(f),
303(a), or 402(a) of the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974 are waived. Other than pro forma
amendments for the purpose of debate and
amendments en bloc described in section 2 of
this resolution, no amendment to the com-
mittee amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute as modified shall be in order unless
printed in the portion of the Congressional
Record designated for that purpose in clause
6 of rule XXIIl. At the conclusion of consid-
eration of the bill for amendment the Com-
mittee shall rise and report the bill to the
House with such amendments as may have
been adopted. Any Member may demand a
separate vote in the House on any amend-
ment adopted in the Committee of the Whole
to the bill or to the committee amendment
in the nature of a substitute as modified.
The previous question shall be considered as
ordered on the bill and amendments thereto
to final passage without intervening motion
except one motion to recommit with or with-
out instructions.

SEC. 2. It shall be in order at any time for
the chairman of the Committee on Inter-
national Relations or a designee to offer
amendments en bloc consisting of amend-
ments printed in the portion of the Congres-
sional Record designated for that purpose in
clause 6 of rule XXIIl or germane modifica-
tions of any such amendment. Amendments
en bloc offered pursuant to this section shall
be considered as read (except that modifica-
tions shall be reported), shall not be subject
to amendment or to a division of the ques-
tion in the House or in the Committee of the
Whole and shall be debatable for ten minutes
equally divided and controlled by the chair-
man and ranking minority member of the
Committee on International Relations or
their designees. For the purpose of inclusion
in such amendments en bloc, an amendment
printed in the form of a motion to strike
may be modified to the form of a germane
perfecting amendment to the text originally
proposed to be stricken. The original pro-
ponent of an amendment included in such
amendments en bloc may insert a statement
in the Congressional Record immediately be-
fore the disposition of the amendments en
bloc.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. Goss] is rec-
ognized for 1 hour.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, for the pur-
pose of debate only, | yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. HALL], pending which |
yield myself such time as | may
consume. During consideration of this
resolution, all time yielded is for the
purpose of debate only.

(Mr. GOSS asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial.)

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | am pleased
to bring to the House this rule for the
consideration of H.R. 1561, the Amer-
ican Overseas Interests Act of 1995. Al-
though this rule is somewhat com-
plicated, it is a modified open rule that
provides Members the widest possible
latitude in directing the debate and of-
fering amendments, while bringing
consideration of this bill to closure at
the end of this legislative week.

First, the nuts and bolts: This rule
provides for 2 hours of general debate
equally divided between the chairman
and ranking member of the Committee
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on International Relations and makes
in order the committee amendment in
the nature of a substitute as an origi-
nal bill for the purpose of amendment.
The rule provides that the committee
amendment shall be considered as read
and it allows for an open amendment
process to last 10 hours, including vot-
ing time.

Because of the complexity of the sub-
ject, the rule requires that amend-
ments be preprinted in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD, so that the Committee
on International Relations, and all
Members of the House, may have suffi-
cient time to review them. To facili-
tate maximum efficiency in the use of
the amendment time, the rule allows
the chairman of the International Re-
lations Committee, or his designee, to
offer amendments en bloc consisting of
preprinted amendments and subject to
10 minutes of debate equally divided
and controlled. Once the 10-hour period
has concluded, additional amendments
that have been preprinted may be con-
sidered with 10 minutes of debate time,
equally divided, until 2:30 on Thursday
afternoon. At that time certain, the
amendment process will be concluded
and the committee shall rise and re-
port the bill to the House with such
amendments as have been adopted.

The previous question shall be con-
sidered as ordered on the bill and
amendments thereto to final passage.
The rule does allow for one motion to
recommit with or without instructions.
Because of the reach and complexity of
this bill, the rule includes a series of
important waivers that Members
should be aware of.

First, the rule waives the 3-day avail-
ability requirement for committee re-
ports. The committee did file its report
on Friday evening, which makes today
the second legislative day that it was
available. Although we generally do
not like to provide this waiver, the
Rules Committee felt that, given the
rush of legislative business expected
after the Memorial Day recess, it is
necessary to conclude consideration of
H.R. 1561 this week. Because we wanted
to allow as much amendment time as
possible within that constraint, this
wavier is needed so we can get started
today.

The rule also waives clause 5(a) of
rule XXI, prohibiting appropriations on
a legislative bill—a waiver that applies
to technical language in 15 sections of
this bill. The International Relations
Committee has provided a list of the
specific sections affected by this waiv-
er, most of which deal with the trans-
fer and reallocation of funds.

Finally, the rule provides several
Budget Act waivers, all of which have
been cleared by the Budget Committee.
These waivers apply to sections 302(f),
303(a), 308(a), and 402(a) of the Budget
Act.

Respectively, these waivers pertain
to consideration of legislation provid-
ing new entitlement authority in ex-
cess of a committee’s allocation, con-
sideration of budgetary legislation
prior to adoption of the budget resolu-
tion, the requirement of a CBO cost es-
timate in the committee report on leg-
islation containing new entitlement
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spending or budget authority, and in-
clusion of credit authority not subject
to appropriations in advance.

I should note for Members’ comfort
level that the Budget Committee has
scrutinized these waiver requests care-
fully to ensure that we do not end up
creating a serious budget problem—in
fact, one waiver requested by the Inter-
national Relations Committee dealing
with a lease-purchase agreement did
raise red flags at the Budget Commit-
tee, and as a result this rule removes
the offending section from the commit-
tee amendment.

I wish to commend Chairman GILMAN
and his staff for meeting the Rules
Committee’s request for detailed and
specific waiver descriptions. The result
may be a more complicated rule, but it
should provide Members with a much
higher level of comfort than the blan-
ket waivers of years passed.

All in all, Mr. Speaker, this is a very
fair rule, in keeping with the tradition
of this House when this type of impor-
tant foreign policy legislation has been
considered. | would like to address the
concerns raised by my friend, the gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr. HAMILTON],

the ranking member of the Inter-
national Relations Committee, who
suggested that allowing an open

amendment process might lead to a
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free-for-all and might end up shutting
out important debate on certain issues
if the time runs out. Instead, Mr. HAM-
ILTON suggested that it would be better
for the 13 members of the Rules Com-
mittee to pick the big issues and struc-
ture the debate.

Having lived through three previous
Congresses as part of the minority—
when the Rules Committee routinely
made such executive decisions about
which amendments would be consid-
ered and which would not—I have to
disagree with my friend. | believe all
435 Members of this House were sent
here to have a voice on important leg-
islation and is should be up to the will
of the House, with strong guidance by
the floor managers and party leaders,
to determine the path of the debate,
within a reasonable allotment of time.
Mr. Speaker, before | conclude, | must
commend Chairman GILMAN and Rank-
ing Member HAMILTON for their work in
bringing forward this bill, which seeks
to bring our Nation’s foreign policy es-
tablishment into the 21st century.

By streamlining the Department of
State, eliminating three agencies and
re-defining our foreign aid priorities to
meet the enormous budget constraints
we face, H.R. 1561 shakes up the status
quo and responds to the will of the
American people.
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I have long been frustrated that this
Congress has failed to reauthorize our
foreign aid policies since 1985—a failure
that has meant piecemeal tinkering
with our foreign policy priorities with-
out the comprehensive restructuring
that the changing times demand.

The American people must under-
stand that this bill reflects a signifi-
cant cut in foreign aid designed to put
our foreign policy programs into full
compliance with the balanced budget
resolution the House passed just last
week. With entire authorization for
foreign aid totaling just over 1 percent
of the total budget, the funding levels
in this bill are nearly 10 percent below
the President’s request, and more than
5 percent below the current year’s
budget. | know foreign aid is not popu-
lar—and for the past 4 years | have
voted against foreign aid appropria-
tions, primarily because every year we
kept spending money without complet-
ing the work of redirecting our prior-
ities and fundamentally restructuring
our policies. That is what H.R. 1561
does.

I look forward to a vibrant debate—
and some important amendments on
this landmark legislation. | urge sup-
port for this rule.

THE AMENDMENT PROCESS UNDER SPECIAL RULES REPORTED BY THE RULES COMMITTEE,! 103D CONGRESS V. 104TH CONGRESS

[As of May 22, 1995]

Rule type

103d Congress 104th Congress

Number of rules

Percent of total Number of rules Percent of total

Open/Modified-open 2

Modified Closed 3

Closed #

Totals:

46 44 28 5
49 47 9 25
9 9 0 0
104 100 37 100

1This table applies only to rules which provide for the original consideration of bills, joint resolutions or budget resolutions and which provide for an amendment process. It does not apply to special rules which only waive points of
order against appropriations bills which are already privileged and are considered under an open amendment process under House rules.

2An open rule is one under which any Member may offer a germane amendment under the five-minute rule. A modified open rule is one under which any Member may offer a germane amendment under the five-minute rule subject only
to an overall time limit on the amendment process and/or a requirement that the amendment be preprinted in the Congressional Record.

3A modified closed rule is one under which the Rules Committee limits the amendments that may be offered only to those amendments designated in the special rule or the Rules Committee report to accompany it, or which preclude
amendments to a particular portion of a bill, even though the rest of the bill may be completely open to amendment.

4A closed rule is one under which no amendments may be offered (other than amendments recommended by the committee in reporting the bill).

SPECIAL RULES REPORTED BY THE RULES COMMITTEE, 104TH CONGRESS

[As of May 22, 1995]

H. Res. No. (Date rept.) Rule type Bill No. Subject Disposition of rule
H. Res. 38 (1/18/95) 0 HR. 5 Unfunded Mandate Reform A: 350-71 (1/19/95).
H. Res. 44 (1/24/95) MC H. Con. Res. 17 .............. Social Security A: 255-172 (1/25/95).

H.J. Res. 1 Balanced Budget Amdt.

H. Res. 51 (1/31/95) 0 H.R. 101 Land Transfer, Taos Pueblo Indians A: voice vote (2/1/95).
H. Res. 52 (1/31/95) 0 H.R. 400 Land Exchange, Arctic Nat'l. Park and Preserve A: voice vote (2/1/95).
H. Res. 53 (1/31/95) 0 H.R. 440 Land Conveyance, Butte County, Calif. A: voice vote (2/1/95).
H. Res. 55 (2/1/95) 0 HR. 2 Line Item Veto A: voice vote (2/2/95).
H. Res. 60 (2/6/95) 0 HR. 665 Victim Restitution A: voice vote (2/7/95).
H. Res. 61 (2/6/95) 0 H.R. 666 Exclusionary Rule Reform A: voice vote (2/7/95).
H. Res. 63 (2/8/95) MO H.R. 667 Violent Criminal Incarceration A: voice vote (2/9/95).
H. Res. 69 (2/9/95) 0 H.R. 668 Criminal Alien Deportation A: voice vote (2/10/95).
H. Res. 79 (2/10/95) MO H.R. 728 Law Enforcement Block Grants A: voice vote (2/13/95).
H. Res. 83 (2/13/95) MO HR. 7 National Security Revitalization PQ: 229-100; A: 227-127 (2/15/95).
H. Res. 88 (2/16/95) MC HR. 831 Health Insurance Deductibility PQ: 230-191; A: 229-188 (2/21/95).
H. Res. 91 (2/21/95) 0 H.R. 830 Paperwork Reduction Act A: voice vote (2/22/95).
H. Res. 92 (2/21/95) MC H.R. 889 Defense Supplemental A: 282-144 (2/22/95).
H. Res. 93 (2/22/95) MO H.R. 450 Regulatory Transition Act A: 252-175 (2/23/95).
H. Res. 96 (2/24/95) MO HR. 1022 Risk it A: 253-165 (2/27/95).
H. Res. 100 (2/27/95) 0 H.R. 926 Regulatory Reform and Relief Act A: voice vote (2/28/95).
H. Res. 101 (2/28/95) MO H.R. 925 Private Property Protection Act A: 271-151 (3/2/95)
H. Res. 104 (3/3/95) MO H.R. 988 Attorney Accountability Act A: voice vote (3/6/95)
H. Res. 103 (3/3/95) MO H.R. 1058 Securities Litigation Reform
H. Res. 105 (3/6/95) MO A: 257155 (3/7/95)
H. ReS. 108 (3/7/95) ....vevervverrererrisererirnrenis Debate H.R. 956 Product Liability Reform A: voice vote (3/8/95)
H. Res. 109 (3/8/95) MC PQ: 234-191 A: 247181 (3/9/95)
H. Res. 115 (3/14/95) MO H.R. 1159 Making Emergency Supp. Approps. A: 242-190 (3/15/95)
H. Res. 116 (3/15/95) MC HJ. Res. 73 .covvvevevririnnnns Term Limits Const. Amdmt.t A: voice vote (3/28/95)
H. ReS. 117 (3/16/95) .....oovvevererrrrierrrircriis Debate HR. 4 Personal Responsibility Act of 1995 A: voice vote (3/21/95)
H. Res. 119 (3/21/95) C A: 217-211 (3/22/95)
H. Res. 125 (4/3/95) 0 HR. 1271 Family Privacy Protection Act A: 423-1 (4/4/95)
H. Res. 126 (4/3/95) 0 H.R. 660 Older Persons Housing Act A: voice vote (4/6/95)
H. Res. 128 (4/4/95) MC HR. 1215 Contract With America Tax Relief Act of 1995 A: 228-204 (4/5/95)
H. Res. 130 (4/5/95) MC H.R. 483 Medicare Select Expansion A: 253-172 (4/6/95)
H. Res. 136 (5/1/95) 0 H.R. 655 Hydrogen Future Act of 1995 A: voice vote (5/2/95)
H. Res. 139 (5/3/95) 0 H.R. 1361 Coast Guard Auth. FY 1996 A: voice vote (5/9/95)
H. Res. 140 (5/9/95) 0 H.R. 961 Clean Water Amendments A: 4144 (5/10/95)
H. Res. 144 (5/11/95) 0 H.R. 535 Fish Hatchery—Arkansas A: voice vote (5/15/95)
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SPECIAL RULES REPORTED BY THE RULES COMMITTEE, 104TH CONGRESS—Continued

[As of May 22, 1995]

H. Res. No. (Date rept.) Rule type Bill No Subject Disposition of rule
H. Res. 145 (5/11/95) 0 H.R. 584 Fish Hatchery—lowa A: voice vote (5/15/95)
H. Res. 146 (5/11/95) 0 H.R. 614 Fish Hatchery—Minnesota A: voice vote (5/15/95)
H. Res. 149 (5/16/95) MC H. Con. Res. 67 Budget Resolution FY 1996 PQ: 252-170 A: 255-168 (5/17/95)
H. Res. 155 (5/22/95) MO H.R. 1561 American Overseas Interests Act

Codes: 0-open rule; MO-modified open rule; MC-modified closed rule; C-closed rule; A-adoption vote; PQ-previous question vote. Source: Notices of Action Taken, Committee on Rules, 104th Congress.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, |
yield myself such time as | may
consume.

(Mr. HALL of Ohio asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks, and include extraneous
material.)

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, |
rise in opposition to House Resolution
155, the rule limiting debate on the
American Overseas Interests Act of
1995. As my colleague on the other side
of the aisle well knows, this rule is a
restrictive rule which governs a com-
plicated and controversial bill. The bill
before us today is a mixture of foreign
policy initiatives and reorganizations
that could change and weaken the con-
duct of U.S. foreign policy. In addition
to radically altering the way we con-
duct foreign policy, the bill is being
rushed through under a rule which al-
lows only 10 hours for amendments and
shuts off all consideration after 2:30 on
Thursday.

Yesterday in the House Rules Com-
mittee, the ranking Democrat on the
Committee on International Relations,
Mr. HAMILTON, correctly pointed out
that it is not uncommon to see 100
amendments on a foreign aid bill.
Under this rule, we could be making
substantive foreign policy decisions
based on who is recognized before the
time runs out. | was also concerned to
hear that the minority only received
the final committee report at 2 yester-
day. Waivers for violations of House
Rules and the Budget Act are needed in
21 areas. Mr. Speaker, this is no way to
legislate, and | think the American
people deserve more than this.

In addition to the obvious procedural
problems, this bill itself is seriously
flawed. The International Affairs budg-
et represents only 1.3 percent of total
Federal spending. It has already been
cut by 40 percent since 1985. | am par-
ticularly troubled with the 34 percent
cut in development assistance. While
the bill earmarks $280 million for the
Child Survival Fund, the overall reduc-
tion squeezes necessary prevention ef-
forts such as basic education,
microenterprise programs and self-help
initiatives that have been proven to
work. It makes no sense to have the
United States functioning as the
world’s ambulance when famine and
disaster occur in developing countries,
when we could have prevented them.

In addition to saving lives, develop-
ment assistance enables many coun-
tries to become self-sufficient enough
to buy U.S. exports. Between 1990 and
1993, U.S. exports to the developing
countries grew by $46 billion, creating

920,000 new jobs in this country. It is in
our economic interests to continue
meeting our foreign assistance obliga-
tions.

As a former Peace Corps volunteer in
Thailand, | saw development assistance
creating markets for American goods.
The United States invested around a
billion dollars’ in development assist-
ance in Thailand from 1953 to 1986. In
return, Thailand bought nearly 8 bil-
lion dollars’ worth of American prod-
ucts in just the past 2 years.

Another major problem with this leg-
islation is its far-reaching scope which
is not based on sound research. For ex-
ample, this bill includes the elimi-
nation of three agencies: AID, the
Arms Control and Disarmament Agen-
cy, and USIA. Yet no sound evidence
exists to show this will save the tax-
payers any money. The American peo-
ple do not want us to be ramming bills
through for the sake of reorganization
without any kind of cost analysis.

Mr. Speaker, this bill has many,
many other flaws. It essentially weak-
ens the United States’ leadership role
in the world. Secretary of State War-
ren Christopher has written to the
Speaker and indicated he will rec-
ommend a veto.

Mr. Speaker, | include at this point
in the RECORD the letter from Sec-
retary Christopher:

THE SECRETARY OF STATE,
Washington, DC, May 22, 1995.
Hon. NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This week, the House
of Representatives will consider legislation
that could undermine this and every future
President’s ability to safeguard America’s
leadership in the world. The ‘“American
Overseas Interests Act,” H.R. 1561, is deeply
flawed. If this bill were presented to the
President, | would have no choice but to rec-
ommend that the President veto it.

H.R. 1561 wages an extraordinary assault
on this and every future President’s con-
stitutional authority to manage foreign pol-
icy. It contains numerous restraints and re-
strictions that would do immense harm to
our nation’s foreign policy. It drastically re-
duces our resources. And it mandates a cost-
ly and disruptive reorganization of the Exec-
utive Branch that will damage our ability to
promote American interests worldwide.

