December 14, 1995

AMENDMENT NOS. 2025, 2031, 2032, 2041, AND 2042,
WITHDRAWN

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the pending amend-
ments numbered 2025, 2031, 2032, 2041,
and 2042 are withdrawn.

The Chair recognizes the Senator
from North Carolina.

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Chair. The
Chair is absolutely correct. Mr. Presi-
dent, I believe there is a time agree-
ment on this of 4 hours equally divided.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. There are 4 hours on
the managers’ time and the bill.

Mr. HELMS. Very well. Mr. Presi-
dent, before I begin, I will yield to the
Senator from Montana to speak as in
morning business.

I ask unanimous consent that it be in
order for me to yield to the distin-
guished Senator 6 minutes, not to be
charged to either side, at which time
the time will begin running on the bill.

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

The Senator from Montana is recog-
nized.

———

GO GRIZ

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I rise
today to introduce a critically impor-
tant resolution. It will restore the
honor of our country, and my State of
Montana in particular, in the face of an
impudent affront leveled against us by
the Governor of West Virginia.

Let me begin with a question. What
would possess as many as 5,000 Mon-
tanans to leave our beautiful State and
travel to a small town in West Vir-
ginia—of all places—for the weekend?

There is only one answer—and that is
Grizzly fever.

As I have proudly told many of my
colleagues, the University of Montana
Grizzlies are traveling to Huntington,
WYV, to take on the Thundering Herd of
Marshall University in the NCAA, Divi-
sion I-AA National Championship. And
on Saturday night, they will come
home to Missoula as the national
champions.

It takes a good football team to get
that far. But the Grizzlies are not just
a good football team—they are a great
football team.

How great are the Grizzlies,
may ask?

Great enough to have trounced their
playoff opponents. During the three
playoff games, the Grizzlies scored a
total of 156 points. Their three oppo-
nents managed to score a paltry 14
points; and two out of the three playoff
games were Grizzly shutouts.

And the Grizzlies are great enough to
have what I believe is the finest quar-
terback in college football today. Dave
Dickenson, from Great Falls, is a
three-time first team academic all-
American, a first team all-American
quarterback, and Dave will probably
receive the Walter Payton Award next
week as the best Division I-AA player
in America.

Many West Virginians—including my
friends Senator BYRD and ROCKE-

some
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FELLER—may take pride in Marshall’s
winning record up to this point. That is
fine. I see nothing wrong with acknowl-
edging the accomplishment of the sec-
ond-best team. But Governor Caperton
crossed the line when he signed a proc-
lamation naming December 16—the day
of the game—Marshall University Day.

Now, normally, I am a strong sup-
porter of States rights. But Governor
Caperton has gone too far. His procla-
mation is a slap in the face to me and
every other self-respecting Montanan.
And it is an insult to the good sense of
every American who follows college
football.

Mr. President, sometimes State gov-
ernments make mistakes. And on occa-
sions like this one, they are whoppers.
The time has come for Congress to step
in and set things right.

That is why I am introducing my res-
olution today. It would recognize the
Montana Grizzlies as the new national
champions by proclaiming all of next
week Montana Grizzlies Appreciation
Week. It would also declare the unfor-
tunate, unjust, and illegitimate procla-
mation by the Governor of West Vir-
ginia null and void.

If you still doubt the need for this
resolution, tune in on Saturday. The
game starts at 10 Montana time—that’s
noon in Washington on ESPN. It will
be a great game.

Mr. HELMS. I can see why the Sen-
ator was eager to make a speech and
make a reference to Montana. I con-
gratulate him.

———

FOREIGN RELATIONS
REVITALIZATION ACT

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill.

Mr. HELMS. Here we are, Mr. Presi-
dent. As I was saying a few minutes
ago, at long last, S. 908 is the pending
business before the U.S. Senate—S. 908
being the plan to reorganize the State
Department—a plan much maligned by
all the bureaucrats who do not want to
be folded into the State Department.
They do not want to save any money.
To their chagrin, it looks to me like we
are going to save some money, not as
much as we would have liked, but that
is an issue we can work on in con-
ference with the House. S. 908 was re-
ported to the Senate more than 6
months ago, and I have never seen as
many erroneous news reports about a
piece of legislation in all of my 23
years in the Senate. The administra-
tion at every turn has vowed—and I use
the administration’s words—vowed to
‘“‘delay, postpone, obfuscate and derail”’
S. 908. They made no bones about it.
All of that was ignored by the great
media of this country. There was just
one Senator who was holding up the
whole works—that fellow from North
Carolina, HELMS—and they went after
HELMS with a feverish attitude.

