
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES 1800 January 31, 1995
When you arrive at an answer, remem-
ber that it was Congress that ran up a
debt exceeding $4.8 trillion.

To be exact, as of the close of busi-
ness yesterday, Monday, January 30,
the Federal debt, down to the penny, at
$4,803,795,968,326.50—meaning that
every man, woman, and child in Amer-
ican now owes $18,235.29 computed on a
per capita basis.

Mr. President, to respond once more
to the pop quiz question—how many
million in a trillion: There are a mil-
lion million in a trillion, and you can
thank the U.S. Congress for the exist-
ing Federal debt of $4.8 trillion.
f

OPPOSE EFFORTS TO ROLL BACK
MOTOR-VOTER LAW

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, the
National Voter Registration Act of
1993, often called the motor-voter bill,
was one of the most important pieces
of bipartisan legislation approved by
the 103d Congress. Recently, several
Senators have suggested they intend to
try to delay final implementation of
motor-voter, or to repeal it outright.
Today a hearing was to be held on
these issues in the Rules Committee.
That hearing has now been postponed
indefinitely, I hope as an indication of
waning enthusiasm for this proposal.
We must resist any efforts to weaken
or to delay final implementation of
this landmark measure, which is pro-
viding access for so many Americans to
one of their most fundamental rights:
the right to vote.

Most States have moved forward
quickly, responsibly, and effectively to
implement the motor-voter bill at very
low cost, with only a few States resist-
ing. States which have recently imple-
mented the motor-voter provisions
have seen tremendous increases in the
number of people registering to vote.
For example, since the first of the year
Florida has been averaging over 3,000
new voter registrations per day from
people getting driver’s licenses. Ap-
proximately 3,700 voters were reg-
istered in Washington State in the first
week of motor-voter operation through
the combined use of motor-voter proce-
dures, registration by mail, and agen-
cy-based registration. In Georgia, over
18,000 people have been registered since
the new procedures went into effect on
January 1, 1995. In Kentucky, in the
first 10 days of implementation of the
act, over 10,000 new voters were reg-
istered, and over 15,000 changes of ad-
dress for voters were completed
through the motor-voter procedures.
Since Minnesota implemented its own
motor-voter process in 1987, our Sec-
retary of State estimates that we have
registered over 700,000 voters using
those procedures. We must not reverse
this extraordinary progress, which is
allowing many more people to partici-
pate in our political system.

In order to protect the fundamental
right to vote of all U.S. citizens regard-
less of their State of residence, the
U.S. Justice Department has filed suit
against three States—California, Illi-

nois, and Pennsylvania—which have so
far refused to implement the motor-
voter procedures. As Attorney General
Reno observed in the complaints
against these three States, when Con-
gress enacted the motor-voter bill we
were exercising our constitutional
right to regulate Federal elections
under article I, section 4. States cannot
simply ignore the direct statutory di-
rectives of Congress as the Attorney
General said just after the law suits
were filed:

Congress has the authority to regulate
Federal elections, and it used that authority
when it passed the law. We now must use the
authority that Congress gave us to enforce
it.

The motor-voter law enacted last
year was designed to protect potential
voters in all States, and not just in
States where elected officials choose to
obey properly enacted Federal laws. It
is in our national interest to ensure ac-
cess to the voting both for all, whether
you live in Minnesota, California, or
Alaska.

In light of the importance of the
Motor-Voter Act, and the support it is
receiving from around the country, I
ask unanimous consent that the fol-
lowing editorial appearing in the Wash-
ington Post on January 25, 1995 be re-
printed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD,
along with the full text of my state-
ment.

The 1993 National Voter Registration
Act was passed with bipartisan support
because many of our colleagues under-
stood how important the right to vote
is in our society. The motor-voter law
is part of a long line of landmark pro-
tections for the right to vote, starting
with the adoption of the 15th amend-
ment to the Constitution, through the
enactment of the 1965 Voting Rights
Act, and culminating with its passage.
We must not return to the days when
access to the voting booths in our
country was limited by serious barriers
to registration. We must stand up for
the fundamental right to vote. I urge
my colleagues to join me in opposing
any effort to undermine the motor-
voter law, or to delay its full imple-
mentation.

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

WHY RESIST THE ‘MOTOR VOTER’ LAW?

On Monday the Justice Department filed
suit against California, Illinois and Penn-
sylvania for refusing to comply with the Na-
tional Voter Registration Act, popularly
known as the ‘‘motor voter law.’’ The 1993
law requires that states allow people to reg-
ister to vote when they get their driver’s li-
censes, when they apply for social service
and other government benefits, and by mail.
The law was a good idea. Its purpose was to
streamline the U.S. voter registration sys-
tem, which is unusually cumbersome by the
standards of most other democracies.