On the most fundamental constitutional
grounds, | am deeply opposed to the elabo-
rate and unnecessary restraints that H.R.
1561 would impose. If enacted, they would
compromise our ability to follow through on
the North Korea Framework Agreement.
They would undermine our effective partici-
pation and weaken our leverage in inter-
national organizations. They would compel
changes in our refugee policy that could pose
a serious threat to our borders, limiting the
President’s ability to respond to boat migra-
tion and possibly exacerbating the illegal
smuggling of aliens into the United States.
The bill would seriously impair the Presi-

dent’s responsibility to manage our delicate
relations with China at a time of its transi-
tion in leadership. Numerous conditions on
our assistance to Russia and the other New
Independent States could derail our steady
support for democratic and market reform in
a region that remains the site of tens of
thousands of nuclear weapons. Other provi-
sions of the bill would seriously disrupt our
ability to move decisively when warranted
by rapidly changing circumstances as well as
our relations with a variety of countries.

These far-reaching restrictions, combined
with the sharp reductions in resources for
the International Affairs budget, would crip-
ple our ability to respond to the complex op-
portunities and challenges of the post-Cold
War world. At a time when American
strength, vision, and leadership are essen-
tial, this legislation would force our unilat-
eral retreat.

As you know, the International Affairs
budget represents only 1.3% of total federal
spending. It has absorbed substantial real
cuts in recent years. The resources we are re-
questing, in my judgment, are the rock bot-
tom minimum we need to advance our na-
tion’s vital interests.

The International Affairs budget has al-
ways been a prudent investment that pro-
duces clear benefits for the American people.
It protects American lives by combating the
spread of nuclear weapons, the scourge of
drugs, and the threat of international terror-
ism. It has helped lead to the detargeting
and dismantlement of missiles in the former
Soviet Union and facilitated the departure of
Russian troops from the Baltics. It has ad-
vanced peace in the Middle East. It has
helped to end the violence in Northern Ire-
land and to assist the transition to democ-
racy in South Africa. It has promoted free
trade and U.S. exports, creating more than
one million high-paying American jobs in
the last two years alone. Whether in the case
of South Korea or South America, our for-
eign assistance over the years has ultimately
put more dollars in the pockets of the Amer-
ican taxpayer than it has ever taken out.

Moreover, the preventive diplomacy that
the International Affairs budget funds is our
first and least costly line of defense. Com-
pare the cost of diplomatic action to stem
proliferation to the price we would pay if
rogue states obtained nuclear weapons. Com-
pare the cost of promoting development to
the price of coping with famine and refugees.
If we gut our diplomatic readiness today, we
will face much greater costs and crises down
the line. H.R. 1561’s cuts in Function 150 re-
source levels are flatly irresponsible.

H.R. 1561’s elimination of ACDA, USIA, and
AID, as well as cuts in the State Depart-
ment’s operating expenses, threatens our
ability to achieve our foreign policy goals
through effective international affairs agen-
cies. The State Department, ACDA, AID, and
USIA are all proceeding vigorously with
their own streamlining efforts. Each is ac-
tively cutting costs, realigning resources to
better match policy priorities, and updating
communications and information tech-
nologies. Together, these measures are low-
ering costs and raising productivity in each
of the international affairs agencies.

H.R. 1561 would disrupt and deflect these
comprehensive efforts by abolishing ACDA,
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AID, and USIA in name only and reassigning
their functions to the State Department.
The turmoil and inevitable dislocation could
seriously undermine the conduct of U.S. for-
eign policy by hampering a flexible response
to continually evolving world crises and op-
portunities. Like the Army, Navy, Air Force,
and Marines, which operate under the overall
direction of the Secretary of Defense, AID,
ACDA, and USIA each has a distinct mission
that can be best performed under the overall
foreign policy guidance of the Secretary of
State.

As the sole remaining superpower, we have
an unprecedented opportunity to shape the
world we seek—a world of open societies and
open markets. Our nation’s foreign policy
cannot be supported on the cheap; we cannot
protect our interests as the world’s most
powerful nation if we undermine the role of
the President or if we do not marshal the re-
sources to stand by our commitments. We
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cannot lead if we do not have the tools of
leadership at our disposal. This is equally
true whichever party is in power at any
given moment.

Last November’s elections may have
changed the balance of power between the
parties. But they did not change—indeed,
they enhanced—our responsibility to cooper-
ate on a bipartisan basis in foreign affairs.
The election was not a license to lose sight
of our nation’s global interests or to launch
an assault on the President’s constitutional
responsibility to conduct foreign policy. | re-
gret to conclude that this legislation would
have us do both.

Sincerely,
WARREN CHRISTOPHER.

Mr. Speaker, according to Secretary
Christopher, the bill includes unneces-
sary restraints that would compromise
our ability to follow through on the
North Korea Framework Agreement, as
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well as weaken our leverage in inter-
national organizations. Numerous con-
ditions on assistance to Russia and
independent states could undermine
our support for democratic and market
reforms in a region that remains the
site of tens of thousands of nuclear
weapons.

In essence, Mr. Speaker, this bill
forces our retreat into isolationism at
a time when the United States should
be leading the world. This bill ties the
hands of the executive branch and
weakens the United States ability to
promote open societies and open mar-
kets. The bill, and the rule which gov-
erns it, should be voted down.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
voting ‘‘no’’ on this restrictive rule.

FLOOR PROCEDURE IN THE 104TH CONGRESS; COMPILED BY THE RULES COMMITTEE DEMOCRATS

Bill No. Title Resolution No. Process used for floor consideration An;ﬁngrrli]s;ns
HR. 1* Compliance H. Res. 6 Closed None.
H. Res. 6 . Opening Day Rules Package H. Res. 5 Closed; contained a closed rule on H.R. 1 within the closed rule ....... None.
HR. 5* Unfunded Mandates H. Res. 38 Restrictive; Motion adopted over Democratic objection in the Committee of the Whole to limit N/A.
debate on section 4; Pre-printing gets preference.
H.J. Res. 2* . Balanced Budget H. Res. 44 Restrictive; only certain substitutes 2R; 4D.
Committee Hearings Scheduling H. Res. 43 (0)) Restrictive; considered in House no amendments N/A.
Line Item Veto H. Res. 55 Open; Pre-printing gets preference N/A.
Victim Restitution Act of 1995 H. Res. 61 Open; Pre-printing gets preference N/A.
Exclusionary Rule Reform Act of 1995 H. Res. 60 Open; Pre-printing gets preference N/A.
Violent Criminal Incarceration Act of 1995 ... H. Res. 63 Restrictive; 10 hr. Time Cap on amendments N/A.
The Criminal Alien Deportation Improvement Act . H. Res. 69 Open; Pre-printing gets preference; Contains self-executing provision ..... N/A.
Local Government Law Enforcement Block Grants H. Res. 79 Restrictive; 10 hr. Time Cap on amendments; Pre-printing gets preference N/A.
National Security Revitalization Act H. Res. 83 Restrictive; 10 hr. Time Cap on amendments; Pre-printing gets preference N/A.
Death Penalty/Habeas N/A Restrictive; brought up under UC with a 6 hr. time cap on amendments .. N/A.
Senate Compliance N/A Closed; Put on suspension calendar over Democratic objection None.
To Permanently Extend the Health Insurance Deduction for the Self-Em-  H. Res. 88 Restrictive; makes in order only the Gibbons amendment; waives all points of order; Contains 1D.
ployed. self-executing provision.
The Paperwork Reduction Act H. Res. 91 Open N/A.
Emergency Supplemental/Rescinding Certain Budget Authority ............... H. Res. 92 Restrictive; makes in order only the Obey substitute 1D.
Regulatory Moratorium H. Res. 93 Restrictive; 10 hr. Time Cap on amendments; Pre-printing gets preference ... N/A.
Risk Assessment H. Res. 96 Restrictive; 10 hr. Time Cap on amendments N/A.
Regulatory Flexibility H. Res. 100 Open N/A.
Private Property Protection Act H. Res. 101 Restrictive; 12 hr. time cap on amendments; Requires Members to pre-print their amendments 1D.
in the Record prior to the bill's consideration for amendment, waives germaneness and
budget act points of order as well as points of order concerning appropriating on a legisla-
tive bill against the committee substitute used as base text.
Securities Litigation Reform Act H. Res. 105 Restrictive; 8 hr. time cap on amendments; Pre-printing gets preference; Makes in order the 1D.
Wyden amendment and waives germaness against it.
The Attorney Accountability Act of 1995 H. Res. 104 Restrictive; 7 hr. time cap on amendments; Pre-printing gets preference ... N/A.
Product Liability and Legal Reform Act . H. Res. 109 Restrictive; makes in order only 15 germane amendments and denies 64 germane amendments 8D; 7R.
from being considered.
Making Emergency Supplemental Appropriations and Rescissions .. H. Res. 115 Restrictive; Combines emergency H.R. 1158 & nonemergency 1159 and strikes the abortion pro- N/A.
vision; makes in order only pre-printed amendments that include offsets within the same
chapter (deeper cuts in programs already cut); waives points of order against three amend-
ments; waives cl 2 of rule XXI against the bill, ¢l 2, XXI and cl 7 of rule XVI against the
substitute; waives cl 2(e) od rule XXI against the amendments in the Record; 10 hr time cap
on amendments. 30 minutes debate on each amendment.
HJ. Res. 73* Term Limits H. Res. 116 Restrictive; Makes in order only 4 amendments considered under a “Queen of the Hill" proce- 1D; 3R
dure and denies 21 germane amendments from being considered.
HR. 4% i Welfare Reform H. Res. 119 Restrictive; Makes in order only 31 perfecting amendments and two substitutes; Denies 130 5D; 26R
germane amendments from being considered; The substitutes are to be considered under a
“Queen of the Hill” procedure; All points of order are waived against the amendments..
HR. 1271* Family Privacy Act H. Res. 125 Open N/A
R Housing for Older Persons Act H. Res. 126 Open N/A
HR. 1215* The Contract With America Tax Relief Act of 1995 ... H. ReS. 129 Restrictive; Self Executes language that makes tax cuts contingent on the adoption of a bal- 1D
anced budget plan and strikes section 3006. Makes in order only one substitute. Waives all
points of order against the bill, substitute made in order as original text and Gephardt sub-
stitute..
HR. 483 ..o Medicare Select Extension H. Res. 130 Restrictive; waives cl 2(1)(6) of rule XI against the bill, makes H.R. 1391 in order as original 1
text; makes in order only the Dingell substitute; allows Commerce Committee to file a report
on the bill at any time..
HR. 655 .. Hydrogen Future Act H. Res 136 Open N/A.
H.R. 1361 Coast Guard Authorization H. Res 139 Open; waives sections 302(f) and 308(a) of the Congressional Budget Act against the bill's N/A.
consideration and the committee substitute; waives c1 5(a) of rule XXI against the commit-
tee substitute.
HR. 961 ..o Clean Water Act H. Res 140 Open; pre-printing gets preference; waives sections 302(f) and 602(b) of the Budget Act against N/A.
the bill’s consideration; waives ¢1 7 of rule XVI, c1 5(a) of rule XXI and section 302(f) of the
Budget Act against the committee substitute. Makes in order Shuster substitute as first order
of business.
Corning National Fish Hatchery Conveyance ACt ...................cococvvvcvevevevennns H. Res. 144 Open N/A.
Conveyance of the Fairport National Fish Hatchery of the State of lowa . H. Res. 145 Open N/A.
Conveyance of the New London National Fish Hatchery Production Facil-  H. Res. 146 Open N/A.0
ity.
H. Con. Res. 67 ... Budget Resolution H. Res. 149 Restrictive; Makes in order 4 substitutes under regular order; Gephardt, Neumann/Solomon, 30;1R
Payne/Owens, President’s Budget if printed in Record on 5/17/95; waives all points of order
against substitutes and concurrent resolution; suspends application of Rule XLIX with respect
to the resolution; self-executes Agriculture language..
HR. 1561 ..o American Overseas Interests ACt 0f 1995 .......cccccovwimerrmreesimnnersressnnnes H. Res. 155 Restrictive; Requires amendments to be printed in the Record prior to their consideration; 10 hr. N/A

time cap; waives cl 2(1)(6) of rule XI against the bill’s consideration; Also waives sections
302(f), 303(a), 308(a) and 402(a) against the bill's consideration and the committee amend-
ment in order as original text; waives cl 5(a) of rule XX against the amendment; amendment
consideration is closed at 2:30 p.m. on May 25, 1995. Self-executes provision which removes
section 2210 from the bill. This was done at the request of the Budget Committee..

*Contract Bills, 67% restrictive; 33% open. **All legislation, 65% restrictive; 35% open. **** Restrictive rules are those which limit the number of amendments which can be offered, and include so called modified open and modified
closed rules as well as completely closed rules and rules providing for consideration in the House as opposed to the Committee of the Whole. This definition of restrictive rule is taken from the Republican chart of resolutions reported from
the Rules Committee in the 103rd Congress. **** Not included in this chart are three bills which should have been placed on the Suspension Calendar. H.R. 101, H.R. 400, H.R. 440.
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Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. GiLMAN], chairman of the
committee, who will, | believe, explain
this bill more fully.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise to
support House Resolution 155, the rule
under which it is proposed that the
House consider H.R. 1561, the American
Overseas Interests Act.

The Rules Committee, under the able
chairmanship of the gentleman from
New York [Mr. SoLOMON], has proposed
a rule that provides an excellent
framework for the House to consider
and debate this very important bill.

I would like to thank my good friend,
the distinguished chairman of the
Rules Committee, the gentleman from
New York, for his expeditious action in
scheduling the Rules Committee for an
early hearing to consider our request
for a rule.

The proposed rule requires pre-print-
ing of amendments in the RECORD and
provides adequate time for full debate.
I would urge my colleagues to bear in
mind—however—that the leadership
has set a requirement that all debate
on H.R. 1561 end by 2:30 p.m. on Thurs-
day, May 25.

H.R. 1561 is a complex bill, addressing
the very fabric of our foreign affairs
operations and foreign assistance pro-
grams, and many Members have indi-
cated a desire to be hard on it.

This rule provides for an orderly
process to enable those Members who
wish to offer amendments to do so,
while also ensuring that the House will
be able to work its will on this measure
in a timely fashion.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 1561 is the first
major challenge to the foreign policy
status quo since the cold war began
nearly 50 years ago—providing for the
first major reorganization and consoli-
dation of our foreign affairs apparatus
in that period.

It also reauthorizes the foreign as-
sistance programs of the United States
while reducing funding by nearly $1 bil-
lion below current levels in the first
year so as to bring them into line with
our overall budgetary needs, while
redirecting and targeting our resources
on high priority programs.

H.R. 1561 embodies three priorities to
ensure that our Nation can meet the
challenges and take advantage of the
opportunities that await us in the post-
cold-war world.

It defends our national security, sup-
ports our trade and economic interests
and provides for those who have been
hit by disaster and cannot provide for
themselves—while cutting duplication
and waste in dozens of programs.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 155 is
a good rule under which to consider a
most important bill, and | urge its
adoption.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. SABO], the ranking mi-
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nority member on the Committee on
the Budget.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, | thank my
colleague for yielding me this time.

Here we go again. Once more we have
a major piece of legislation before us,
and the Republican majority has struc-
tured a rule to get around all kinds of
serious Budget Act violations.

The rule waives four separate sec-
tions of the Congressional Budget Act:
The section prohibiting spending in ex-
cess of the committee’s allocation, the
section prohibiting consideration of di-
rect spending bills before the budget
resolution is in place, the section re-
quiring lending programs be made sub-
ject to appropriations, and the section
requiring new spending authority to be
disclosed in the committee report.

These Budget Act violations are not
minor. According to CBO, the bill in-
creases direct spending by at least $200
million in budget authority over 5
years. Let me be clear, these are new
spending, of direct spending authority,
not changes in authorization.

The reason we have a Budget Act is
to help us think through the budget ef-
fects of legislation before we pass it.
We should not be waiving the budget
rules so cavalierly on such an impor-
tant bill.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. RoTH], a distinguished
member of the Committee on Inter-
national Relations.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker, | thank the
gentleman for yielding me this time.

This is the second step that we Re-
publicans are taking to bring American
foreign policy into line with the wishes
of the American people. The first step
was when we passed the National Secu-
rity Revitalization Act, which was
passed by the House in February, a
part of the historic Contract With
America.

This bill will be debated under an
open rule allowing for any amendment
to be offered. We have set aside nearly
3 days for consideration of this bill.

The rule provides for a full debate.
This is in keeping with the principle of
open debate which we have restored to
this House, overturning years of gag
rules imposed by the previous manage-
ment.

We are confident that this legislation
is what the American people want.
Last November, our people spoke loud
and clear. They want basic changes in
our Government.

The bill today makes some of the
basic changes. It abolishes three for-
eign policy agencies which are left over
from the cold war and which have out-
lived their usefulness. This bill does
not go far enough in cutting the State
Department, which is costing $2.5 bil-
lion a year to run, but at least it is a
step in the right direction.

In today’s world, with instant com-
munications, we do not need 266 foreign
missions, 266 foreign missions, which is
what the State Department is cur-
rently running, and most important,
this bill cuts some foreign aid.
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There is one message that the aver-
age American wanted to send to Con-
gress last November. It was: It is time
to take care of our own people and our
own problems first, for a change.

Last week this House adopted a bal-
anced budget which will balance our
budget by cutting spending, and, for
the first time, we are starting to cut, |
think, spending in foreign aid.

Somehow, the Clinton administra-
tion has not gotten the word, however,
from the American people. Yesterday
the Secretary of State sent us this let-
ter, a 3-page letter, speaking out
against this bill. The Secretary does
not want any cuts in foreign aid, but he
wants increases. The Secretary does
not want any cuts in the State Depart-
ment bureaucracy. He wants more bu-
reaucrats spending more money over-
seas. The Secretary does not want the
Congress involved in foreign policy.

Well, the Secretary of State is an
honorable and decent man, but the Sec-
retary of State is totally out of touch
with the reality and with the American
people. His views are out of date with
the realities of today’s world, and his
policies are out of sync with even our
closest allies around the globe.

The bottom line is the Clinton ad-
ministration wants business as usual in
foreign aid and in foreign policy, and
we Republicans want change. This is
what this legislation is all about, real-
ly. We Americans have listened to the
American people; we Republicans also
have listened to the American people.

The Clinton administration is still
mired in the past, trying to keep the
bureaucracy and its foreign aid pro-
grams on a lifeline support system.

I ask my colleagues to support this
open rule so that we can have an open
and free debate about the needs and
about the changes in our foreign pol-
icy.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Missouri [Mr. VOLKMER].

(Mr. VOLKMER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

I would just like to speak strongly in
opposition to this rule for the simple
reason that it is not an open or modi-
fied open rule, as described by the gen-
tleman from Florida. It is actually a
modified closed rule. Let us call it
what it is.

We will find out, come 2:30, Thurs-
day, how many amendments are still
pending when the time comes. If we are
all done, 1 will take my words back.
But if there are amendments still pend-
ing, you know, people were here who
wanted to offer their amendments,
then they get 5 minutes on each side,
then vote on it. That is not the way we
do business in America’s House of Rep-
resentatives.

The other thing, as alluded to by the
gentleman from Minnesota, they
waived budget requirements, one of
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which even put in the rules themselves.
So we cannot even follow our own rules
on the budget.