Our Democratic colleagues signed up
and have refused to allow the Senate to
work its will, but that did not make
any difference to the news media. They
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reported that it was HELMS doing the
holding up, when actually it was the
administration and the Democrat
Members of the Senate. Now, there was
one Senator who was willing to nego-
tiate and participate in the process,
Senator KERRY of Massachusetts, to
whom I shall forever be grateful.

It needs to be made clear that the
Senator from North Carolina has
never, never demanded that I get my
way as press report after press report
after press report claimed. I have never
demanded that the Senate accept this
authorization bill or that the adminis-
tration agree to downsize Government
by eliminating a few Federal agencies.
I have never demanded that the Senate
accept this authorization bill or that
the administration agree to downsize
Government and abolish some Federal
agencies. I had hoped all of that would
happen, and the bill was drafted for
that purpose, but I never made any de-
mand for anything—except that the
Senate be allowed to vote on S. 908. I
said from the very beginning, ‘“‘Let me
have a vote and you will have your am-
bassadors.” I have asked only that the
Senate be allowed to conduct its legis-
lative responsibilities and vote. Not
once did I stipulate that S. 908 had to
pass but just that it be voted upon. But
the Democrats were afraid that if it
were put up for a vote, the Senate
would agree to abolish three Federal
agencies—what a tragedy that would
have been.

Since this process began months ago,
the Foreign Relations Committee has
acted on at least 58 of President Clin-
ton’s ambassadorial nominees—most of
them political appointees, I might add.
The committee has acted on six tax
treaties and assorted other inter-
national treaties in that same time pe-
riod. I have asked myself many times,
what have we received in return? Until
this date, nothing; nothing. There goes
that obfuscation, delay, postponement,
derailment.

I take issue with those in the admin-
istration and with my colleagues, espe-
cially the distinguished Senator from
Connecticut [Mr. DopD], who at one
point asserted that it was the ‘‘height
of irresponsibility to hold up nearly all
other committee business over one
piece of legislation.”” CHRIS DODD
knows better than that, Mr. President.
He is in charge of the political wing of
the Democratic Party. He is perhaps
experiencing a convenient amnesia,
forgetting that as chairman of the For-
eign Relations Subcommittee on West-
ern Hemisphere in 1992, Senator DODD
himself refused to schedule any sub-
committee ambassadorial nomination
hearings for an entire year. So when
Senator DoODD made his extravagant
statement, I respond, ‘“Look who is
talking.”

I could go on, but suffice it to say
many of my Democrat colleagues have
engaged in a bit of injured innocence
when they weep such copious tears
about the delay in Senate confirmation
of several nominees. Now, were it not
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for Senator KERRY’s commitment, Sen-
ator KERRY of Massachusetts, his com-
mitment to negotiate common ground,
we would still this very afternoon be at
an impasse. Everybody knows that
there needs to be streamlining and con-
solidation of the whole Federal Govern-
ment. It is one of the big reasons we
have a $5 trillion debt hanging over the
people of this country. Senator KERRY
recognized early on and said, ‘‘Yes, one
or more of the three agencies stipu-
lated in this legislation have outlived
their usefulness.”

That is putting it the nice way. The
truth of the matter is that all three of
the agencies, ACDA [U.S. Arms Control
and Disarmament Agency], AID [Agen-
cy for International Development], and
the U.S. Information Agency [USIA]
need serious pruning and, in my opin-
ion, should be put on the short list to
be abolished. I note that in reference to
USIA, it was never our intention to un-
dermine our international broadcasting
capability, such as the Voice of Amer-
ica and Radio Free Europe. But I re-
peat, the ancillary agencies that cost
billions of dollars have got to be toned
down. That is what this bill is all
about.