What are the arguments being made
against the law? A group of Republican gov-
ernors that includes California’s Pete Wil-
son, who has already sued to have the law
overturned, objects on four principal counts:
(1) that voter registration is a state respon-
sibility and the federal government has no
right to impose prescriptions as specific as

those contained in the new law; (2) that the
law is another unfunded mandate requiring
states to spend their own money to achieve
a purpose dictated by Congress; (3) that it is
also a ploy by Democrats to strengthen the
party’s electoral chances, since many of
those whom easier registration might add to
the voter pool are groups inclined to vote
against the GOP; and (4) that the law could
facilitate voter fraud.

The issue of the power of the federal gov-
ernment on this particular matter will now
be settled by the courts, but Attorney Gen-
eral Janet Reno made a plausible point when
she argued that ‘‘Congress has the authority
to regulate federal elections, and it used that
authority when it passed this law.’’ As for
the mandates argument, it’s true that the
Congressional Budget Office estimated the
new law would have a cost, though less than
an average of $1 million in each state annu-
ally. This has not bothered most states. On
the third point (that the GOP would be hurt
and the Democrats helped), the evidence is
not so clear. Back in 1989, for example, Newt
Gingrich urged his party to support eased
voter registration ‘‘not only because it’s
good policy but also because it’s good poli-
tics.’’ Since young people are disproportion-
ately unregistered and since many in their
ranks lean Republican, he said, the party
might actually gain from an expanded elec-
torate. Mr. Gingrich is not a fan of this law,
but that was a good point. As for fraud, reg-
istration at motor vehicle offices and by
mail already works fine in many parts of the
country, including in the District.

Both political parties should want to take
their chances with the broadest possible
electorate. The governors ought to recon-
sider.

f

HOMICIDES BY GUNSHOT IN NEW
YORK CITY

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I rise
to announce to the Senate that during
the past week, 14 people were killed
with firearms in New York City, bring-
ing this year’s total to 58.

A recent national study released by
the Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention indicated that homicide is
the second leading cause of death
among teenagers aged 15 to 19. If cur-
rent nationwide trends continue, it is
estimated that annual deaths from
gunshot wounds will surpass annual
deaths from automobile accidents by
2003. In New York State, as in the Dis-
trict of Columbia and five other States,
this has already occurred. In 1992, there
were 2,345 gunshot-related deaths in
New York State, compared with 1,959
motor vehicle-related deaths.

By the middle of the century, we rec-
ognized that traffic accidents con-
stituted perhaps the greatest of the Na-
tion’s public health problems. So we
did something about it. We passed the
Motor Vehicle Safety Act in 1966 and
increased the use of seatbelts, padded
dashboards, and, more recently, air-
bags. As a result, traffic death and in-
jury was reduced by 30 percent, even as
the number of miles driven by Ameri-
cans increased dramatically. Estimates
suggest that we prevented as many as
250,000 deaths.

We should apply our experience in re-
ducing traffic fatalities to reducing the
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death rate by gunshot. There are cer-
tainly ways we could achieve this: by
establishing stricter requirements for
gun ownership, by restricting access to
the guns used most often to commit
crimes, by making guns themselves
safer, and by teaching people to use
them safely. However, I propose that
we can best reduce the incidence of
firearm-related deaths not by restrict-
ing the supply of guns, but by restrict-
ing the supply of ammunition, particu-
larly those rounds used disproportion-
ately in violent crime. Even if we were
able to resolve the intense conflicts
surrounding the gun control debate, we
would still have enough guns on the
street to last us more than a century.
Our current supply of ammunition, on
the other hand, might well last only 3
or 4 years.

We must heed the lessons of the past.
Clearly we cannot change the behavior
of criminals overnight, as we could not
change the behavior of drivers. But
there are other ways to control the es-
calating death rates. I believe that am-
munition control is the best way, and I
hope my colleagues will agree.
f

FUNDING FOR PUBLIC
BROADCASTING

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President,
today we find ourselves in the midst of
an information services technological
revolution. At no time in our history
has access to information and informa-
tion services been more important. In
light of this, I am concerned about re-
cent proposals to reduce drastically or
to eliminate Federal support for public
broadcasting, a primary source of in-
formation for millions.

As we consider the future of public
broadcasting, let us not forget that
cable television, which many have sug-
gested can fill the gap, currently
reaches only 60 percent of U.S. house-
holds. Forty percent of American
households do not have cable television
primarily because it is cost prohibitive
or because cable service is simply un-
available in their communities. While
cable television has given millions of
Americans remarkable access to infor-
mation and entertainment, it is not an
adequate substitute for public broad-
casting. Mr. President, currently on no
other network can you find the variety
of programming which public broad-
casting offers.

Children’s programming on public
broadcasting provides parents with a
guaranty of quality without violence.
Programs such as ‘‘Ghostwriter,’’
‘‘Reading Rainbow,’’ ‘‘Bill Nye the
Science Guy,’’ ‘‘Sesame Street,’’ and
‘‘Where in the World is Carmen
Sandiego’’ educate and entertain our
children without bombarding them
with commercials. In addition, from
‘‘Wall Street Week With Louis
Rukeyser’’ to ‘‘MacNeil/Lehrer
NewsHour,’’ from ‘‘Austin City Limits’’
to ‘‘Live From Lincoln Center,’’ mil-
lions of adult Americans turn to public
broadcasting for exposure to cultural

events, news and commentary, docu-
mentaries, and instructional program-
ming. Public broadcasting has brought
our Nation unparalleled historical and
political documentaries such as ‘‘Eyes
on the Prize’’ and ‘‘The Civil War.’’ For
a little less than $1 per American annu-
ally, we make an investment in our
children and in the preservation and
dissemination of our culture and our
history.