And the other, last thing | would like
to say is the gentleman from Wisconsin
just talked about how great a bill this
was. It cuts back on us being able to
continue democratization throughout
this world. We have more democracies
now than we ever had before. This bill
takes us back to isolationism, except
in one area, one big area. This bill will
fund more abortions in foreign lands
than we do right here in the United
States. That is what this bill does. For
some reason or other, this bill is great,
they say, to provide the Killing of ba-
bies out there in other lands. We do not
even do it here in the United States.

I think that this rule should be de-
feated and we should go back and have
an open rule so we can address all of
the problems with this bill.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, |
want to thank my distinguished col-
league, the gentleman from Florida,
for yielding me this time.

Chairman GILMAN has done an ex-
traordinary job, along with the other
members of the Committee on Inter-
national Relations, and they should all
be commended for this fine piece of leg-
islation, as should Chairman SoLOMON
and my colleagues on the Committee
on Rules for bringing forth a fair rule,
Mr. Speaker, a fair rule.

It permits any amendment that any
Member may have to be brought to the
floor. We have 2 hours of general de-
bate after this hour on the rule, and
then we have got another 10 hours for
debating this bill.

This is an important bill, Mr. Speak-
er. You know, when you project it over
the 7-year balanced budget glidepath,
this bill is expected to save $21 billion
of taxpayer money at the same time
that it lays forth the framework for
continued American leadership in the
world.

At this time, Mr. Speaker, when we
are commencing the critical fiscal bat-
tle to save America’s economic future
by balancing the budget, this bill will
prohibit foreign aid to countries that
engage in intelligence activities within
the United States, harmful to the na-
tional security of our country, that
provide lethal military equipment to a
country that has repeatedly provided
support for acts of international ter-
rorism or countries that consistently
oppose the United States in the United
Nations. | think it is about time we
take these steps.

I want to commend Chairman GiL-
MAN for including these important
matters in this critical legislation.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. HAMILTON], former chair-
man of the committee, now ranking
minority member.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, |
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in opposition to
the rule. I, of course, will also oppose
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the bill. I will say more about that in
the course of the debate on the bill it-
self.

But let me just make a few com-
ments with respect to the rule. | think
all of us in this Chamber would agree
that good procedure can enhance the
legislative product that comes out of
this Chamber. | do not think that this
rule qualifies as good legislative proce-
dure.

Imposing a time cap on debate for 10
hours, including voting time, with all
of the amendments pending here, cer-
tainly we will have a number of votes,
is going to restrict and constrain de-
bate.

The first point, then, is simply that
time is too short under this bill. It is
an arbitrary time limit.

This bill generates a lot of amend-
ments. In the last Congress, floor time
on the State Department authorization
bill and the foreign aid bill, excluding
voting time, consumed nearly 20 hours.
H.R. 1561 includes a new component, in
addition to those two components, a
radical reorganization of the U.S. for-
eign policy apparatus.
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So time is very severely constrained
here.

Second, this is really not an open
rule, and it should not be so described.
As an institution, the Committee on
Rules in the House needs a rational
mechanism to ensure that major ques-
tions are debated on this bill or any
other bill. That outcome depends not
on how we describe the rule, open, or
modified, or whatever, but on whether
the Committee on Rules makes sure
that there is a process for thorough
consideration of all of the major issues
in the bill, and | think the job of the
Committee on Rules is to identify the
major policy issues presented by this
or any other bill and then to permit
adequate time for debate on each one
of those major policy issues. That is
the job of the Committee on Rules, and
| do not think they have fulfilled that
function here today.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, | think the rule
creates a faulty process for consider-
ation of the bill. | say, you have a 10-
hour time cap, you throw the bill open
for amendment at any point, and you
create a kind of free-for-all, making
the foreign policy of the United States,
under this rule, dependent on who gets
recognized first. Russia could be de-
bated for 5 minutes; family planning
for 5 hours. That’s not the message
that we want to send to the world
about how the Congress of the United
States makes foreign policy and shapes
U.S. foreign policy.

Mr. Speaker, | just think we can do a
lot better than this rule that we have
today. We should reject it, and | urge a
‘‘no’’ vote on it.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, | would like to just
briefly respond to the distinguished
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. HAMIL-
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TON], the ranking member of the Com-
mittee on International Relations, and
say we tried very hard to have a bal-
ance between a free-for-all and the
structured rule that gets the major de-
bate, and we came to the conclusion
that we provided the parameters, and
we hope the floor managers will be able
to lead the debate in a way that will
get the major issues out there. Under
the recognition system that we have,
there is priority given to the members
of the committee, as the gentleman
well knows, and | know that if his side
of the aisle holds him in as much re-
spect that people on this side of the
aisle do, that truly that they will lis-
ten to his governance as we go through
this, and | know that the people on our
side of the aisle have equal respect for
our chairman. So | think we will have
a good debate.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 5 minutes to the
distinguished gentleman from San
Dimas, CA [Mr. DREIER], an instrumen-
tal Member of this House and my lead-
er in spirit on the Committee on Rules.

(Mr. DREIER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman from Sanibel, the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Sub-
committee on Legislative and Budget
Process, for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, | want to take just a
few minutes to discuss the changes
that have taken place in the procedure
of bringing rules to this floor over
years in the past. There is a fundamen-
tal disagreement that is being ex-
pressed today on the rule for this
American Overseas Interest Act re-
garding the actual role of the Commit-
tee on Rules. We all recognize, we rec-
ognize that despite our support for the
most open and fair process possible,
scheduling constraints, when we are
dealing with 435 Members, often re-
quire some kind of time limit, espe-
cially when we see the kinds of prob-
lems that have existed with the use of,
quite frankly, a filibuster by amend-
ment in the past. The most relevant
standard that we should use when we
look at rules that are considered is not
purely the issue of openness, but in
fact the question of fairness. It is dis-
ingenuous to claim that every single
structured rule is equally onerous to
the minority or to the process of rep-
resentative democracy, and rhetori-
cally | would like to pose the following
question as we look at the consider-
ation of these rules:

First, in the process of structuring
floor consideration to permit the
schedule to proceed; is the Committee
on Rules structuring debate for mere
political advantage? And obviously, in
the case of this rule, the answer to that
is no.

Are the rules being used arbitrarily
to bring either political benefit or re-
lief? And obviously the answer to that
question is a resounding no.

There is a time limit on floor consid-
eration of this bill restructuring the
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foreign aid bureaucracy. That is un-
questionably a restriction on open de-
bate, but at the same time it is also a
bill that could take weeks, and weeks,
and weeks to conclude if there were no
structure whatsoever to the debate.

My very good friend, the former
chairman of the Committee on Foreign
Affairs, the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. HAMILTON], as my friend from
Florida has said, is one of the most
highly respected Members of the
House. He came to the Committee on
Rules yesterday and opposed a time
limit. He preferred a structured rule in
which the Committee on Rules ensured
adequate debate of the key foreign pol-
icy issues of the day.

The concern with time limits ex-
pressed by Members on both sides of
the aisle has been that some amend-
ments may not be able to be offered
within the time cap. Under the regular
rules of the House, Mr. Speaker, it is
especially possible that amendments of
Members not sitting on the committee
of jurisdiction will not be offered. This
is a very legitimate concern.

Time limit opponents, if they intend
to contribute something relevant to
these rule debates, must recognize that
any limitation on debate has the po-
tential, the potential for important
amendments not being offered on the
floor. The vehicle could be a time cap
or the Committee on Rules listing
which amendments are in order and,
conversely, which are not.

The new majority, the new majority
on the Committee on Rules, has re-
ported a large number of rules in which
a time cap has been used. The reason is
very simple, Mr. Speaker. After years
in the minority, during which time the
9-to-4 majority on the Committee on
Rules structured rules to stack the
deck politically for the majority, we
learned how unfair highly structured
rules can be.

Time limits, | will acknowledge, are
not perfect. However, it is possible
with time limits for the chairman and
ranking member of a bill’s committee
of jurisdiction to minimize the draw-
backs of those time limits. They are
recognized for amendments before
other Members. Through this authority
a chairman and ranking member can
ensure that the most important
amendments are addressed first. In ad-
dition, Mr. Speaker, the rules of the
House permit consent agreements lim-
iting time for debate on amendments
to avoid amendments consuming all of
the time.

The choice is very simple. Give the
authority to structure debate to the
highly partisan Committee on Rules or
permit the chairman and ranking
member of the committees of jurisdic-
tion to largely set the course of debate.

Now, Mr. Speaker, | think there is no
question that the more fair way to set
debate is to give both parties a chance
to bring amendments to the floor with-
out having the Committee on Rules
block certain amendments simply be-
cause our leadership does not want to
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vote on a certain issue. That is what
often happens when a highly structured
rule is used. We are trying desperately
to minimize that procedure. So, if we
will use the guide of fairness, rather
than simply openness, | believe that we
will be able to have virtually every
public policy proposal considered.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 4 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
MOAKLEY], the former chairman of the
Committee on Rules, now ranking mi-
nority member, and my good friend
who is humorous and a great leader.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. HALL]
for yielding this time to me, and |
thank him for that outstanding intro-
duction, but, Mr. Speaker, this bill has
got a lot of problems:

It limits the President’s authority, it
restricts U.S. foreign policy options,
and it weakens U.S. national security.

This bill also reorganizes the State
Department. Now, that sounds like it
could be a good thing. But, in this case,
it is reorganizing for the sake of reor-
ganization, it will actually increase the
bureaucracy, double the number of em-
ployees, and triple the budget.

So why are Republicans doing this?

It cuts our foreign aid resources
when the requirements for U.S. leader-
ship are increasing.

It places constraints and earmarks
on U.S. policy that will hinder this and
any future President’s ability to con-
duct foreign policy.

In this post-cold-war world, global re-
alities are drastically shifting and
American foreign policy should respond
to those shifts. We should not be limit-
ing our ability to create new markets
and protect U.S. security interests.

Some of the most dangerous and
short-sighted cuts are in development
assistance. These projects help pro-
mote economic stability, create mar-
kets for American goods, and promote
democracy and human rights abroad.

These programs enhance our secu-
rity. They are the right thing to do and
they should not be cut. So, Mr. Speak-
er, | urge my colleagues to oppose this
gag rule. It is another in a long string
of Republican broken promises. This
rule provides for a 10-hour time cap and
sets a drop-dead deadline for amend-
ments of 2:30 on Thursday.

One look at this rule and one would
think we had a lot of other business in
the House this week. Or, at least you
would think we have a lot to do after
the recess.

But, we do not. There are no bills
scheduled for the week we get back. |
urge my colleagues to oppose this rule;
thoughtful consideration of American
foreign policy is much more important
than the Memorial Day celebrations
that are coming up.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, | always appreciate the
remarks of the distinguished gen-
tleman from the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts [Mr. MOAKLEY] who | re-
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spect immensely, as he well knows, but
10 hours of debate can hardly be a gag
rule, and | thought we were doing a
favor to the gentleman’s party by mak-
ing sure that we had a family friendly
evening one or two nights this week, so
we were trying to extend out the de-
bate as best we could during the day-
time. We simply ran out of week.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GOSS. | yield to the gentleman
from Massachusetts.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, the
gentleman knows when we were in the
majority that we gave 20 hours. It was
more than ample time to discuss it,
and no amendments, and no bearers of
amendments, were lying dead at the
rostrum down there.

Mr. GOSS. Reclaiming my time, |
thank the gentleman for his observa-
tion. I was only commenting on the
gag question. A 10-hour gag is a long
gap, and | think that most people,
when this debate gets going, are going
to agree that we are going to have
pretty free and open debate, and per-
haps the concerns of the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. HAMILTON], that we
were going to have a free-for-all, will
be more on target than ‘‘Members
won’t have a chance to speak.”

Mr. Speaker, | yield 3 minutes to the
distinguished gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. BURTON].

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, | thank the gentleman from Florida
for yielding this time to me.

First of all, | think this is a fair rule.
Ten hours should be a sufficient
amount of time to debate this issue,
but I want to talk about something
else today of very, very great impor-
tance.

I remember a few years ago when the
Berlin Wall was up, and we saw an East
German soldier running through
barbed wire with his weapon hanging in
his hand to freedom, and everybody in
the world applauded. It was on the
front of, | think, Life magazine and a
bunch of other magazines showing this
man in his great dash for freedom from
Communist oppression, and we all ap-
plauded that, and just 2 or 3 years ago
from Cuba we had captain in the Cuban
Air Force fly his jet to freedom in
Miami, and he told about the repres-
sion of that government, and every-
body applauded that, and then just last
year | believe a man, a Cuban Amer-
ican, took a small aircraft, and flew
under the radar screen into Communist
Cuba, landed on a small street, a dirt
road, and picked up his family, and
flew them to freedom in Marathon, FL,
and everybody in the world applauded.
Here was a man fleeing Communist op-
pression. The State Department has de-
clared the dictatorship of Fidel Castro
a brutal dictatorship. Just last July 13,
the March 13 tugboat containing 85
women, and children, and men was try-
ing to get to freedom, fleeing Com-
munist oppression in Castro’s dictator-
ship.
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The Cuban Navy came up alongside
and with power hoses were washing
people off of the deck. Women were
holding their babies up, showing the
Cuban Navy there were children on
board, and they kept the power hoses
on them. The woman went down into
the bowels of the tugboat to protect
the kids. The Cuban Navy pulled up
alongside and, using the orders directly
from Fidel Castro, they pointed the
hoses into the hold and sunk the ship,
drowning those women and children
like rats.

That is the kind of dictatorship we
have in Communist Cuba today. That
is the kind of dictatorship we had in
East Germany under the Communists,
and in the old Soviet Union. People did
not want to live in that kind of hell. If
you read Armando Valladares’ book
“Against All Hope,” you know of the
horrible oppression and torture that
goes on in the Communist gulags, the
prisons, in Castro’s Cuba.

Mr. Speaker, it is with great concern
and dismay that the American people
see today that the Clinton administra-
tion is equating illegal aliens coming
across the Mexican border by the mil-
lions with the few thousand people flee-
ing Communist oppression in Castro’s
horrible dictatorship in Cuba.

Janet Reno said these people were il-
legal immigrants, and there were only
about twelve or thirteen thousand in
the last year that tried to flee Castro’s
dictatorship. The reason this is being
done is because Castro forced people
down to the shores, telling them they
were going to go to prison if they did
not leave that country, when he sent
30,000 people over here for political pur-
poses.

Let me just say the policies of this
administration are wrong headed re-
garding Cuba. It is still a Communist
dictatorship. Sending people back to
Cuba today is like throwing people
seeking freedom back over the Berlin
Wall. It is a terrible mistake, Mr.
President.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, |
yield myself such time as | may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, this is, in my opinion, a
very dangerous bill. It worries many
leaders of the world, of other nations.
It worries many agencies and many
people in this country. At a time when
the U.S. should be leading in the world,
this can force us, in my opinion it will
force us, to take a back seat into isola-
tionism.

It cripples agencies without any ben-
efit. Many agencies will be eliminated.
The best agency in my opinion, AID,
and the great humanitarian work that
they do will be put into the State De-
partment. It will defeat the purpose it
was designed for. Many decisions based
on humanitarian aid now will be made
with political purposes in mind, which
is wrong.

It cuts development assistance by 34
percent to the poorest of nations all
over the world, including where most
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of the humanitarian crisis is now,
which is in the continent of Africa. Ac-
tually, the whole fund has been cut al-
ready by 40 percent.

It hurts investments in other na-
tions. For every dollar that we invest
overseas, we get it back two and three
and four times every year. We get it
back in jobs, we get it back in money,
we get it back in trade.

As a country, we need to step up to
the plate and lead in the world. That is
our role, that is our responsibility,
whether we like it or not. This bill
erodes our strength and our ability to
lead.

Mr. Speaker, | would urge a ‘“‘no
vote on the rule, and certainly a “‘no”’
vote on the bill.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from Florida [Ms. Ros-
LEHTINEN], also a member of the Sub-
committee on the Western Hemisphere.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, |
rise to urge passage of this rule, which
| believe is very fair to all Members of
the House. It is important to move
quickly on passage of the American
Overseas Interest Act, which sets forth
a bold and far-reaching reorganization
and consolidation of the foreign affairs
agencies of our country.

This bill begins a measured, delib-
erate process of reducing expenditures
in the field of foreign affairs, which is
consistent with the overall plan to
bring our budget into balance by the
year 2002.

The consolidation of the agencies by
eliminating duplication and blurred
lines of authority and responsibility
will contribute to the Secretary of
State’s ability to adapt the foreign pol-
icy programs of this Government to
the new era of fiscal austerity. | be-
lieve this is a very positive construc-
tive approach to the challenges that we
face in reducing our Federal deficit.

Unfortunately, the bureaucratic im-
pulse to oppose change has led some in
the administration and elsewhere to
attempt to oppose the consolidation of
these agencies by labeling supporters
of the committee bill as isolationists
or new isolationists. Nothing could be
further from the truth.

In fact, the consolidation proposal
has a very long history. One of the
greatest international statesmen that
this country produced strongly be-
lieved that the foreign affairs programs
of this country should be an integral
part of the State Department’s pro-
grams.

In fact, in 1945 when the then Assist-
ant Secretary was offered a substantial
promotion to become the Director of
the Independent Foreign Aid Agency,
Dean Acheson turned down the job be-
cause he insisted that neither the job
nor the agency should exist, that for-
eign aid should be run as part of the
State Department.

There is a delicious irony in the fact
that we should now call this proposal
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the Republican plan. The Acheson plan
is what it really is. It sometimes has
been called the Helms plan. It is to
consolidate these agencies. This should
be done.

I mention this because it seems to
me these issues are neither partisan
nor ideological. They should be ad-
dressed in an atmosphere which is the
focus of one question and one question
only: What is the best thing for our
country to do?

I congratulate the gentleman from
New York, Chairman GILMAN, for
bringing this bill to the floor in such a
prompt manner. He has provided strong
leadership for those of us in the com-
mittee, helping us to cope with the fun-
damental changes in this world. The
world has been changing dramatically
since the start of this decade, and this
fresh approach embodied in our bill is
an appropriate response to these
changes.

Mr. Speaker, | hope that all of our
colleagues urge a ‘‘yes’” vote in the
adoption of this rule.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, | rise in sup-
port of this rule.

Mr. Speaker, we have before us what | firm-
ly believe to be the fairest rule possible under
the current circumstances.

In putting this rule together, the Rules Com-
mittee tried, first, to accommodate the leader-
ship of the House and the extraordinary de-
mands that are being placed on the floor
schedule.

Given the rather small windows of oppor-
tunity that is available for consideration of H.R.
1561, this rule represents our best effort to
make optimum use of the time the House will
in session this week.

Our second consideration at the Rules
Committee was to consult as best we could
with the minority to try to understand their con-
cerns.

Having been in the minority for so long our-
selves, we Republicans know how it feels.

We tried to strike a proper balance between
the time permitted for general debate and the
time permitted for consideration of amend-
ments.