I remind my colleagues that it was
Secretary of State Christopher who
proposed to Vice President GORE’s
much-publicized Reinventing Govern-
ment Office that the United States was
obliged to restructure the U.S. foreign
affairs apparatus for the 21st century.
Secretary of State Christopher himself
advocated the elimination of the Agen-
cy for International Development, the
U.S. Information Agency, and the
Arms Control and Disarmament Agen-
cy. Mr. President, Secretary Chris-
topher went almost hat in hand down
to Vice President GORE’s office to plead
that our foreign affairs apparatus need-
ed a serious rethinking for the post-
cold-war era. I remind my colleagues
that is was Vice President GORE, the
former U.S. Senator, who was chosen
to be the No. 2 officer of this country
and has spent much of his time in of-
fice proclaiming his intent to reinvent
Government, to downsize Government,
and to save the taxpayers money. I
know of very few successful efforts of
the Vice President in that regard, be-
cause somewhere along the line Vice
President GORE, decided all of a sudden
that the status quo was just fine, and
Vice President GORE rejected out of
hand Secretary of State Christopher’s
proposal. In doing so he became a cap-
tive of the very Federal bureaucracy he
was supposed to reinvent.

By the way, this past January, it was
the Vice President of the United
States, AL GORE, who promised that he
was going to save $56 billion in 5 years
by cutting the U.S. International Af-
fairs budget. S. 908, under the terms of
the manager’s amendment, mandates
$1.7 billion in savings over 5 years. If
$1.7 billion in savings ‘‘jeopardizes the
national interest’’, what are we to have
said about $5 billion? The local press
would call such a draconian cut the
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policy of an isolationist if it were made
by anybody on this side. They all ap-
plauded when the Vice President said
it. But look at the facts. How did Mr.
GORE come up with those figures? He
yvanked them out of thin air. Even Sen-
ate Democrats acknowledge that they
cannot figure it out. They have asked
for months—all of us have been asking
for months—for the Vice President’s
proposals for all of these savings.

Finally, some of the more candid
Senators on the other side of the aisle
confessed. They admitted that the Vice
President’s plan had no basis in reality
and it must have been the result of bad
staff work down at the White House. So
the emperor had no clothes.

It is worthy of note that the Vice
President’s book entitled ‘‘Common
Sense Government’’ asserts that his
recommendations on restructuring the
U.S. foreign affairs agencies would be
announced in the fall of 1995.

Mr. President, it is now the winter of
1995, and we are still waiting.

The fact is, we are never going to
hear from him. We are never going to
hear from his associates. They just do
not have a plan. They do not know how
to produce any savings. They do not
have a clue. All they have are press re-
leases, and those press releases, as it
turns out, are not—and were not—
worth the paper they were printed on
last January.

S. 908, the committee’s plan to abol-
ish three Federal agencies and save $3
billion has been available to the ad-
ministration in writing for more than 6
months.

By the way, I stress that the largest
of these agencies—the Agency for
International Development [AID]—is a
temporary Federal agency, even
though it was established a half cen-
tury ago. Ronald Reagan used to say
that ‘“There is nothing so near to eter-
nal life as a temporary Federal agen-
cy.” I think that is correct. The Clin-
ton administration, the State Depart-
ment, and the Vice President of the
United States have yet to provide an
alternative to S. 908. The administra-
tion has not even bothered to submit
an authorization bill to the Congress
this year.

So here we are. S. 908 is the pending
business in the Senate. What goes
around, comes around. As I indicated
at the outset, 6 months after com-
mittee consideration of the bill, no
thanks to the administration, the Sen-
ate Democrats have proposed an
amendment to our bill.

Senator KERRY has just arrived on
the floor. And I do not know whether
he knows that I paid my respects to
him while he was on the way over here.
But I have, and I meant it. And I am
grateful to the Senator.

The Kerry amendment, as I said ear-
lier, mandates cost savings of $1.7 bil-
lion over 5 years. That is less than one-
third of what Vice President GORE
promised that he would save, and what
S. 908 proposed to save at the outset.
We are not saving enough in my judg-
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ment. Senator KERRY knows how I feel
about that. We have been candid to
each other. But I want to get started
on this business of saving the tax-
payers’ money, and I think JOHN
KERRY does as well.

I have had to console myself with the
fact that saving the taxpayers $1.7 bil-
lion is better than saving the taxpayers
nothing. Of course, it would have been
far better if Senator KERRY had been
permitted to fulfill his original offer in
committee to abolish one agency and
save $2 billion over 4 years. In fact, at
the markup of S. 908, the able Senator
from Massachusetts strongly stated
that he was prepared to move forward
on the one agency abolition, and that
he would not back down on that pro-
posal. I thinks it is too bad that he did.

Remember, Mr. President, the origi-
nal intent of the pending bill, S. 908,
was to abolish three agencies. The
Democrat’s compromise proposal was
to maintain status quo—Ileave all three
agencies fully functioning and just ask
them to save a few billion dollars. The
managers’ amendment requires the
President of the United States within 6
months to send up a plan to downsize,
consolidate, and streamline. And, if the
President fails to do it, three Federal
agencies will be abolished just as we
proposed in the beginning. The ball is
going to be in the President’s court.
The clock on that 6 months starts tick-
ing when S. 908 (or H.R. 1561) is en-
acted.