I am proud that my own State of
Maryland has a State public broadcast-
ing network, Maryland Public Tele-
vision [MPT], with an unequalled com-
mitment to State historical and edu-
cational programming. Maryland Pub-
lic Television produces more local doc-
umentaries than any other local sta-
tion in the State. Marylanders can
study for their GED or earn college
credit through MPT. MPT has also
been one of the leaders on the informa-
tion superhighway. Through its elec-
tronic classroom, MPT has made it
possible for students to see and talk to
scientists at the South Pole. MPT is
just one example of the many superb
public broadcasting networks across
the Nation which, on very limited
budgets, manage to serve viewer needs
while keeping up with the techno-
logical advancements currently sweep-
ing the telecommunications industry.

We have recently heard claims that
public broadcasting is elitist. I would
suggest, Mr. President, that it is in
fact anything but elitist. Public broad-
casting is the one network available to
Americans regardless of where they
live or how much money they earn.
There are communities in my State,
both rural and urban, in which a public
broadcasting station is one of perhaps
two or three stations accessible with-
out cable. In fact I grew up in one of
those towns, Salisbury, MD, and my
mother still resides there. Corporation
for Public Broadcasting [CPB] statis-
tics show that 48 percent of Americans
who listen to National Public Radio
[NPR] have household incomes of
$40,000 or less annually. Public broad-
casting is often one of the tools used by
rural America to attract businesses
and residents. The presence of a public
broadcasting radio or television station
assures prospective businesses and resi-
dents that they will not be cut off from
cultural events and access to news and
information.

Often when we discuss the future of
public broadcasting we talk only about
television. We forget the importance of
public radio. How will cable com-
pensate for the loss of public radio?
Nearly 90 percent of all Americans
have access to a public radio signal.
Public radio provides its listeners with
local community-oriented program-
ming while also linking them to the
Nation and the world. Public Radio
International [PRI] and National Pub-
lic Radio [NPR] are the two major dis-
tribution services for public radio.
PRI’s mission of operation is to engage
listeners with distinctive radio pro-
grams that provide information, in-

sights, and cultural experiences essen-
tial to understanding a diverse, inter-
dependent world. PRI distributes to
public radio stations across the Nation
such widely popular shows as Garrison
Keillor’s—‘‘A Prairie Home Compan-
ion’’ and the ‘‘Baltimore Symphony Or-
chestra,’’ jointly produced by WJHU of
Baltimore and WETA in Washington,
DC. NPR is known nationwide for pro-
ducing outstanding programs such as
‘‘All Things Considered’’ and ‘‘Morning
Edition.’’ Individual public radio sta-
tions can be affiliates of both PRI and
NPR. This assures public radio stations
of access to the broadest possible range
of programming regardless of their lo-
cation.

Many public radio stations serve
rural communities which would other-
wise be entirely without radio service.
Over 90 percent of public radio’s share
of public broadcasting funds goes di-
rectly to local stations serving local
communities. These radio stations re-
spond directly to the needs and wants
of their communities. Many of these
communities and ethnically disparate,
therefore requiring a commitment to
diverse programming. Commercial
radio has declared many of these areas
commercially inviable. These commu-
nities are often too small and too far
flung to support stations on their own.
In my own State of Maryland, public
radio stations such as WESM on the
Eastern Shore play an important role
in supporting the goals of education,
literacy, volunteerism, and in working
to combat youth violence. Are we now
prepared to tell these communities
that at a cost of 29 cents per taxpayer,
the Federal Government is also declar-
ing them unworthy of radio access to
news, information, and entertainment?

Mr. President, throughout its history
public broadcasting has set the stand-
ard against which we have measured
the quality of commercial program-
ming, and with the advent of the infor-
mation superhighway public broadcast-
ing is needed now more than ever. Mil-
lions of Americans will find themselves
on byroads instead of the superhighway
without public broadcasting. In my
view, we should protect the access of
all Americans to reliable educational
programming and quality entertain-
ment. I look forward to working with
all of my colleagues in affirming the
contributions of public broadcasting to
our society and in ensuring that public
broadcasting continues to enhance our
lives and enlighten our minds.

f

TRIBUTE TO FRANK E. RODGERS

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
rise today to pay tribute to Mayor
Frank E. Rodgers, who may well have
set a record that will stand forever as
the longest serving mayor in the his-
tory of the United States.

Mayor Rodgers has 58 years of experi-
ence in public service. He served for 48
years as the mayor of Harrison, NJ.


		Superintendent of Documents
	2025-10-24T01:18:35-0400
	Government Publishing Office, Washington, DC 20401
	U.S. Government Publishing Office
	Government Publishing Office attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by Government Publishing Office