Given the schedule constraints we are work-
ing under, we have struck a good balance that
moves at least some of the way the minority
asked us to go.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, the Rules Committee
examined some of the past precedents for
dealing with foreign aid legislation, particularly
the bills that were brought before the House
during the 1980's.

| myself served on the Foreign Affairs Com-
mittee during most of the 1980’s under the
leadership of then-Chairman Dante Fascell,
one of the great statesmen of this House.

We found ample precedent for imposing an
overall time limit on the amendment process,
for requiring the printing of amendments in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, and for granting the
chairman of the Committee of Original Juris-
diction authority to present amendments en
bloc.

And so | strongly urge Members to support
this rule.

This is a good rule. It meets the needs we
face under the present circumstances.

And it will permit the House to work its will
on H.R. 1561.
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GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days within which to
revise and extend their remarks on
House Resolution 155, providing for the
consideration of H.R. 1561.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GILLMOR). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Florida?

There was no objection.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, |
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, we have tried our best
to come up with a rule that provides
plenty of time to talk about the things
we need to talk about, give every Mem-
ber a chance to get what is on their
heart or mind on this subject out on
the floor for discussion, and still man-
age the debate in a way that the vital
issues are provided for and will get the
appropriate attention.

| think we must have done a pretty
good job in terms of the policy, because
we have the ranking member on the
Committee on the Budget saying oh,
my gosh, he was worried about the
budget constraints, yet we have the
President’s spokesperson saying that
they are going to recommend a veto be-
cause there is not enough money. So
we apparently have come up with
something that works pretty well here.

This bill will spend 5.5 percent less
than last year, and does represent 9.5
percent less than the White House
asked for, but it does provide for the
necessary and affordable business of
our Nation overseas, provides for ac-
countability and our national interests
and national securities.

I guess that no rule is absolutely per-
fect, but | think this is a pretty good
rule for an issue of this dimension, and
I think we have done our best to craft
it to give every Member the oppor-
tunity to have his or her say. | think it
is fair and efficient, and | think it will
do the job. | urge its support.

Mr. Speaker, | yield back the balance
of my time, and | move the previous
question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the resolution.
The question was taken; and the

Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, | ob-
ject to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 233, nays
176, not voting 25, as follows:

Evi-

[Roll No. 347]
YEAS—233
Allard Armey Baesler
Archer Bachus Baker (CA)

Baker (LA)
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton

Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Boucher
Brewster
Browder
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Camp
Canady
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Clinger
Coble
Collins (GA)
Combest
Cooley

Cox

Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cunningham
Davis

Deal

DelLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doolittle
Dornan
Dreier
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Ensign
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Fields (TX)
Flanagan
Foley
Forbes
Fowler

Fox

Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Funderburk
Ganske
Gekas

Ackerman
Baldacci
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Beilenson
Bentsen
Berman
Bevill
Bishop
Bonior
Borski
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant (TX)
Cardin
Chapman
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn

Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Gunderson
Gutknecht
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Horn
Houghton
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jacobs
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kasich
Kelly

Kim

King
Kingston
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Lincoln
Linder
Livingston
LoBiondo
Longley
Lucas
Manzullo
Martini
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHugh
Mclnnis
Mclintosh
McKeon
Metcalf
Meyers
Mica
Miller (FL)
Moorhead
Morella
Murtha
Myers
Myrick
Nadler
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Norwood

NAYS—176

Coleman
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Danner

de la Garza
DeFazio
DelLauro
Dellums
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Doyle
Duncan
Durbin
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Nussle
Ortiz

Oxley
Packard
Parker
Paxon
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Riggs
Roberts
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roth
Roukema
Royce
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Schaefer
Schiff
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Shuster
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MlI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Spence
Stearns
Stockman
Stump
Talent
Tate
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thornberry
Thurman
Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Torricelli
Upton
Vucanovich
Waldholtz
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wolf

Yates
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Zeliff
Zimmer

Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Fields (LA)
Filner
Flake
Foglietta
Ford
Frank (MA)
Frost
Furse
Gejdenson
Geren
Gibbons
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green
Gutierrez
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Hall (OH) McHale Sabo
Hall (TX) McKinney Sanders
Hamilton McNulty Sawyer
Hancock Meehan Schroeder
Harman Meek Schumer
Hastings (FL) Menendez Scott
Hayes Mfume Serrano
H_efr?er Miller (CA) Sisisky
Hilliard Mineta Skaggs
Holden Minge Slaughter
Hoyer Mink Spratt
Jackson-Lee Moakley Stark
Johnson (SD) Mollohan Stenholm
Johnson, E.B. Montgomery Stokes
Johnston Moran Studds
Kanjorski Neal Stupak
pal

Kaptur Oberstar Tanner
Kennedy (MA) Obey Tauzi

auzin
Kennedy (RI) Olver Taylor (MS)
Kennelly Orton Teied
Kildee Owens ?e a
Klink Pallone Thompson
LaFalce Pastor Thornton
Lantos Payne (NJ) Torres
Levin Payne (VA) Towr_‘ls
Lewis (GA) Pelosi Traficant
Lipinski Pickett Tucker
Lofgren Pomeroy Velazquez
Lowey Poshard Vento
Luther Rahall Visclosky
Maloney Rangel Volkmer
Manton Reed Ward
Markey Reynolds Waters
Martinez Richardson Williams
Mascara Rivers Wise
Matsui Roemer Woolsey
McCarthy Rose Wyden
McDermott Roybal-Allard Wynn

NOT VOTING—25
Abercrombie Gephardt Peterson (FL)
Andrews Greenwood Rush
Becerra Hinchey Scarborough
Calvert Hoke Souder
Coburn Hostettler Watt (NC)
Cubin Jefferson Waxman
Doo_ley Kleczka Wilson
Fazio LaHood
Gallegly Molinari
O 1358
The Clerk announced the following
pair:
On this vote:

Mr. Calvert for, with Mr. Andrews against.

Mr. VISCLOSKY and Mr. PETE
GEREN of Texas changed their vote
from *“‘yea’ to ‘‘nay.”

So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

O 1359

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GILLMOR). Pursuant to House Resolu-
tion 155 and rule XXIII, the Chair de-
clares the House in the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill,
H.R. 1561.

O 1359

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved it-
self into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 1561), to
consolidate the foreign affairs agencies
of the United States; to authorize ap-
propriations for the Department of
State and related agencies for fiscal
years 1996 and 1997; to responsibly re-
duce the authorizations of appropria-
tions for United States foreign assist-
ance programs for fiscal years 1996 and
1997, and for other purposes with Mr.
GOODLATTE in the chair.
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The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the bill is considered as having
been read the first time.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
New York [Mr. GILMAN] will be recog-
nized for 1 hour, and the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. HAMILTON] will be
recognized for 1 hour.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York [Mr. GILMAN].

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

(Mr. GILMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, as we
begin the first major debate on the re-
organization and design of our foreign
affairs operations and programs since
the cold war, | would like to thank my
good friend and colleague, the gen-
tleman from Indiana and ranking mi-
nority member of our committee—Mr.
HAaMILTON—for his cooperation in the
preparation of this bill.

H.R. 1561, the American Overseas In-
terests Act, constitutes the most ex-
tensive reform and overhaul of our for-
eign affairs architecture and our for-
eign assistance programs in nearly 50
years.

It merges three foreign affairs agen-
cies—the Agency for International De-
velopment [AID], the U.S. Information
Agency [USIA], and the Arms Control
and Disarmament Agency [ACDA]—
into the State Department.

It also reauthorizes our foreign as-
sistance programs, redirecting and
targeting our resources to where they
will do the most good.

In implementing the first major re-
forms in our international operations
in nearly 50 years, H.R. 1561 also estab-
lishes three priorities to ensure that
our Nation can meet the challenges
and take advantage of the opportuni-
ties in the post-cold-war world.

It defends our national security, sup-
ports our trade and economic interests,
and provides for those who have been
hit by disaster and cannot provide for
themselves—while cutting duplication
and waste in dozens of programs.

This bill is about American interests.

The bill locks in the gains of the cold
war by reaching out to the nations of
Central and Eastern Europe that have
broken out of the old Soviet orbit.

It punishes our adversaries by cut-
ting off funds to countries that spy on
us—that provide weapons to terrorist
states—that give aid to Cuba—or that
consistently vote against us in the
United Nations.

It also maintains the U.S. commit-
ment to the 1979 Camp David accords.
Let us bear in mind that under those
accords, Israel, our closest and most
important ally in the Middle East, gave
up the Sinai with its oil fields, its stra-
tegic air bases, and its natural geo-
graphic barriers in return for peace
with Egypt—a peace which has lasted
for 16 years.

Under the umbrella of our American
commitment, Israel has signed a peace
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treaty with Jordan and is engaged in
talks with Syria and the Palestinians
that could also lead to regional peace.

The Camp David accords is a foreign
assistance program that has greatly
benefited American interests by help-
ing to maintain and advance peace and
stability in the vital Middle East.

H.R. 1561 also supports our economic
interests by maintaining funds for the
Trade and Development Program and it
enhances our support for humanitarian
activities with increased funding for
food aid and disaster assistance to help
feed starving people and to provide for
child survival.

The bill achieves this with an author-
ization level for fiscal year 1996 that is
nearly $1 billion below current appro-
priations and in line with the budget
resolution adopted last week on this
floor. The funding for this significant
and far-reaching bill is but 1.3 percent
of the Federal budget.

The changes embodied in this legisla-
tion are necessary to enable our Nation
to continue to be the world’s economic
leader and a beacon of political free-
dom. However, in order to maintain
that role, our Nation must be strong.

Continuing deficits in the range of
$200 billion a year will only weaken us
economically. An America that is weak
is not an America that can lead.

H.R. 1561 also strengthens the ability
of our executive branch to formulate
and implement a strong and coherent
foreign policy by giving the Secretary
of State both the responsibility and au-
thority over our foreign affairs activi-
ties.

By folding three cold war-era agen-
cies—AID, USIA, and ACDA—into the
State Department, we are simply tak-
ing a leaf from the book written by
previous Congresses when they man-
dated the reorganization of our defense
establishment after World War I1.

Even as Americans were celebrating
that hard-won victory, the Congress
was preparing to implement some hard
lessons that had been learned in that
war about the organizational structure
of our military.

We learned that a War Department
and a Navy Department—often at each
other’s bureaucratic throats and head-
ed by a Cabinet secretary each report-
ing directly to the President—could be
a recipe for disaster in the fast-moving
complex world of modern warfare.

An organizational structure estab-
lished in the 1790’s—when sailing ships
took weeks to cross the ocean and ar-
mies moved on foot at the rate of 3
miles an hour—had to be streamlined
and consolidated.

There had to be a single Cabinet sec-
retary responsible to the President for
formulating and implementing our na-
tional defense policy.

The Congress abolished the War De-
partment and the Navy Department as
independent entities and consolidated
them into a newly created Defense De-
partment under the leadership of a
newly created Secretary of Defense.

Similarly, with the cold war behind
us, it is time now to reorganize and
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consolidate our foreign affairs agencies
to meet the new challenges and take
advantage of the new opportunities
that await our Nation as we enter the
21st century.

Merging AID, USIA, and ACDA into
the State Department eliminates hun-
dreds of costly, high-ranking, Washing-
ton-based bureaucrats.

But, we also ensure that all of our
Nation’s foreign policy apparatus will
be under the direction of and respon-
sible to a single individual—the Sec-
retary of State.

My colleagues are undoubtedly aware
of the letter the Secretary of State has
written to the Speaker in which he
strongly criticizes this bill and states
that his intention to recommend that
the President veto it. Let me briefly
respond to some of the principal criti-
cisms expressed in the letter.

The Secretary states that the bill
and | quote ‘‘contains numerous con-
straints that would do immense harm
to our nation’s foreign policy.”

In fact, the bill contains Presidential
waivers for nearly every policy-based
restriction and gives the President in-
creased flexibility to manage foreign
policy resources—including repeal of 34
obsolete laws that restrain the Presi-
dent’s flexibility.

The Secretary also states that the re-
organization mandated in our bill
would, and | quote ‘“‘damage our ability
to promote American interests world-
wide.”

The reorganization in the bill is near-
ly identical to a plan the Secretary
proposed in January to consolidate
AID, USIA, and ACDA into the State
Department.

Finally, the Secretary stated that
this measure would drastically reduce
our resources for foreign affairs activi-
ties. H.R. 1561 is in line with the House-
passed budget resolution and does not
go below that amount.

H.R. 1561 takes a big bite out of Fed-
eral fat, while keeping the muscle that
we need to maintain our strength as a
world leader. | invite my colleagues to
join in supporting this important re-
form measure.

Hopefully, my colleagues will also
utilize this debate to help increase pub-
lic awareness of the need to defend and
advance American interests overseas.
Development assistance and security
assistance make important contribu-
tions in support of our international
interests.

As our Nation enters new times and
faces new challenges—including the
challenge to reduce our budget defi-
cit—the burden falls upon us in the
Congress to educate the public to the
need to maintain a strong program
that supports, as the title of H.R. 1561
says, American overseas interests.

Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 3 minutes and 30 seconds to the
distinguished gentleman from New
York [Mr. ENGEL], who has contributed
importantly to the work of the Com-
mittee on International Relations.
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Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chairman, | thank
my friend, the gentleman from Indiana,
for yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, there are a lot of good
things in this bill, but there are also a
lot of very troubling things in this bill.
I want to commend the chairman of
the Committee for inserting a number
of good things. We have principles in-
volving the MacBride principles with
regard to Ireland. There is good lan-
guage in there involving Kosovo, the
people of Kosovo. Of course, aid to Is-
rael and to Egypt is maintained.

However, there is a very, very trou-
bling aspect of this bill. That is the un-
derlying thought that somehow or
other foreign aid needs to be dras-
tically reduced. In fact, in this bill, for-
eign aid is cut to an unprecedented low
level. A very interesting poll appeared
a couple of weeks ago in the New York
Times, when the American public was
asked ““Do you think that the United
States gives too much in foreign aid,
too little, or just about right?”’ Over-
whelmingly, people said ‘“Too much.”

Then the question was asked ‘‘How
much of the U.S. budget is foreign
aid?”” The consensus was generally 15
percent. People thought 15 percent of
our budget was foreign aid. Then the
question was asked ‘“What do you
think is a good percentage of the
American budget that should be used
for foreign aid?”’ The consensus was 5
percent. Then the respondents were
told the truth, that foreign aid is bare-
ly 1 percent of the American budget.

Mr. Chairman, the Soviet Union has
collapsed and the United States is the
leader of the world, unquestionably. Is
this now the time to recoil, to hide our
heads in the sand, and to move towards
what | regard to be a dangerous isola-
tionism? No matter how we cut it, we
are retreating in this bill. We are cut-
ting back on foreign aid, we are cutting
back on helping other nations.

Many of us speak with leaders of
other countries, fragile democracies
where democracy is just taking root,
countries that were Communist gov-
ernments just a few years ago. They
plead with us, a little bit of American
aid would go such a long way towards
ensuring that democracy would take
root and stabilize in these small coun-
tries.

Have we won the cold war, only to
throw it all away? That is what | think
this bill does in terms of foreign aid.
While the bill protects foreign aid for
Israel and Egypt, it shrinks foreign aid
for just about everyone else, so Israel
and Egypt are a larger portion of the
foreign aid pot. It is only a matter of
time, given the thought of this bill,
that Israel and Egypt will be cut, be-
cause that is the trend that the Repub-
lican majority is moving toward. |
think it is a dangerous trend.

Mr. Chairman, we talked about con-
solidating AID, USIA, and ACTA, into
the State Department. That will not
save us any money.
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Mr. Chairman, that is not going to
save any money. In my opinion, it is
going to be less efficient and very
much troublesome. The President has
said that if this bill passes, he is going
to veto it.

I think we all ought to put our heads
together, do something that makes
sense, reassert America’s leadership in
the world, and put something together
that says America is not recoiling from
the world but indeed America is acting
like the world power that it is.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, | yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. BURTON].

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, | thank the gentleman for yield-
ing me the time.

Mr. Chairman, one of the things that
concerns the American people more
than anything else is waste in govern-
ment. They believe that government is
inefficient, and in many, many cases it
is. In fact in some cases it is downright
horribly wasteful.

The AID agency that deals with de-
velopmental assistance and other for-
eign aid around the world is respon-
sible for spending an awful lot of our
foreign aid money.

I want to read to my colleagues a
memo that came out of a meeting that
was held by the director of AID and his
assistant director and several people in
leadership. This memo was sent around
the world to AID agency heads in
many, many countries. When you read
this, it makes you downright angry if
you are a taxpayer.

Here is the part that | think is the
most interesting. Larry B., the assist-
ant director of AID said, ““We are 62
percent through this fiscal year and we
have only spent 38 percent of the dollar
volume of procurement actions com-
pleted.”

“We need to do’’—that means spend—
“$1.9 billion in the next 5 months.”

He goes on to say, “LAC, AF, BHR
are doing okay. There are large pock-
ets of money in the field and about $570
million in Global and ENI each. So
let’s get moving.”’

In other words, they are two-thirds
through the year and they have only
spent about one-third of their budget
so they want to get spending so they
can ask for more money in the next bi-
ennium or the next fiscal year.

Mr. Chairman, | think this is the
kind of thing that the American people
hear and when they hear it, they just
get downright angry. That is why I
think the bill of the gentleman from
New York [Mr. GILMAN], the chairman,
is headed in the right direction when
they are talking about merging these
agencies.

In another part of this, when they are
talking about the merger, which is
going to save the taxpayers a lot of
money, let me read to you what they
say in that part. They say, ‘““Jill Buck-
ley reports that the Senate Foreign Re-
lations Committee staff was relatively
uncooperative in discussions yesterday
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and somewhat surprisingly the House
International Relations Committee
staff was cooperative. The strategy’—
and this is their strategy—‘is delay,
postpone, obfuscate and derail. If we
derail, we can kill the merger.”

“If we derail, we can kill the merger”’
between these agencies that are going
to be put under the State Department
to save taxpayers’ money. | think this
is reprehensible that the leadership of
AID met, tried to derail the will of the
Congress of the United States, and in
the same memo said, ‘“We’ve got to
spend a heck of a lot of money by the
end of this year. We’re two-thirds of
the way through, we’ve only spent
about one-third of our budget. If we
don’t get on the ball and spend this
money, we can’t come back and ask for
more money.”’

That is something that cannot be tol-
erated. For that reason, Mr. Chairman,
I will be proposing my amendment
today to cut the staff of AID by 25 per-
cent. The chairman’s mark cuts it by
10 percent. | believe we can go further.
If we can cut the congressional staff
here in Washington, our committee
staff, by 33 percent, we can sure cut
AID by 25 percent. They have got al-
most 10,000 employees. They want to
spend taxpayers’ money wastefully. We
need to send them a message.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 3%2 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. MORAN],
an invaluable member of the commit-
tee.

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, | rise to
oppose the Republican isolationist for-
eign aid bill, called the American Over-
seas Interests Act of 1995, because this
bill proposes deep cuts in our foreign
assistance budget and takes away the
independent responsibilities of the
Agency for International Development,
the Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency, and the U.S. Information
Agency.