So as I said at the outset, Mr. Presi-
dent, here we are. While the main focus
of this managers’ amendment is on re-
authorization, it needs to be borne in
mind that this is a 4-year authoriza-
tion bill for the Department of State.

Also, the managers’ amendment
modifies several other sections of the
bill. For example, we agreed to modify
some provisions relating to the U.S. re-
lationship with the United Nations.
One in particular that has bothered me
is the provision restricting the share of
U.S. intelligence with the United Na-
tions. At the administration’s insist-
ence we have replaced that provision
with a much less stringent one.

I, for one, agree with Senator SNOWE
of Maine. The original provision was
proposed by Senator SNOWE and it was
much tougher. I agree with her that
the administration should be required
to make the case to Congress as to why
it is crucial for the United States to
share intelligence with the United Na-
tions which includes in its membership
countries such as Iraq and Cuba.

We also agreed to remove section 603
which is a provision dear and near to
my own heart. The provision would
provide asylum for immigrants who are
fleeing the policies of their home coun-
tries that will force them to abort
their unborn children or force them to
be sterilized, as the case may be. The
silver lining in this decision is that
this provision is included in the House
bill and, therefore, I expect to strongly
support the House language in the
House-Senate conference on this bill.
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We modified section 604 to authorize
payments from frozen Iraqi assets for
United States claimants. A similar pro-
vision was approved in committee by a
bipartisan vote of 10 to 8.

Section 168 restricting the issuance
of visas to those who traffic in expro-
priated property was deleted at the be-
hest of Senator DoDD of Connecticut
who has stated that he would prefer
that issue be dealt with in the con-
ference on the Cuban Liberty and Soli-
darity Act, H.R. 927.

Mr. President, another important as-
pect of this agreement is that the Sen-
ate will provide for the appointment of
conferees upon final passage of this
measure sending H.R. 1561—the House
companion bill—to the House, and re-
questing a conference.

On Tuesday, the Foreign Relations
Committee reported out—true to my
promise—18 pending nominees, and the
START II treaty.

The previous unanimous consent
agreement provides for en bloc consid-
eration of the nominees upon final pas-
sage of S. 908. The majority and minor-
ity leaders have agreed to make every
effort to finish START II as expedi-
tiously as possible.

A few more thoughts and I will be
through.

Early next year the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee will begin active con-
sideration of the Chemical Weapons
Convention, including additional hear-
ings and additional steps necessary to
full committee consideration of this
treaty by April 30. I feel obliged to as-
sert that I remain opposed to the
Chemical Weapons Convention. Until
this administration comes forward
with a public explanation of precisely
how this treaty can be verified, which
it cannot do and has not done yet, I
cannot imagine that the Senate will be
prepared to take action on the treaty.
But that remains to be seen.

The road to redemption was not trav-
eled in one day. It began with one step
in the right direction, and that is
where we find ourselves today. The
Democrats have taken this step by rec-
ognizing the necessity of consolidating
the U.S. foreign affairs agencies and
agreeing to mandate cost savings and
by concurring that the Secretary of
State should be the primary foreign
policy adviser to the President of the
United States. Ultimately, the Presi-
dent and our Nation’s foreign policy
will benefit from this reorganization
which has been endorsed by five former
Secretaries of State, who, in the proc-
ess, one after another, conferred with
us and helped us in the drafting of the
bill.

Let me say this, and I shall yield to
the distinguished Senator from Massa-
chusetts.

The world has changed dramatically
during the past 10 years. The State De-
partment has not. The issue of consoli-
dation and restructuring is not going
away this year, and it is not going
away next year either. I pledge that.
Brian Atwood, for example, will have
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to rethink his jubilant declaration this
past October when he said, “AID has
survived a bruising political battle.”
That remains to be seen.

Down on the Archives building, not
far from the Capitol, is a piece of mar-
ble that has the words, “What is past is
prologue.” Somebody asked a friend of
mine what that means, and he said,
“That means ‘You ain’t seen nothing
yet.”” So, Mr. Atwood, I would say,
“You ain’t seen nothing yet.”