Mr. Chairman, now is not the time
for the most powerful and influential
country in the world to go back to the
isolationist days of the 1930’s. Before
World War Il there were 18 nations
with more military and geopolitical in-
fluence around the world than the
United States. Today there are none.

In fact, it is strong American leader-
ship during and after World War 11 that
has resulted in the world becoming
safer for democracies and the fact that
we have far fewer dictatorships, that
we have more freedom of the press;
that, in fact, the economies around the
world are trading with us, providing
markets for us.

That is why the United States should
not shrug its shoulders of world leader-
ship. In fact, we should seize this op-
portunity and not turn our back on a
half century of the kind of leadership
that our predecessors have shown in
this body and throughout the world,
the kind of principles that opposed peo-
ple, economically and politically op-
pressed people, have yearned for. They
would not have achieved that economic
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and social and political independence
were it not for American leadership.

The end of the Soviet Union, a world
map dominated by democracies and
American allies, expanding trade mar-
kets, free elections in South Africa; we
could go down a list that would last all
day, of the things that have been
achieved because of American leader-
ship throughout the world.

This bill undermines America’s lead-
ership in the world. It cuts develop-
ment aid that in fact is creating mar-
kets for us today. It will reduce our
ability to deal with the deteriorating
environmental conditions, the rising
migration pressures, all the Kkinds of
crises of inadequate food and medical
care that we read about. With very lit-
tle investment, we have made an enor-
mous difference in people’s lives.

Mr. Chairman, now is not the time to
cut the budget for the U.S. Information
Agency, because we play into the hands
of dictators and people who would like
to control the press of their own coun-
tries.

It is not the time to cut the Agency
for International Development, when
we have a 95 percent repayment rate
for small loans that are provided to the
poor. It is certainly not the time to cut
the Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency, when we see the kinds of disas-
ters that are occurring, whether it be
chemical, biological, or nuclear weap-
ons, that present a threat to all of us.

We ought to move forward, not back-
ward. This bill brings us backward. |
urge my colleagues to vote against this
bill.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. CHABOT], who has been a valued
member of our Committee on Inter-
national Relations.

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of H.R. 1561, the American
Overseas Interests Act. | want to com-
mend the gentleman from New York
[Mr. GILMAN], our chairman, for his
outstanding leadership in steering this
historic legislation through the Com-
mittee on International Relations and
to the floor today.

H.R. 1561 is truly historic legislation.
It goes where no foreign aid bill has
gone before. It completely overhauls
the foreign aid bureaucracy, eliminat-
ing three major agencies: The Agency
for International Development, the
U.S. Information Agency, and the
Arms Control and Disarmament Agen-
cy. Their functions and budgets will be
cut and folded into the State Depart-
ment at a great savings to the Amer-
ican taxpayer.

H.R. 1561 eliminates dozens of lower-
priority programs. It cuts spending by
more than $1 billion next year, a $1.8
billion reduction from President Clin-
ton’s budget request. And it calls for
further cuts of $21 billion over the
course of our 7-year glidepath to a bal-
anced budget.

Mr. Chairman, | intend to vote ‘‘yes”
for this bill. Despite all the rhetoric
from the other side of the aisle that we

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

are going to hear, let me stress what a
““no”” vote on this bill really means. A
‘‘no’ vote means a vote for the status
quo. A ““no’”’ vote means that our ef-
forts to cut out wasteful bureaucracy
will be stonewalled. A ‘““‘no’’ vote means
a needless delay in our efforts to bring
much-needed relief to the American
taxpayer.

Mr. Chairman, | am one of those
Members who would like to cut even
more, and | will vote for amendments
to do just that.

However, on the whole, this is a good
bill. It begins the process. It mandates
the reorganization of our foreign policy
apparatus so that next year we can
make even more of the budget reduc-
tions needed to balance the budget and
provide a secure future for our chil-
dren.

Mr. Chairman, again | want to com-
mend the gentleman from New York
[Mr. GiLMAN], the chairman, and mem-
bers of the Committee on International
Relations for crafting this bill. I urge
my colleagues to support it.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 4 minutes to the distinguished
gentlewoman from Georgia [Ms.
MCKINNEY], also an invaluable member
of the committee.

Ms. McKINNEY. Mr. Chairman, in
1995, there are over 34 wars or acts of
aggression raging throughout the
world. These wars are all being fought
with arms imported from the United
States of America, arms used to Kkill
millions of people, arms used to scar
the Earth, arms used to inflict irre-
versible harm to the children around
the world.

Today, Mr. Chairman, | will offer the
code of conduct amendment to the
American Overseas Interest Act, H.R.
1561. The code of conduct is the first
major reform of America’s arms export
process in almost two decades. Al-
though the 1976 Arms Export Control
Act provided some restrictions on the
executive branch’s ability to export
arms, historically Congress has had lit-
tle-to-no oversight responsibility on
arms sale. As we celebrate the 50th an-
niversary of the end of World War 11,
there is a new world order and America
is its leader.

Some American citizens are testing
the legal waters of holding gun dealers
responsible for the death and destruc-
tion that their merchandise contrib-
utes to. Just imagine what could hap-
pen if the poor innocents of Third
World countries around the world held
each one of us liable for the death and
destruction that U.S. weaponry, when
sold to dictators, contributes to.

In 1993 alone, the United States sold
more than $23 billion, 73 percent, in
arms sales to developing countries.
H.R. 1561 prohibits certain assistance
to countries promoting regional insta-
bility. However, there are no criteria
regarding arms sales. The code of con-
duct amendment provides those cri-
teria.

A recent Gallup Poll showed that
more than three-quarters of the Amer-
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ican public oppose the U.S. Govern-
ment selling arms. Ninety-six percent
of Americans believe that the United
States should not sell conventional
weapons to undemocratic governments.
Our bad decisions have boomeranged
already in Panama, Iraq, Somalia, and
Haiti.

Our men and women in the Armed
Forces in each of those instances have
faced our own weapons and technology
as a result of our own bad policy deci-
sions.

I urge all my colleagues to focus on
what the American century could real-
ly mean as we ponder America’s place
in the new world order. Join your 102
colleagues and vote for the code of con-
duct amendment to H.R. 1561.
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Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to yield 4% minutes to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. SMITH],
the subcommittee chairman of our
Committee on International Relations.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, | thank my good friend for yield-
ing me this time. | want to say at the
outset how very happy many of us are
for the tremendous job the gentleman
from New York, Mr. GILMAN, has done
on this piece of legislation. It has been
very, very difficult. There has been a
give and take by many Members, and
he has done a fine job in crafting this.
I also want to thank the members of
my subcommittee. We had a portion of
this bill which is now section B or divi-
sion B that worked through our sub-
committee and we went through a
markup. We had legislation dealing or
provisions dealing with peacekeeping,
arms control, and other vital areas,
and | am very pleased that that legisla-
tion is now incorporated in the Gilman
bill.

H.R. 1561, the American Overseas In-
terests Act, has attracted widespread
publicity for its consolidation of gov-
ernment agencies and its sharp spend-
ing cuts in foreign aid and other pro-
grams. Amid the discussion of these is-
sues, however, some of the most impor-
tant aspects of H.R. 1561 have gone al-
most unnoticed.

Specifically, despite the need to cut
spending and consolidate programs, the
bill as reported by the House Inter-
national Relations Committee man-
ages to hold harmless—or even en-
hance—important programs that sup-
port freedom, build democracy, and
save lives.

Mr. Chairman, in considering H.R.
1561 1 hope we will carefully consider
the following provisions:

Those provisions dealing with child
survival and related programs have
been included in the bill. Although the
overall development assistance author-
ization was cut by about a third, the
committee accepted an amendment to
set aside $280 million for child survival
programs, $25 million for micronu-
trient and Vitamin A programs, and $15
million for the UNDP/WHO Tropical
Disease Program. This is a modest in-
crease over estimated fiscal year 1995
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expenditures. The increase is justified:
these programs have saved literally
millions of lives, most of them children
in the developing nations of the world.
Now they will save millions more.
When cuts must be made, they must be
made in ways that will not cause chil-
dren to die or to suffer.

The refugee provisions of H.R. 1561,
Mr. Chairman, likewise will prevent
United States tax dollars from being
used to forcibly return Vietnamese and
Laotians back to those countries, and
we are talking about people who
worked and fought side by side with
American forces.

These provisions will also protect
people who can show that they are flee-
ing forced abortions or forced steriliza-
tions or they have actually been sub-
jected to such pressures, such as the 13
women who are now being held in Ba-
kersfield, CA, most of them victims of
forced abortion or forced sterilizations,
all of them about to be forced back to
the People’s Republic of China.

H.R. 1561 would also require periodic
reports to Congress on what Fidel Cas-
tro is doing to enforce his end of the
Clinton-Castro immigration deal of
1994, and on how people are treated who
are returned to Cuba pursuant to the
second Clinton-Castro immigration
deal of May 1995.

Finally, the bill provides an impor-
tant structural reform—the consolida-
tion of human rights advocacy and ref-
ugee protection under a single State
Department official reporting directly
to the Secretary—that will guarantee
these decisions a place at the table
when important decisions are made.

Mr. Chairman, despite the need for
cuts in international broadcasting and
other public diplomacy programs, H.R.
1561 holds harmless from such cuts our
freedom broadcasting programs—such
as Radio Free Asia, Radio/TV Marti,
and the Voice of America Farsi Serv-
ice—at prior levels.

Similarly, funds for the National En-
dowment for Democracy are authorized
at current levels.

The bill also creates a pilot project
for freedom broadcasting to Asia, to
provide pro-democracy and pro-free-
dom broadcasts to Asian countries
whose people do not enjoy freedom of
expression during the months or years
it will take to establish Radio Free
Asia.

Mr. Chairman, this is a good bill, and
I do hope Members will support it.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 5% minutes to the gentleman
from California [Mr. BERMAN], a very
important member of the Committee
on International Relations.

(Mr. BERMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, | never
thought | would see the day when |
would be rising to oppose a foreign as-
sistance bill, and it pains me deeply to
have to be in that particular situation.

But this bill, it is called the Amer-
ican Overseas Interests Act, | think if
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Members look carefully at its provi-
sions, they should call it the American
Leadership Reduction Act. It slashes
resources for diplomatic efforts and in
foreign assistance around the world. It
dismantles without any consultations
with the executive branch, without any
consultation with the Democrats, it
dismantles American’s foreign policy
structure. It hobbles the American
Presidency. That may be politically at-
tractive for some at this particular
time, but Presidents come and go, and
I remind my colleagues, while we have
had very few years where a foreign as-
sistance bill has become law, almost
every Congress since | have come here
we have passed a foreign assistance act
in the House with bipartisan support
from both parties. Many provisions
that | disagreed with would be in the
bill, many provisions that the Repub-
licans disagreed with, but there was a
committed, bipartisan support for an
internationalist approach to the world
with a recognition of the critical role
that diplomacy and assistance and en-
gagement plays in protecting and pro-
moting American interests.

I came on the Committee on Inter-
national Relations more than any
other reason because of my deep, abid-
ing, personal, from my youth, commit-
ment to the importance of the Amer-
ican-lIsraeli relationship in my scheme
of things and in the belief that not
only in Israel’s interest but in Ameri-
ca’s interests that relationship was im-
portant. There is nothing more impor-
tant to me in the Congress than con-
tinuing that relationship.

This bill, in the short term, on the
superficial glance, does that. It contin-
ues the assistance, it has important
language in the bill. The chairman of
the committee should be commended
for that. But, in the long term, for
those of us who care about that rela-
tionship, who care about this support, |
tell them, putting that money into a
bill that constitutes a frontal assault
on the executive branch’s ability to
conduct foreign policy, that slashes
other foreign assistance programs and
signifies a retrenchment and move to-
wards a neoisolationist position in the
post-cold-war world, this is not an Is-
rael-friendly bill. This is not a bill that
over the long term solidifies that rela-
tionship, because you cannot sustain
and justify foreign assistance for Israel
in the context where you are slashing
and ultimately terminating foreign as-
sistance for every other country in the
world.

So it is because of my interest in
that relationship and notwithstanding
the specific provisions of this bill, but
in the recognition of what this bill does
to our whole foreign assistance pro-
gram, to our ability to conduct diplo-
macy that | oppose this bill. I remind
my colleagues again and again if | can
and will throughout the total debate,
every year that the Committee on For-
eign Affairs came to the House floor
with a bill, it was a bill which in the
committee, maybe we would start out
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with the Democratic version during
those years, but every year, first Chair-
man Fascell, and then Chairman HAM-
ILTON, looked at the strongest concerns
that the Republicans had. We met
those concerns. We came to the floor.
We had the substantial majority of
both Democrats and Republicans sup-
porting the bill.

There was no effort to do that here. |
do not know if it was a calculated ef-
fort to try and pass a partisan bill, or
a lack of time caused by the schedule,
but the shocking lack of ability to en-
gage our committee leadership or our
House leadership in finding out some of
the concerns that could be addressed in
the context of deficit reduction, in the
context of reform, in the context of ad-
dressing important foreign policy needs
that this Congress considers, that
agreement could have been worked out.
It is a shame we are at this point where
this bill is coming up as a partisan
Clinton-bashing, anti-executive-branch
feast instead of a sensible continuation
of a bipartisan internationalist tradi-
tion.

I just want to read from one para-
graph of Secretary Christopher’s letter.

This is Secretary Christopher saying
why he will recommend a veto if this
bill passes. If enacted, they would com-
promise our ability to follow through
on the North Korea Framework Agree-
ment. They would undermine or effec-
tive participation and weaken our le-
verage in international organization. It
would compel changes on refugees pol-
icy that compose a serious threat to
their borders, limiting the President’s
ability to respond to boat migration
and possibly exacerbating the illegal
smuggling of aliens into the United
States. The bill would seriously impair
the President’s responsibility to man-
age our delicate relations with China
at this time of transition in its leader-
ship. Its provisions on the New Inde-
pendent States.

Perhaps there will be further time to
get into this later on, but | frankly
would hope this bill could be with-
drawn from the floor and | urge a no
vote at this time.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, | am
pleased to yield 6 minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Wisconsin
[Mr. ROTH], chairman of our Sub-
committee on Economic Policy and
Trade.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Chairman, before we begin this
debate, let us remember that we have 3
days of debate on this particular bill.
Many arguments will be made, dozens
of amendments will be offered, but
there is really only one basic issue, the
need for change in our foreign policy.

When the American people voted last
November for change, they voted for
change in foreign policy as much or
more than in any other areas. The
Clinton administration, yes as a pre-
vious speaker said, opposes this bill.
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We have a 3-page letter from the Sec-
retary of State which is like a mani-
festo for business as usual in foreign
policy. Boiled down, the Secretary says
that the foreign policy elite should
stay in charge and that the Congress
and the American people should butt
out in foreign affairs.

The Secretary says that foreign
spending should go up even though
spending for our own people is going
down.

And the Secretary says that even
though the cold war is over, America
must still bear most of the load for all
of the world’s problems, while other
governments save their resources and
focus on taking our markets and
wringing our jobs from the American
workers.

The American people know that the
cold war is over. They want other
countries to take at least a little por-
tion of the load. At American people
want their government to put our own
people and our own problems first, for
a change. For almost 50 years now we
have gone all over the world putting
their problems and their needs first. It
is about time we take care of our own
people and our own problems for a
change.

But that is not what the Secretary of
State and the foreign policy elite here
in Washington want. So this debate
really comes down to a test of
strength. Do the American people get
the changes they voted for, or does the
foreign policy establishment stay in
the driver’s seat. Who rules in this
country? The elite here in Washington
or the American people who are paying
the bills.

This bill makes three fundamental
changes. First, it abolishes three cold
war agencies: AID, USIA, and the Arms
Control Agency, all three which have
outlived their usefulness.

Second, the bill cuts $1 billion from
the $17 billion in overseas spending
over which our committee has jurisdic-
tion, only $1 billion, so it is not a big
cut, but $17 billion is less than half of
what we are spending overseas at this
time. The real total is $38 billion when
you add up some of our military sta-
tions overseas also the multilateral de-
velopment banks, food aid and other
categories. That is $37 billion this year.
We are making much less in cuts than
we do in domestic agencies. There is no
need for crocodile tears. We are elimi-
nating entire departments in our Gov-
ernment.
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Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, | yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from
American Samoa [Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA].

(Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Chair-
man, | have the greatest respect for the
gentleman from New York, the chair-
man of the House International Affairs
Committee, Mr. GILMAN, but | must re-
luctantly oppose H.R. 1561, and | urge
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my colleagues to vote against its pas-

sage.
Although there are a few worthy ini-
tiatives in the legislation, on the

whole, H.R. 1561 drastically undermines
the ability of our President to engage
effectively on issues and activities that
impact on the world community as
well as the security and economic in-
terests of our Nation.

I submit, Mr. Chairman, the United
States cannot and should not isolate
herself from the rest of the world.
Whether we like it or not, our Nation
is an integral member of the world
community, and we must face up to
our responsibilities as a leader in inter-
national affairs.

I find it ironic that in the era of EEC,
ASEAN, GATT, NAFTA, and APEC—
when it is becoming increasingly clear
that the economic future and prosper-
ity of our Nation is vitally dependent
on America’s ability to engage over-
seas and to promote peace—this bill
would cripple our President’s ability to
conduct foreign diplomacy by cutting
off the arms and legs of America’s for-
eign policy apparatus while deeply re-
ducing already meager resources.

H.R. 1561 recklessly mandates abol-
ishment of the USIA, ACDA, and AID,
merging them into the State Depart-
ment and creating a super bureauc-
racy. No detailed bottom up study of
this planned reorganization has oc-
curred, however, and reflects that little
though has been given to the actual
costs or benefits of such a move. | have
been shown nothing that ensures that
this reorganization proposal will result
in an improvement in the conduct of
America’s foreign policy throughout
the world.

Mr. Chairman, I am convinced that
the reorganization plan presents the
danger that the unique missions and
valued expertise of the USIA, ACDA,
and AID will be subordinated and lost
in a massive State Department bu-
reaucracy. Reorganizing the Depart-
ment of State for the sake of reorganiz-
ing is a waste of time and taxpayers
dollars, and diverts attention and re-
sources from the real foreign policy is-
sues facing our Nation today.

I am also opposed to the foreign as-
sistance cuts in excess of a billion dol-
lars called for in H.R. 1561. Over the
last decade, foreign aid funds have
taken disproportionate cuts, being al-
most halved in inflation-adjusted dol-
lars. As we all know, polls have docu-
mented that most Americans feel we
should be allocating at least 5 percent
of the Federal budget to foreign aid.
Yet our present funding of foreign as-
sistance barely exceeds 1 percent of our
national budget.

The further cuts called for in H.R.
1561 will reduce already strained re-
sources and handicap our ability to
protect and promote U.S. economic and
security interests overseas. Our small
investment in foreign assistance is the
first line of defense for America. By ad-
dressing problems overseas—through
development or humanitarian assist-
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ance—we circumvent major crises and
security threats from arising while
nurturing the growth of democracies
and new markets.

Mr. Chairman, this is a time when
the United States, in her own interests,
must continue to engage and reach out
to the international community. H.R.
1561 represents, however, a withdrawal
from world leadership and a dangerous
return to isolationism. | would urge
my colleagues to vote against the bill.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Oregon
[Mr. BUNN].

Mr. BUNN of Oregon. Mr. Chairman,
I would like to take a moment to con-
gratulate the chairman, the gentleman
from New York [Mr. GILMAN], and the
members of the Committee on Inter-
national Relations for a job well done.
It is a difficult task, as we move to-
ward a balanced budget, to identify
those things that work and those that
do not work.

Yet, this bill has done that. It elimi-
nates three outdated Federal agencies,
the U.S. Information Agency, the Arms
Control and Disarmament Agency, and
the Agency for International Aid.

The first two are relics of the cold
war, the third, AID, while begun with
the best of intentions, has become a
bloated bureaucracy that we simply
cannot maintain.

| support foreign aid.

Mr. BERMAN. Mr.
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BUNN of Oregon. | yield to the
gentleman from California.

Mr. BERMAN. | am interested in why
the gentleman thinks the USIA is an
outdated agency, the programs for
radio and exchange programs around
the world, are outdated.

Mr. BUNN of Oregon. Because those
are cold war relics, and we do have an
open information age where informa-
tion is getting out without our Govern-
ment providing the dollars to provide
that message. | think we do have ade-
quate access to information around the
world. We do not have to maintain the
cold war relics.

I will just wrap up in the last 30 sec-
onds, if I could, and that is to say very
clearly | think we have to concentrate
on those things that work, that are
providing needs to people on the
ground, not serving bureaucracies that
have developed over the decades.

This bill does this. It allows us to
reach real people with real help. 1
think it is the kind of thing we must
do. We must be committed to foreign
aid, but foreign aid that makes a dif-
ference for people.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. GEKAS].

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, Members of the
House, the Congress in recent years has
done a miserable job, in my esti-
mation, of explaining and making it
clear to the American people why we
are indulging or why we have ever in-
dulged in foreign aid, so-called.

Chairman, will
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Many people in the public feel this is egon spoke about. | want a Farsi lan- Help us continue Martin Luther
throwing money away, throwing guage Voice of America broadcast into King’s plea that injustice anywhere is

money abroad when that money could
be used more successfully, more use-
fully at home, and there is a good feel-
ing of impropriety there among the
American people as to why that is hap-
pening.

But | believe that this gives us a
ample opportunity to explain to the
American people that when we invest
in foreign aid, so-called, to the people
of the Middle East, to the nations on
either side of the Suez Canal, in that
whole region, that we are creating or
helping to create a stable part of the
world. If it remains stable, then our na-
tional security interests and our eco-
nomic interests are safer.

Why do | say that? Everyone in
America knows that we depend on Mid-
dle East oil for 45 percent of our fuel.
In doing so, we have to make sure that
that flow of oil remains steady and un-
hampered, into the United States.
Therefore, when we invest in foreign
aid in that region, creating that safe
harbor for our oil interests, our stand-
ard of living is protected. That is a
good reason to indulge in foreign aid.
And that happens throughout the re-
gion.

There is a second reason for it. To
the extent that our foreign aid moneys
create and keep a democratic govern-
ment in place in the Third World, to
that extent we have less reason to be-
lieve that we have to dispatch Amer-
ican troops or do other kinds of things
to aid an emerging nation. If we can
keep a stable democratic government
in place, our standard of living, our na-
tional security interests are safer.
That is why foreign aid becomes an
overwhelming presense in the Halls of
the Congress of the United States, in
the interests of the American people.

But what this piece of legislation
does is it keeps all of those theories
and reasons in mind while at the same
time exercising that fiscal constraint
which is absolutely necessary in the
days of deficit and the race toward a
balanced budget that we are about here
in the Congress of the United States.

I support the legislation and will do
my singular best to repeat the message
to the American people that it is in our
national security and our national eco-
nomic interests that we maintain lev-
els of foreign aid across the world.

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself 1 minute.

I would just like to follow up. The
comments of the gentleman from Or-
egon state the issue very well.

If you think in the post-cold-war
world that Government-financed broad-
casting is a waste of money, then this
is a good bill for you because this
starts us down the road toward ending
that program.

I think that repeating the mistakes
of the end of World War I, that we won
a particular battle, and now everything
will be OK, there are still countries
closed to all the media and the infor-
mation that the gentleman from Or-

Iran talking about pluralism and de-
mocracy and what is going on in that
country because the people there can-
not get it. I want to listen to the coun-
tries of Eastern Europe who have come
through the most horrible period imag-
inable and who say the need to con-
tinue these exchange programs and
these radio things are very important
to plant the roots of democracy strong.

I do not think these are irrelevant
agencies anymore, and that is the de-
bate. That is the discussion.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 2%> minutes to
the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
PAYNE].

(Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey. Mr.
Chairman, at a time when domestic
sending is being cut, no group under-
stands the sacrifice to continue foreign
aid more than the Congressional Black
Caucus. We know the plight of the poor
on the streets of America.

Yet, we are motivated to fight back
at the inhumane cuts to the world’s
needy for two reasons. First, the cuts
do not represent good business judg-
ment. Our investment in education and
development assistance in Asia after
World War Il paid off.

Today, these Asian countries are
among our strongest economic pow-
ers—look at South Korea and Taiwan.

Africa with its rich mineral resources
now represents the new potential for
America’s growing markets.

Also investments in education and
development can save the continent
from the human disasters like we have
witnessed in Rwanda. The conflict in
Rwanda was more about who could own
the limited, over populated land, than
it was about Hutu against Tutu.

Poverty breeds conflicts and terror-
ism. A small dollar investment now
will save much larger sums later.

Our second reason is that America
has not been as generous to countries
in need as our Republican leaders
would have us believe.

In the last 10 years, our international
costs have been reduced 47 percent
while our total national budget has in-
creased 5.5 percent. Less than 1 percent
of our national budget goes to foreign
aid while the poles tell us the Amer-
ican public feels it should be at least 5
percent.

Japan has now replaced us as the
largest donor, and we rank 21st or dead
last in per capita giving among devel-
oped nations like Western Europe.

Republicans argue that the voluntary
giving in America makes up for our
poor performance.

But | can tell you from personal ex-
perience that other donor countries
also have their Save the Childrens,
Oxfams, YMCA's, and churches giving.

They also give generously and in
many cases more generously than their
U.S. counterparts.

a threat to justice everywhere.

Save the children of Africa and
Bosnia by supporting us in restoring
the cuts to Africa and peacekeeping.

Vote against H.R. 1561.

O 1500

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, | yield 3
minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from Florida [Ms. RoOs-
LEHTINEN], chairman of our Sub-
committee on Africa.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Chairman,
I thank the gentleman from New York
[Mr. GiLmaN] for yielding this time to
me.

Mr. Chairman, the bill brought to the
floor by the Committee on Inter-
national Relations contains dramatic
changes in the organization and struc-
ture of our foreign affairs programs.

These changes are long overdue, and
reflect the major changes that have
taken place in the world since the
United States assumed the responsibil-
ities of world leadership in the post-
World War 11 era.

Under Chairman GILMAN’s very able
leadership, the committee has drafted
and reported a bill that well deserves
the support of everyone in the U.S.
House of Representatives.

In view of the enormous changes in
the realities with which we conduct
our foreign affairs, we in the commit-
tee have studied the organizations of
these institutions, and we have con-
cluded that they must change as dra-
matically as the world in which they
must cope. The administration is in-
correctly stonewalling our efforts to
promote change in the foreign affairs
agencies.

When we held hearings on these
structural changes, the most recent
Secretaries of State—Secretaries
Eagleburger, Baker, and Shultz—en-
dorsed these organizational changes.

They are needed to respond to the
much changed circumstances in the
world.

The second major challenge in
crafting this bill was to cope with the
clear message of the American people
that financial undiscipline and massive
budget deficits were no longer accept-
able.

The bill makes major cuts in the cost
of foreign affairs activities of our Gov-
ernment—cuts that are in line with the
sacrifices that other Government pro-
grams are being asked to make.

The program funding cuts in this bill
as responsible cuts—they are signifi-
cant without being draconian.

If the program managers responsible
for executing our Nation’s foreign af-
fairs programs set their minds to it, |
am convinced that our Nation’s foreign
affairs interests can be fully protected,
as these funding cuts are made.

The administration has launched its
own strategic management initiative,
which it claims will reinvent govern-
ment.
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Unfortunately, the results of that
reinventing government effort, have
been very disappointing.

Too may good ideas have been re-
jected or compromised away.

There are many people in the foreign
affairs agencies who have tried to get
agency management to stop the waste
of public funds and to make cuts in the
agencies’ operations.

There are people in the State Depart-
ment, for instance, who questioned the
need for us to have more State Depart-
ment political officers in Belize than
the Government of Belize has in its
own foreign ministry.

Proposals have been made to cut
back on these overly expensive pro-
grams, but the proposals have been re-
jected.

There just has not been the will at
the senior level to make the hard deci-
sions that are inherently necessary if
we are ever to balance the budget.

Now with the cuts in funding in this
bill, and the cuts that | am sure will be
contained in the appropriations bills,
these changes are coming.

I think that in the end, with the
leaner and more efficient foreign policy
program that will emerge from this
bill, our country will be better off.

I, therefore, urge all Members to sup-
port this bill.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentlewoman from Florida [Ms.
Ros-LEHTINEN] for her remarks in sup-
port of the bill.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 4 minutes to
the gentleman from California [Mr.
Kim], a senior member of our Commit-
tee on International Relations.

(Mr. KIM asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KIM. Mr. Chairman, | rise in sup-
port of H.R. 1561, the American Over-
seas Interests Act.

This bill represents a much needed
reduction in foreign aid spending and
an overhaul in the bureaucracy.

Over the next 7 years, the plan out-
lined in this bill will save the Amer-
ican taxpayer $24 billion.

And, it will do so without jeopardiz-
ing key American foreign policy and
our national security interests.

H.R. 1561 is designed to replace our
current 1950’s-vintage cold war foreign
policy system with a modern model
that looks ahead and meets the chal-
lenges of the 1990’s and beyond.

The bill accomplishes this goal
through two responsible reform pack-
ages: The first, America’s foreign af-
fairs bureaucracy: will be streamlined
today, there is just too much duplica-
tion, overlap and waste among the four
major foreign policy agencies. Look
how confusing this is. H.R. 1561 elimi-
nates three of these players—the Agen-
cy for International Development, the
U.S. Information Agency, and the
Arms Control and Disarmament Agen-
cy, and consolidates all of their respon-
sibilities in the State Department.

This makes sense as the Secretary of
State is the President’s No. 1 foreign
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policy adviser. The result is more effec-
tive management, elimination of
waste, and the ability to cut spending
by $1.1 billion next year alone. Over 7
years it will save taxpayers $3 billion.

The second part of the bill’s reform
package is an overhaul of foreign aid
spending:

Over the next 7 years, foreign aid
spending will be cut by $21 billion.

These cuts are being made in a re-
sponsible way. They target waste and
low-priority programs. Here is a sam-
pling of the kind of wasteful spending
we’re eliminating: International Cop-
per Study Group, International Cotton
Advisory Group, International Seed
Testing  Association, International
Rubber Study Group, and International
Wheat Council.

Important programs that directly
support American national security in-
terests will continue to receive strong
support. They include: narcotics con-
trol, anti-terrorism, nuclear disar-
mament, and Middle East Peace.

Through this bill, Americans will
continue to be caring and compas-
sionate to the truly needy. For exam-
ple, the bill sets aside: Two hundred
and eighty million dollars for Child
Survival programs, $25 million for Vi-
tamin A and other nutritional pro-
grams, and $15 million for the tropical
disease prevention program.

Mr. Chairman, this is carefully craft-
ed legislation that will provide the
most cost-effective foreign policy bene-
fit to the United States. | urge my col-
leagues to support this bill.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman from California [Mr.
KiMm] for his supporting remarks in
favor of this measure.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 4 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. WYNN].

Mr. WYNN. Mr. Chairman, | would
like to thank the ranking member for
yielding me an opportunity to speak.

Mr. Chairman, | rise to oppose this
bill. I think it is a major retreat from
our responsibilities as a world leader.
As a sole remaining superpower in the
world, the United States has the re-
sponsibility and an important oppor-
tunity to exert leadership on the world
stage. The opportunity is in shaping
the world to reflect our democratic
ideals and principles so that we have a
world of open societies and open mar-
kets. The responsibility is in providing
leadership, strength, interest and hu-
manitarian assistance.

Mr. Chairman, we have already seen
what can happen when the United
States withdraws from the global
stage. If we choose to run away from
our responsibilities and commitments,
the rest of the world may come calling.
They may visit us, in fact, in some vio-
lent and terroristic ways.

Now there are those in Congress who
believe we are spending too much and
that the price of being a superpower is
too high. They prefer the rhetoric to
the price tag. | disagree.

We have heard how they are going to
save money through this bill. Let me
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emphasize in the first instance the re-
organization saves no money. They
move around little boxes on a chart,
but in the final analysis those respon-
sibilities are only moved to another
agency where they will be performed
there. It is only an expansion of bu-
reaucracy.

They suggest that somehow they
have a mandate to shrink our foreign
commitments based on the November
elections. The University of Maryland
recently conducted a study of Ameri-
cans on foreign aid, and what they
found is that Americans actually do
support foreign aid. It is just that they
believe we are spending a lot more than
we really are.

When Americans were asked how
much the U.S. spends on foreign aid,
the average answer was we are spend-
ing about 15 percent of the Federal
budget on foreign aid. When asked how
much they felt would be an appropriate
figure, they said about 5 percent.

Let me set the record straight. Right
now we are only spending 1 percent, so
in actuality, when we educate the
American public, we find that their ex-
pectations of our role in world leader-
ship and our actual expenditures are in
fact in line.

There is simply a lot of reasons why
we should support foreign aid. |1 would
like to talk about two reasons in par-
ticular.

The cuts in this bill for Africa would
force us to shut down many of the pro-
grams which help make countries—
which help countries making a difficult
transition from democracy to democ-
racy and to open economies from com-
munism. It will hurt our efforts to
open markets in countries such as
Ghana, where United States exports
have doubled in recent years. It will
harm efforts to slow population growth
where we have succeeded in Kenya and
Zimbabwe, and it will undermine fu-
ture efforts to prevent humanitarian
disasters such at those of Somalia,
Rwanda, and Angola.

In addition to harming our efforts in
Africa. the bill would also harm our
ability to support our Latin American
and Caribbean neighbors. This bill cuts
aid to that region by 25 percent, keep-
ing in mind we are only spending 1 per-
cent of the national budget on foreign
aid. Political reforms in the Western
Hemisphere and resulting economic
stability have encouraged the strength-
ening of economic ties between this re-
gion and the United States. Trade is a
winning proposition between the Unit-
ed States and Latin America and the
Caribbean. It is the fastest growing ex-
port market in the world for our goods.
It is the only region where the United
States enjoys a trade surplus.

Open markets will also promote eco-
nomic development in poor Latin
American and Caribbean countries.
This will help stem the flow of illegal
immigration to the United States.

Finally, foreign aid in the form of
preventive diplomacy and inter-
national affairs will be our least costly
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and most effective line of defense.
Many Americans have sacrificed, some
have even died, for our role as a world
leader. Now is not the time to abdicate
that role. Leadership does have a price
tag. But | think, once the American
people understand that that price tag
is really a small proportion of our
budget, they will support our current
aid priorities and will leave us to con-
tinue tour role as a true world leader.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. ROEMER].

(Mr. ROEMER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the distinguished ranking member, the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. HAMIL-
TON], who we in Indiana are very proud
of, and | congratulate the new chair-
man of the committee for his hard
work on this bill. 1 would like to focus
in my 2 minutes attention a little bit
more on the problem in Chechnya. |
know that this is a very foolhardy and
brutal war that the Russians are con-
ducting in Chechnya. It threatens the
internal efforts the Russians are mak-
ing toward democracy in a free market
system.
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It almost threatened the Russians’
ability to gain access to the $6.2 billion
loan that they acquired through the
International Monetary Fund, which
the United States is the largest guar-
antor of. We cannot allow the Russians
to continue to spend in some estimates
up to $2 billion to fight a war that is
foolish, that is brutal, and that con-
tains a host, a myriad, of human rights
violations.

Mr. Yeltsin in a recent meeting with
President Clinton in Russia back-
tracked on his commitment to end this
war. He said, first, this is an internal
matter, and, second, there is no war
there. We are merely confiscating some
weapons. Nothing is going on. Nobody
is being hurt, nobody is being killed.

It is in the direct United States for-
eign policy interests to end this war
and have a proactive and constructive
relationship with Russia. | will hope to
offer two amendments, first, a sense of
the Congress condemning this ongoing
Russian war in Chechnya; second, an
amendment that will cut 10 percent of
aid to Russia, to send them a very
strong signal that we think Mr. Yeltsin
should not say this is an internal mat-
ter, he should not say this is
confiscating weapons. This is a fool-
hardy and brutal war that must end
now.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Chairman, |
yield myself such time as | may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, this is not an ordinary
authorization bill. 1 think all of us
would agree that these are not ordi-
nary times and that the President and
the Congress face extraordinary new
challenges in this post-cold-war period,
threats posed by Iran and Iraq, Bosnia,
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Russia, NATO expansion, Middle East
peace, non-proliferation, and popu-
lation growth. These are some of the
problems that confront the President
and the Congress. They are very for-
midable challenges.

I think the key question we ought to
ask ourselves as we engage in this de-
bate is does the bill give the President
the means to confront the challenges
to American foreign policy that now
exist? Does it enable the President of
the United States to do what all of us
want him to do, and that is to lead in
the world?

I will oppose this bill for three rea-
sons: First, | oppose it because it man-
dates reorganization of the foreign pol-
icy bureaucracy. | do not believe that
the proponents of the bill have pro-
vided us any rationalization for this re-
organization. We have had very little
time to consider the implications of
the reorganization proposal, and, so far
as | am able to see, as indeed one of the
members of the majority on the com-
mittee acknowledged in debate, is that
the bill merely shuffles boxes on a
chart. It represents micro-management
by the legislative branch of the execu-
tive branch without any evidence of
cost saving or benefit to U.S. foreign
policy.

So far as | can see, there is no rela-
tionship between the reorganization
plan presented in this bill and the prob-
lems with the making and implementa-
tion of American foreign policy, which
surely exists. But there is no tie be-
tween those problems and the
reorganizational changes that are
made here. It is reorganization for re-
organization’s sake.

USIA, ACTA, and AID have missions
and expertise that are really quite dis-
tinct from the Department of State.
These missions serve U.S. interests and
would likely be lost, or at least dimin-
ished, in a massive new State Depart-
ment bureaucracy.

Let me simply call to the attention
of my colleagues that what this bill
does is create a massive State Depart-
ment. It doubles the number of employ-
ees in the State Department. It triples
the budget of the State Department.
And that is a Department, to put it
kindly, that has not been known for its
management efficiencies. But we are
doubling it and tripling it in size.
Rather than make foreign policy more
coherent, | think you really just create
a massive Department and you dimin-
ish important voices like USIA, ACTA,
and AID.

It is worth noting that the Clinton
administration has already made some
significant  changes, streamlining,
achieving reductions, and cost savings.
I think | would be among the first to
acknowledge that they have not done
enough and we should press them to do
more. But the Congress of the United
States should not be telling the execu-
tive branch how to organize its busi-
ness. Basically what we should tell
them is we will support them so long as
they do things right, we will criticize
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them when they are wrong, and we will
look to results. But we should not tell
a President how he is organizing his
own executive branch, at least under
ordinary circumstances.

If you compare this reorganization
that is taking place in the foreign pol-
icy establishment with the kind of re-
organizations that have taken place in
the Defense Department, and are now
taking place in the intelligence com-
munity, you can see that there simply
is no comparison, there is no rationale
here, there is no Bottom-Up Review.
There is no time for consideration of
the proposals, and | simply do not have
a good idea of what this reorganization
will do to the operation of American
foreign policy.

Now, the second reason that | oppose
this bill is because it cuts drastically
the resources this President, or any
President, has to conduct American
foreign policy. | do not think it is an
exaggeration to say that the bill will
force the United States out of the game
as a player in major parts of the world.
If we are not permitted to put up the
resources, then we are not going to be
able to lead.

Several speakers have pointed out
the advantages that come from foreign
assistance. Foreign assistance is one of
the tools that a President of the United
States has in the conduct of American
foreign policy. Those tools, of course,
include military power, diplomacy,
economic power, trade, and foreign aid.
And not for a minute would | put for-
eign aid as among the most important
tools of a President, but in certain cir-
cumstances it can be a very important
tool. It can promote U.S. security and
reduce U.S. defense spending, because
it costs less to address problems before
they become threats to U.S. security.

Foreign assistance, for example, en-
abled us to persuade Ukraine, Belarus,
and Kazakhstan to become nonnuclear
weapons States. Foreign assistance di-
rectly benefits the United States.
Eighty percent of the aid procurement
goes directly to American firms and
nongovernmental organizations, creat-
ing, | might say, jobs in America.

Foreign assistance has certainly de-
veloped markets and increased U.S. ex-
ports. Most of the growth in United
States exports today come from the de-
veloping world, in countries such as
those in the former Soviet bloc, which
are now in a transition to a free mar-
ket.

We agree with our colleagues on the
other side of the aisle that the time
calls for reduced government. We agree
that savings can be made in this budg-
et. But we think that it has been cut
far too much with the proposals in this
bill.

Foreign assistance has been cut 40
percent in the last decade. There are
very few accounts in the Federal Gov-
ernment’s budget that have been cut
more than the foreign assistance budg-
et in the last 10 years.

In 1985, foreign assistance was 2.5 per-
cent of the budget. Today it is approxi-
mately 1 percent. We all know that the
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Federal budget cannot be balanced by
deep cuts in foreign aid which, as other
speakers have said, represents less
than 1 percent of the Federal spending.
But let me just put on the record the
degree of cuts that this bill provides.

In developmental assistance, $442
million. That is 34 percent below what
the President says he needs. The Devel-
opment Fund for Africa has been cut
$173 million. That is 21 percent below
the President’s request. Assistance for
Latin America and the Caribbean has
been cut by approximately $213 million.
That is 25 percent below the Presi-
dent’s request. Assistance for Eastern
Europe and the Baltics has been cut by
$155 million. That is about 32 percent
below the President’s request. Cuts for
the New Independent States in the So-
viet Union have been cut $145 million.
That is 18 percent below the Presi-
dent’s request. Cuts for contributions
to international organizations have
been cut $209 million. That is 14 per-
cent below the President’s request.

Now, | am prepared to stipulate that
we do not need to give everything to
the President that he has requested
here. I myself favor some reductions.
But these cuts in this bill | think you
would acknowledge are very dramatic,
draconian cuts. Keep in mind, these
cuts are only the first installment, be-
cause as you go down the line under
the House budget resolution, the cuts
become much deeper and much more
extreme. The result, | think, is that
you seriously undermine the Presi-
dent’s ability to use one of the impor-
tant tools that he has available in the
conduct of American foreign policy.

Now, the third reason | oppose this
bill is that it includes many provisions,
policy provisions, that restrict a Presi-
dent’s ability to conduct foreign pol-
icy. It reduces our ability to follow
through on the North Korean frame-
work agreement. It derails our steady
support for democratic and market re-
form in the New Independent States. It
weakens our leverage in the inter-
national institutions. It changes our
refugee policies in ways that threaten
to open up our borders to tens of thou-
sands of new immigrants.

Many of these provisions in the bill
are complicated, vague, and ambigu-
ous. On several occasions the sponsors
of the amendments could not tell us
what countries would be affected other
than perhaps a specific country that
was specifically targeted.

We simply do not know the impact of
many of these amendments. And while
it can be said that any one of these
amendments may very well have merit,
the fact is that when you put all of
these amendments together in this bill,
dozens of them, dozens of amendments,
the cumulative effect of those amend-
ments is you tie a President’s hands in
knots when he tries to conduct Amer-
ican foreign policy.

This bill ties the hands of the Presi-
dent in China. It undermines the 1982
United States-China agreement on
arms sales to Taiwan. It eliminates the
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President’s discretion to decide what
leaders from Taiwan may visit the
United States. It mandates a special
envoy to Tibet.

The bill ties the President’s hands on
Russia. It requires a cutoff of assist-
ance if the President cannot certify
improved Russian behavior in
Chechnya, if a country sells nuclear
equipment, dual use items or military
equipment to Iran or other states on
the terrorism list. Not only will this
sweeping provision cut off all assist-
ance to Russia, which has been a criti-
cal component of American policy, it
almost certainly would cut off assist-
ance to Poland, Hungary, and several
other Eastern European states.

This bill requires the cutoff of assist-
ance to any country that blocks the de-
livery of humanitarian assistance.
That probably cuts off aid to Turkey.
It could very well cut off aid to Israel.
If Israel decides for security reasons,
for example, to stop a single shipment
to Gaza or Jericho, its aid would have
to be cut off. Because of the Greek em-
bargo on the former Yugoslav Republic
of Macedonia, this provision could po-
tentially lead to a cutoff of assistance
to Greece.
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The bill opens wide the door for a
vast expansion of illegal immigrants,
especially from the People’s Republic
of China. By offering asylum to victims
of coercive populations programs, the
bill offers political asylum to millions
of Chinese. This provision will facili-
tate Chinese alien smuggling into the
United States. The bill requires the
United States to admit and help reset-
tle elsewhere all Vietnamese, all Lao-
tians, all Cambodian refugees who have
failed to qualify for resettlement.

Mr. Chairman, the bill prohibits as-
sistance to countries that consistently
oppose the United States in the U.N.
General Assembly. That could be a slap
at a number of countries, for example,
India, and also hurts countries too poor
to have an ambassador resident in New
York to vote.

This bill prohibits United States as-
sistance to countries that engage in
nonmarket trade with Cuba. That
could be applied to Russia. It might be
applied to Mexico. | am told it might
even apply to Ireland.

This bill not only makes deep cuts in
development assistance and the devel-
opment for Africa, but it earmarks
two-thirds of what is left for a very
worthy purpose: child survival re-
sources, which all of us support. But as
you diminish the total number of re-
sources in the bill and then earmark
two-thirds of what is left, it means you
reduce money for microenterprise lend-
ing, agriculture, family planning and
health.

Well, the President then is going to
be severely restricted by the passage of
this bill, and this bill is going to be
seen across the world as a retreat from
our ability to lead. It signals a retreat
from world leadership and a stepping
back from world responsibilities.
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I really do not think that this House
wants to send that message to the
world today. This debate is not really
about shuffling boxes in a reorganiza-
tion scheme or cutting bureaucracies.
It is about the President’s ability to
carry out his constitutional role to
conduct American foreign policy. | be-
lieve this bill undermines our ability
to support America’s security, to ad-
vance America’s interests, and to lead
in the world.

We are the world’s only superpower.
We have today an extraordinary oppor-
tunity, an unprecedented opportunity
to shape the world, to open up soci-
eties, and to develop free markets. But
we cannot do it, we cannot do it if we
impose draconian cuts on resources and
we engage in an assault on the Presi-
dent’s power to conduct American for-
eign policy.

For these reasons, my colleagues, |
urge a ‘‘no’” vote on the bill.

. INTRODUCTION

This is not just an ordinary authorization bill,
and these are not ordinary times. The cold
war is over, but we face new challenges:
Bosnia, Russia, NATO expansion, Middle East
peace, threats posed by Iran and Irag, non-
proliferation, and population growth. These are
problems that this President is confronting,
and that the next President—Republican or
Democrat—will also confront.

As we engage in debate and deliberation on
H.R. 1561, | think we should be asking this
basic question: Does this bill give the Presi-
dent the means to confront the challenges we
face in the world today?

Il. WHAT’S IN THIS BILL

Bill summary—This bill has three compo-
nents: First, it abolishes three agencies—AID,
USIA, and ACDA—and rolls them into the
State Department. This bill creates a massive
State Department super-bureaucracy, doubling
the number of employees and tripling the
budget managed by the Department, without
providing either cost-savings or improvement
in foreign policy performance.

Second, this bill cuts international programs
by $2 billion below the President’s request,
and $1 billion from fiscal year 1995 appropria-
tions. Foreign aid is hit hardest.

Third, this bill is replete with policy restric-
tions and earmarks that hamstring the Presi-
dent. In country after country, this bill subjects
important bilateral relationships to a single-
issue litmus test. It sets a new standard for
micromanagement and poorly-drafted provi-
sions.

lll. PROBLEMS WITH THE BILL

A. Reorganization—I will oppose this bill be-
cause it mandates reorganization of the for-
eign policy bureaucracy.

Proponents have provided no rationale for
the reorganization. The committee had little
time to study the proposal and little consider-
ation was given to its implications.

This bill merely shuffles boxes on a chart. It
represents micromanagement without any evi-
dence of cost-saving or benefit to U.S. foreign
policy.

There is no relationship between the reorga-
nization plan in this bill and the problems we
confront in the world. There is no effort to tie
these reorganization proposals to any im-
provement in American foreign policy.
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USIA, ACDA, and AID have missions—and
expertise—quite distinct from the State De-
partment. These serve U.S. interests and
would likely be lost in a massive new State
Department.

Rather than make foreign policy more co-
herent, reorganization will simply create a
massive State Department bureaucracy, dou-
bling the number of employees and tripling the
current budget. All this in an agency notori-
ously weak on management.

Under the Clinton administration, the foreign
policy agencies are already streamlining and
achieving significant reductions and cost-sav-
ings. Under the Clinton administration, staff al-
ready has been reduced by 2,300 in these for-
eign policy agencies, contributing to $500 mil-
lion in cost savings so far. The administration
has pledged to cut another $5 billion from the
international affairs budget from 1997 through
the year 2000.

Yet the Congressional Budget Office has
not done any study on the potential cost sav-
ings that would result from the consolidation
mandated by this bill.

Compare this consolidation to the com-
prehensive review of the Pentagon under one
of our former colleagues, Les Aspin, whose
passing we mourn this week. Compare this bill
to the comprehensive review of intelligence
community now underway in the Administra-
tion.

There is no comparison. There is no ration-
ale, no Bottom-Up Review behind this reorga-
nization proposal. | have looked at this bill,
and | simply do not have a good idea what it
will do to the operation of American foreign
policy.

Reorganization is a needless distraction
from the real issues facing American foreign
policy. It is a drain on the resources of senior
officials who should be devoting their time and
talent to the genuine problems of U.S. foreign
policy.

B. Cutting resources—the second reason |
will oppose this bill is that it cuts drastically the
resources this President—or any President—
needs to conduct U.S. foreign policy.

This bill will force the United States out of
the game as a player in major parts of the
world. The United States cannot lead without
resources.

Foreign assistance promotes U.S. security
and reduces defense spending because it
costs less to address problems before they
become threats to U.S. security. Foreign as-
sistance, for example, enabled us to persuade
Ukraine, Belarus and Kazakhstan to become
non-nuclear weapons states.

Foreign assistance benefits the United
States directly. Nearly 80 percent of aid pro-
curement goes directly to American firms and
non-governmental organizations.

Foreign assistance develops markets and
increase U.S. exports. Most growth in U.S. ex-
ports comes from the developing world, and
countries—such as those in the former Soviet
bloc—that are now in transition to a free mar-
ket.

We agree with our colleagues in the major-
ity that the times call for reduced government.
We agree that savings can be found in the
international affairs budget.

But foreign assistance has already been cut
by 40 percent in the last decade. In 1985, for-
eign assistance was 2.5 percent of the budget.
Today it is 1 percent. The Federal budget can-
not be balanced by deep cuts in foreign aid,
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which represents less than 1 percent of Fed-
eral spending.

This bill: Cuts development assistance by
$442 million, or 34 percent below the Presi-
dent’s request; cuts the Development Fund for
Africa by $173 million, or 21 percent below the
President’s request; cuts assistance for Latin
America and the Caribbean, according to the
administration’s best estimates, by $213 mil-
lion, or 25 percent below the President's re-
quest; cuts assistance for Eastern Europe and
the Baltics by $155 million, or 32 percent
below the President’s request; cuts assistance
for the New Independent States of the former
Soviet Union by $145 million, or 18 percent
below the President’'s request; and cuts our
contributions to international organizations by
$209 million, or 14 percent below the Presi-
dent’s request.

Further cuts in foreign assistance are nec-
essary, and appropriate. But the cuts in this
bill are wrong, they are extreme, and they are
draconian.

C. Policy provisions—The third reason | will
oppose this bill is that it includes many policy
provisions that restrict the President’s ability to
conduct foreign policy.

It reduces our ability to follow through on
the North Korean framework agreement.

It derails our steady support for democratic
and market reform in the new independent
states.

It weakens our leverage at the United Na-
tions and in other international institutions.

It changes our refugee policies in ways that
threaten to open up our borders to tens of
thousands of new immigrants.

Many of these provisions are complex,
vague, and ambiguous. Many of the sponsors
could not say what countries their amend-
ments would affect, other than the country
specifically targeted. We do not know a lot
about the impact of these amendments. Any
single amendment may have merit, but the cu-
mulative effect is to tie the President in knots.

This bill ties the President's hands on
China. It undermines the 1982 U.S. agreement
with China on arms sales to Taiwan; elimi-
nates the President’'s discretion to decide
which leaders from Taiwan may visit the Unit-
ed States; and mandates a U.S. special envoy
on Tibet.

This bill ties the President's hands on Rus-
sia. It requires a cutoff of assistance if the
President cannot certify improved Russian be-
havior in Chechnya; and, if a country sells nu-
clear equipment, dual-use items or military
equipment to Iran or other states on the terror-
ism list.

Not only would this sweeping provision cut
off assistance to Russia, it would almost cer-
tainly cut off assistance to Poland, Hungary,
and several other friendly countries in Eastern
Europe.

This bill requires the cutoff of assistance to
any country that blocks the delivery of U.S.
humanitarian assistance. This will cut off as-
sistance to Turkey. It could cut off assistance
to Israel if Israel decides for security reasons
to stop a single U.S. shipment to Gaza or Jeri-
cho. Because of the Greek embargo of the
former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, this
provision could potentially lead to a cutoff of
U.S. assistance to Greece.

This bill will open the door wide for a vast
expansion of illegal immigrants, especially
from the People’s Republic of China. By offer-
ing asylum to “victims of coercive population
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programs”, the bill offers political asylum to a
billion Chinese. This provision will facilitate
Chinese alien smuggling to the United States.

This bill requires the United States to admit
or help resettle elsewhere all Vietnamese,
Laotians, and Cambodian refugees who have
failed to qualify for resettlement.

This bill prohibits assistance to countries
that consistently oppose the U.S. position in
the U.N. General Assembly. This is a slap to
India, and also hurts countries too poor to
have an ambassador resident in New York to
vote.

This bill prohibits U.S. assistance to coun-
tries that engage in non-market trade with
Cuba. This could be applied to Russia, Mex-
ico, and even Ireland.

This bill not only makes deep cuts in devel-
opment assistance and the Development of
Africa, it earmarks two-thirds of what's left. It
increases child survival resources, which we
all support, but takes away resources for other
important programs—microenterprise lending,
agriculture, basic education, and family plan-
ning and health.

IV. CONCLUSION: FUNDAMENTAL QUESTIONS

The President has a handful of tools with
which to conduct foreign policy and protect na-
tional security: he can use military force, he
can use diplomacy, he can use economic le-
verage, and he can use foreign assistance. If
we pass this bill, we will be limiting his ability
to use three of those tools.

The bottom line is simple: This bill signals a
retreat from world leadership, a stepping back
from world responsibilities.

| don't think that is the message this House
wants to send to the world. This debate is not
really about shuffling boxes, or cutting bureau-
crats. It is about the President’s ability to carry
out his constitutional role to conduct American
foreign policy.

| believe this bill undermines our ability to
support America’s security, to advance Ameri-
ca's interests, and to lead in the world. We are
the world’s only superpower. We have an ex-
traordinary opportunity to shape the world—
open societies and free markets. But we can-
not do it if we impose draconian cuts on re-
sources and engage in an assault on the
President’s authority to manage and to con-
duct American foreign policy.

| urge a “no” vote on this bill.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. BURTON], the distinguished chair-
man of our Subcommittee on the West-
ern Hemisphere.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, | thank the gentleman for yield-
ing time to me. | hate to rise and op-
pose my good friend and colleague from
Indiana, but | think there are some
things that should be pointed out.

He said in his very eloquent speech
just a moment ago that this bill is
going to hurt our security and hurt the
President’s ability to conduct foreign
policy. The President just got back
from Moscow. When he went to Moscow
he was going to say something to the
Russian President, Mr. Yeltsin, about
selling nuclear technology to Iran. And
he was also going to talk about the
atrocities that are taking place in
Chechnya at the hands of Russian
troops and try to get that stopped. Nei-
ther of those policies were reversed by
the Russian Government.
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The Russian leaders said in a joint
press conference, in effect, keep your
nose out of our business, just keep the
foreign aid coming. And they are going
to go ahead and sell nuclear technology
to the Iranians who want to build an
international ballistic missile system
or at least short-range missile systems
to enhance their power in that part of
the world. They want to have the nu-
clear technology so they can build nu-
clear warheads, and we are allowing
them to be sold. Our President was not
able to stop that.

Now, how are we hurting national se-
curity when our leader goes over there
and cannot get the job done? The way
we deal with it is for Congress to send
a message. The Congress is sending a
message in this bill. We are saying to
the Soviets, you sell that technology
to the Iranians and there is a penalty
that is going to be incurred. The secu-
rity of the world is at risk because we
have a bunch of nuts over there in Iran
running that country. We know about
their terrorist activities.

Now regarding the requirement in
the bill that says that, if you do not
vote with the United States at least 25
percent of the time, get that, 25 per-
cent of the time in the United Nations,
we are not going to give you foreign as-
sistance. Does that sound unreason-
able?

Is it unreasonable for the American
taxpayers’ dollars not going to a coun-
try that only votes with us 25 percent
of the time? | mean, if you ask any-
body in this country, do you think
your tax dollars should go to a country
that votes against us over 75 percent of
the time in the United Nations every
time we have a major issue, they would
say, heck no. They ought to vote with
us at least 50 percent of the time. This
bill only says 25 percent of the time.

There are countries that will be pe-
nalized because they vote against us all
the time, and they are getting hun-
dreds of millions of dollars of tax-
payers’ money. That is wrong.

This bill is a good bill, it is well bal-
anced. It sends a very strong signal
around the world and to the adminis-
tration as well: Be strong in foreign
policy and we are going to be strong.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 4 minutes to the distinguished

gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
MENENDEZ].
(Mr. MENENDEZ asked and was

given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposi-
tion to H.R. 1561. | am afraid that the
title of the bill should not be the Amer-
ican Overseas Interests Act. It should
be really called the American Overseas
Isolationist Act of 1995.

Just yesterday the Speaker of the
House said in a speech before the Coun-
cil of the Americas that Republicans
are not neoisolationists. He said that
America must listen, learn, help, and
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lead. But this bill belies that state-
ment. Were it to pass, it would dem-
onstrate that a majority of Repub-
licans in this House are indeed isola-
tionists.

Mr. Chairman, in this bill we are not
listening, as the Speaker suggested.
The other nations of the world are lis-
tening, and the message they hear is
‘‘stay engaged.’” But that message has
fallen on deaf ears to many in this
Chamber. It is hard to understand my
friends on the other side of the aisle.
They are big promoters of inter-
national trade, but they do not want to
stay engaged in a manner that provides
the stability for that trade to take
place.

They do not want the United Nations
to lead, but they do not want America
to lead either. So who leads?

Mr. Chairman, in this bill we are not
learning either. During the post-World-
War-1l era, America was at her best
when she did learn the lessons of war.
America helped to rebuild the free
world and organize the most awesome
alliance for peace and freedom the
world has ever known. It led that alli-
ance to victory over communism dur-
ing the cold war. But now that the cold
war is over, we want to stick our heads
in the sand and wish all of the world’s
problems away. Instead of sewing the
seeds for economic prosperity, we are
seeking massive cuts in programs that
promote development, U.S. economic
interests, and the sales of American
products abroad.

Take a look at the Japanese ap-
proach in their own backyard, the
Asia-Pacific region. Right now the Jap-
anese Government is busy priming the
pumps of the emerging Asian develop-
ing countries with huge amounts of de-
velopment assistance. They do not con-
sider them handouts. These are invest-
ments that are going to lock in, for the
Japanese, tremendous economic bene-
fits in terms of exports of goods and
services for the Japanese well into the
21st century.

They gave $5 billion alone to that re-
gion, but it paid off handsomely for
them. They grew their exports by 57
percent to $145 billion. We are not
doing the same. We are falling behind,
and | am concerned that that gap will
create a tremendous problem for us in
our exports, which means jobs here at
home.

Export growth is not a luxury we can
do without. It is a requirement for the
basic health of our domestic economy.
It is a requirement for the basic health
of our domestic economy. It is a re-
quirement if we are to provide Amer-
ican workers with high-paying, high-
skilled jobs.

Mr. Chairman, in this bill we are not
helping either. Quite the contrary, we
are sending a clear message to the
world and to our allies that we do not
want to help and that we prefer to look
inward.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, in this bill we
have no intention of leading. After
spending trillions of dollars in conflicts
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throughout the world, we are about to
withdraw. When has America ever been
afraid to lead?

America has been the greatest and is
the greatest, most powerful country in
the world. Not only can it lead, it must
lead. My colleagues, let us really do
what Speaker GINGRICH suggested, lis-
ten, learn, help, and lead.

Vote this bill down. | urge a “no”

vote on the America Overseas lIsola-
tionist Act of 1995.
Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Chairman, |1

yield 4 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Florida [Mr. JOHN-

STON], an important member of the
committee.
Mr. JOHNSTON of Florida. Mr.

Chairman, | rise in very vigorous and
strong opposition to House Resolution
1561. The foreign assistance bill rep-
resents, as my previous speaker said, a
return to isolationism. This is at its
height. I really feel that | am in a time
warp going back to the early 1920’s
when Henry Cabot Lodge, Sr. got us
out of the League of Nations. We are
now becoming the isolationist country
of the world.

We live in a unipolar world. The
United States is the lone remaining su-
perpower on Earth. Our actions will
profoundly affect the nature of the
world in which we live.

U.S. foreign assistance supports his-
toric traditions to free market democ-
racies, which are occurring across the
globe. As the previous speaker said,
look what happened when we poured
into South Korea during all these years
in foreign assistance, and it is return-
ing to us doubly now in the trade that
we have there.

The records show that democracies
do not go to war with democracies. And
the spread of democracy is directly in
the United States’ national security in-
terests. The growth of market econo-
mies around the world, providing new
markets for United States exports, is
in the economic interest of the United
States.

Americans are, thankfully, a moral
people. We are our brother’s keeper,
and provision of humanitarian aid to
the world’s poorest people is in our
moral interest.

The severe cuts in the bill ignore
United States interests, moreover. |
am sure it has already been quoted but
let us go back and look at the New
York Times poll that was published 2
weeks ago. | am convinced that the
Contract for America was written by a
pollster, but he really missed the boat
on this one.

It found that Americans thought that
15 percent of foreign aid is too high and
too much, but 5 percent is about right
and 3 percent would be too little. We
are now giving less than 1 percent of
our budget to foreign aid.

I oppose many of the specific provi-
sions in the bill. Consolidation will cre-

ate one huge unwieldy
megabureaucracy. It will reduce ac-
countability, shift the Secretary of

State’s attention from policy to pro-
gram management and will wash down
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and water down the specialized func-
tions of each agency.

In particular, it will, by merging all
into the State Department, subsume
development priorities to the day-to-
day management of diplomacy.

I vigorously oppose many of the pro-
visions in the other sections of the bill.
Cut the population programs; you talk
about degradation of the environment;
wait until this comes along; Develop-
ment assistance cuts and peacemaking
cuts will cripple our efforts in vital
areas.

But perhaps above all else, | oppose
the 22 percent slash in our assistance
to Africa. We now give $600 million to
600 million people. | believe that this
cut is immoral, will necessitate huge
future expenditures on preventive hu-
manitarian prices. We could have
stopped the crisis in Somalia in which
we dropped $1.5 billion or the crisis in
Rwanda, where we dropped $600 mil-
lion, if we had gotten in their earlier
with humanitarian assistance.

Mr. Chairman, | strongly urge a no
vote on this bill.

O 1545

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 3 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from New York [Mr. ACKER-
MAN].

(Mr. ACKERMAN asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Chairman, |
rise in reluctant opposition to this bill.
The legislation before us today rep-
resents a retrenchment of U.S. foreign
policy in the post-cold-war era. For the
past 40 years we fought the cold war
and we prevailed. Now a wave of neo-
isolationism has taken over and this
Congress is preparing to walk away
from our responsibilities as a world
leader. This bill is destructive not only
to the foreign policy apparatus of this
government, but the massive budget
cuts that will result from it are unwise
and shortsighted.

Furthermore, this bill proposes the
elimination of three agencies, without
even a hint of what the cost will be.
During the committee markup, an
amendment was offered that is totally
consistent, even with the Contract
With America, requiring a cost-benefit
analysis of the proposal so Congress
may understand the costs that we are
about to incur as a result of adopting
this consolidation legislation. Unfortu-
nately, the majority oppose the cost-
cutting benefit proposal in a year when
they are otherwise zealously commit-
ted to its rigorous application in the
conduct of Government’s affairs. This
inconsistency is striking, to say the
least

On the foreign aid side of the ledger,
the bill offered today cuts development
assistance massively, with a 20-percent
cut alone for the development fund for
Africa. | vigorously oppose these cuts
at a time when, magically, there are
sufficient funds available to increase
foreign military sales within the bill. |

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

must wonder how we can have more for
military sales when the basic develop-
ment accounts are being stripped bare.

Mr. Chairman, | am also deeply con-
cerned about the future of aid to Israel.
Israel has taken great risks by under-
taking the peace process with Jordan,
the Palestinians, and the Arab coun-
tries in the region. Yet, we are rapidly
moving towards isolating Israel, Egypt,
and the Middle East peace allocations
within a rapidly shrinking foreign aid
budget. This is a dangerous precedent
which will leave the Middle East peace
process hanging out, almost alone, vul-
nerable to future cuts when the peace
process may require larger, rather than
smaller, allocations in order to be im-
plemented.

Mr. Chairman, | am glad that this
bill takes care of Israel this year. If it
is the intent to take care of the few to
the detriment of all others, | will not
but it. I will not be put in a position of
being for myself alone.

Mr. Chairman, during the past decade
we worked in a bipartisan fashion to
craft a foreign aid bill that could re-
ceive the support of both sides. Today
we have a bill that is designed to un-
dermine our President and Secretary of
State by devastating cuts to our for-
eign policy agencies and to the world-
wide assistance which serves to but-
tress U.S. foreign policy objectives.

Mr. Chairman, the destruction in this
bill may be popular with the majority
today, but the implications for tomor-
row should give us pause before this
Congress enacts such shortsighted leg-
islation.

Mr. Chairman, | urge the defeat of
this bill.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 3 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from New Mexico [Mr. RICH-
ARDSON].

(Mr. RICHARDSON asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman,
first let me say that my opposition to
this bill, very categorically, does not
diminish the great respect | have for
the gentleman from New York, BEN
GILMAN, and his leadership on foreign
policy issues for many, many years. |
want to commend the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. HAMILTON] once again for
being steadfast to the bipartisanship
that has always existed in our foreign
policy, and which, regrettably, seems
to be ending this year with political
documents, H.R. 7, and now this piece
of legislation.

Suffice it to say, Mr. Chairman, that
the Secretary of State of the United
States says that this bill “‘wages an ex-
traordinary assault on this and every
future President’s constitutional au-
thority to manage foreign policy.”
That is pretty strong language. | be-
lieve we should pay heed to that lan-
guage. We are strangling the Executive
Branch’s ability to conduct foreign pol-
icy.

What this bill does is virtually elimi-
nate our opportunity to negotiate with
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the North Koreans, which is happening
at this very moment on the nuclear
framework agreement. It eliminates
any kind of leverage that we would
have with the North Koreans, the
South Koreans, and all those partici-
pating in this very key initiative.

It limits the President’s ability to
deal with migration and refugee affairs
which is becoming increasingly impor-
tant in this interdepartmental world.
On the shores of our own country, our
borders, this bill drastically restricts
our ability to deal with their issue. Our
relationship with China is jeopardized
by this bill, and our relationship with
the new independent states is jeopard-
ized. This bill reduces the assistance
that we need to give them to keep
them not just market-oriented and
democratic, but moving in the direc-
tion that we want in terms of NATO
and the power relationship in Europe.

This bill also severely restricts the
President’s ability to reorganize the
foreign policy machine. This bill abol-
ishes important agencies, including
AID, USDA, and USIA, that right now
conduct our foreign policy, and with-
out any administration consultant. It
basically says we know best. We are
going to abolish them, and we are
going to decide what is best for the ad-
ministration’s conduct of foreign pol-
icy.

Most importantly, Mr. Chairman,
this bill kills any kind of effort by the
United States to be involved in devel-
opment assistance. The bill would re-
duce development assistance by 34 per-
cent, cut Africa’s development assist-
ance by 21 percent, a devastating cut,
at the same time that in Latin Amer-
ica we have halved our development as-
sistance. We are no longer players in
that arena.

What would we have to do if this bill
is passed? The administration would be
forced to abruptly withdraw support
for programs in up to 20 lower-income
countries, beyond the 27 the adminis-
tration is committed to terminating;
but by not engaging in the developing
world, we are simply arming Europe
and Japan to beat us in the world of
trade. This is not a good bill, and it
should be defeated.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Chairman, as |
understand it, | have 1 minute remain-
ing, and | yield that 1 minute to the
distinguished gentlewoman from New
York [Ms. VELAZQUEZ].

(Ms. VELAZQUEZ asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, |
rise in strong opposition to this bill.
This week the Republicans do for over-
seas interests what the new majority
has done for the domestic agenda. They
target assistance for the most needy,
while preserving billions of dollars for
military and security spending.

The promotion of peace and inter-
national development were once seen
as vital to global peace and prosperity.
They were also considered as impor-
tant domestic priorities.
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This bill reverses those policies. It
cuts humanitarian assistance for edu-
cation, AIDS prevention, and agricul-
tural research; abolishes AID; and crip-
ples international peacekeeping oper-
ations. It means death for hundreds of
thousands of innocent children in Afri-
ca, and many more civilian casualties
in the Balkans.

This so-called Overseas Interests Act
instead invests in arms. Billions more
are wasted on military hardware in the
Middle East—one of the most heavily
armed regions in the world.

The foreign assistance cuts will not
even make a dent in the deficit. Only 1
percent of the Federal budget is spent
on foreign aid. Even less goes towards
development assistance.

While the world calls out for oppor-
tunity and brotherhood, this bill offers
isolation and indifference. For inter-
national peace and prosperity, and do-
mestic sanity, | urge my colleagues to
vote ‘‘no.”

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. HAMIL-
TON] has expired.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

(Mr. GILMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, | fully
agree with the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. HAmILTON] that this bill makes
significant changes. My colleagues, if
you want to reduce the foreign aid
budget, | urge you to vote for this bill.
If you want to bring about savings in
our State Department budget by con-
solidating the three agencies of the
Federal Government, then vote for this
bill. If you support aid for
antiterrorism assistance, counter-nar-
cotics programs,and assistance for sta-
bilizing the Middle East, you should
vote for this bill. If you prefer the sta-
tus quo, more bureaucracy and in-
creased foreign aid spending, then your
vote is ‘‘no.”” With the adoption of the
Brownback amendment, this bill will
be under budget. Secretary of State
Warren Christopher earlier this year
proposed consolidation. This bill will
make it happen. | urge my colleagues
to vote for this bill, the American
Overseas Interests Act.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, | yield
back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general
debate has expired.

Pursuant to the rule, the committee
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute, as modified, printed in the bill
is considered as an original bill for the
purpose of amendment, and is consid-
ered as having been read.

The text of the committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute, as
modified, is as follows:

H.R. 1561

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
representatives of the United States of
America assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘“American

Overseas Interests Act of 1995”.
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SEC. 2. ORGANIZATION OF ACT INTO DIVISIONS;
TABLE OF CONTENTS.
(a) DivisioNs.—This Act is organized into
three divisions as follows:
(1) Division A—Consolidation of Foreign

Affairs Agencies.

(2) Division B—Foreign Relations Author-
izations.

(3) Division C—Foreign Assistance Author-
izations.

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents for this Act is as follows:

Sec. 1. Short title.

Sec. 2. Organization of Act into divisions;

table of contents.

DIVISION A—CONSOLIDATION OF
FOREIGN AFFAIRS AGENCIES

TITLE I—GENERAL PROVISIONS

101. Short title.

102. Congressional findings.

103. Purposes.

104. Definitions.

TITLE II—UNITED STATES ARMS
CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT AGENCY
CHAPTER 1—GENERAL PROVISIONS

Sec. 201. Effective date.

Sec. 202. References in title.

CHAPTER 2—ABOLITION OF UNITED STATES
ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT AGENCY
AND TRANSFER OF FUNCTIONS TO SECRETARY
OF STATE

Sec. 211. Abolition of United States Arms

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Control and Disarmament
Agency.

Sec. 212. Transfer of functions to Secretary
of State.

CHAPTER 3—REORGANIZATION OF DEPARTMENT
OF STATE RELATING TO FUNCTIONS TRANS-
FERRED UNDER THIS TITLE

Sec. 221. Reorganization plan.

Sec. 222. Coordinator for arms control and

disarmament.

CHAPTER 4—CONFORMING AMENDMENTS

Sec. 241. References.
Sec. 242. Repeal of establishment of agency.
Sec. 243. Repeal of positions and offices.

Sec. 244. Transfer of authorities and func-
tions under the Arms Control
and Disarmament Act to the
Secretary of State.

Sec. 245. Conforming amendments.

TITLE HI—UNITED STATES
INFORMATION AGENCY

CHAPTER 1—GENERAL PROVISIONS
Sec. 301. Effective date.

CHAPTER 2—ABOLITION OF UNITED STATES IN-
FORMATION AGENCY AND TRANSFER OF FUNC-
TIONS TO SECRETARY OF STATE

Sec. 311. Abolition of United States Informa-
tion Agency.

Sec. 312. Transfer of functions to Secretary
of State.

CHAPTER 3—REORGANIZATION OF DEPARTMENT
OF STATE RELATING TO FUNCTIONS TRANS-
FERRED UNDER THIS TITLE

Sec. 321. Reorganization plan.
Sec. 322. Principal officers.

CHAPTER 4—CONFORMING AMENDMENTS

Sec. 341. References.

Sec. 342. Abolition of Office of Inspector
General of the United States
Information Agency and trans-
fer of functions to Office of In-
spector General of the Depart-
ment of State.

Sec. 343. Amendments to title 5.

Sec. 344. Amendments to United States In-
formation and Educational Ex-
change Act of 1948.

Sec. 345. Amendments to the Mutual Edu-
cational and Cultural Exchange
Act of 1961 (Fulbright-Hays
Act).
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Sec. 346. International broadcasting activi-
ties.

Sec. 347. Television broadcasting to Cuba.

Sec. 348. Radio broadcasting to Cuba.

Sec. 349. National Endowment for Democ-
racy.

Sec. 350. United States scholarship program
for developing countries.

Sec. 351. Fascell Fellowship Board.

Sec. 352. National Security Education
Board.

Sec. 353. Center for Cultural and Technical
Interchange between North and
South.

Sec. 354. East-West Center.

Sec. 355. Mission of the Department of
State.

Sec. 356. Consolidation of administrative
services.

Sec. 357. Grants.

Sec. 358. Ban on domestic activities.

Sec. 359. Conforming repeal to the Arms
Control and Disarmament Act.

Sec. 360. Repeal relating to procurement of
legal services.

Sec. 361. Repeal relating to payment of sub-
sistence expenses.

Sec. 362. Conforming amendment to the
Seed Act.

Sec. 363. International Cultural and Trade
Center Commission.

Sec. 364. Foreign Service Act of 1980.

Sec. 365. Au pair programs.

Sec. 366. Exchange program with countries
in transition from totalitarian-
ism to democracy.

Sec. 367. Edmund S. Muskie Fellowship pro-
gram.

Sec. 368. Implementation of convention on

cultural property.
Sec. 369. Mike Mansfield Fellowships.
TITLE IV—AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL
DEVELOPMENT

CHAPTER 1—GENERAL PROVISIONS

Sec. 401. Effective date.
Sec. 402. References in