What has happened here is not the
beginning of the end, it is the end of
the Dbeginning. Eventually—eventu-
ally—the American people are going to
have their say. And to the length of my
cable-tow, they also will have their
way.

I yield the floor, and I assume the
distinguished Senator from Massachu-
setts wishes to make a statement.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
THOMPSON). The Senator from Massa-
chusetts.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I thank
my distinguished colleague. I was not
here when he made some very generous
comments about my participation in
this, and I am appreciative of what I
have been told that he said.

As I said the other night, for myself
I want to thank the Senator from
North Carolina for his patience and for
his forbearance in this process. It has
been a difficult process, as many have
said, but I will say that in all of the
dealings that he and I have had, there
was never any rancor or any raising of
voices. We argued and debated and
pressed and pushed, both of us, for posi-
tions that we believed in. In the end,
what we have here is a compromise, as
it ought to be, and I think it is a fair
compromise. I think it is a sensible
compromise. It is a compromise that
recognizes the changes that are sweep-
ing over all of Government and Wash-
ington. It recognizes the imperative of
that change, which no agency or entity
of Government ought to be exempt
from unless they can prove, beyond all
doubt, that they ought to be.

Mr. President, I am pleased that Sen-
ator HELMS and I have reached agree-
ment on a manager’s amendment and
that the months-long impasse over this
bill and the nominees and other issues
linked to movement on this bill has
come to an end. The process has been
long and at times trying. In the eyes of
many it was about politics, not policy,
but that is not the case. From the very
beginning there have been real sub-
stantive disagreements over the con-
solidation language in this bill and
over many other policy provisions,
such as those mentioned by the distin-
guished ranking minority member,
Senator PELL.

This managers’ amendment is a com-
promise in every sense of the word. On
the key issue of consolidation, Senator
HELMS and his Republican colleagues
on the committee agreed to accept my
proposal which preserves the Presi-
dent’s prerogative to determine how
the foreign affairs agencies—that is the
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State Department, AID, USIA, and
ACDA—will be reorganized. This pro-
posal provides the President with flexi-
bility. It does not abolish any agencies,
unless the President fails to send a
plan to Congress, but it does require
the President to save $1.7 billion over 5
years through reorganization and con-
solidation. Recognizing that pro-
grammatic reductions are a byproduct
of consolidation, it allows him to
achieve up to 30 percent of that savings
from programmatic reductions.

I believe that this proposal will re-
sult in some serious and beneficial
streamlining and consolidation of our
foreign affairs apparatus. In my view
this is necessary in light of the cuts
that are being imposed on the budget
in all areas including foreign affairs. 1
share the concern of many of my
Democratic colleagues about these
cuts. The international affairs budget
is only 1 percent of the Federal budget,
and it is 1 percent well spent when one
considers our needs and interests
abroad. But like it or not, funding for
foreign affairs programs has been de-
clining over the last decade and will
continue to decline under whatever
agreement is reached for balancing the
budget in the next 7 years. Against this
reality, we must find a more efficient
and cost-effective way to make and im-
plement policy while still preserving
critical programs. I think the approach
we have in this bill will enable us to do
that.

I recognize that some are concerned
that the Senate position on consolida-
tion, as reflected by this managers’
amendment, will be reversed or
changed in conference. Senator HELMS
and I have agreed that the Senate con-
ferees will operate under consensus
with respect to the main elements of
my consolidation proposal, that is
mandatory cost savings, abolition of
the agencies and the limitations as to
where cost savings may be achieved. It
is imperative that any changes in the
Senate position on consolidation re-
flect agreement among all the Senate
conferees because this issue is at the
heart of the bill.

Senator HELMS and I have also
agreed that we will work in conference
to increase the authorization levels for
the operating accounts of the agencies
affected by this bill. We must ensure
that the authorizations for these ac-
counts are in concert with the savings
we are seeking through reorganization
and consolidation and that we do not
undermine the President’s ability to
reorganize by decimating the oper-
ations of these agencies through the
authorization process.

As we are all aware disagreements
over this bill resulted for many months
in inaction by the committee on 18 am-
bassadorial nominations, 4 FSO pro-
motion lists, and the START II treaty.
On Tuesday the Foreign Relations
Committee favorably reported these
items to the Senate. Once we act upon
this bill, the nominees will be approved
by the Senate en bloc pursuant to a
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unanimous-consent agreement reached
last Thursday. When the START II re-
port is filed, the Senate, pursuant to
another unanimous-consent agreed to
last Thursday, will begin consideration
of the treaty. I believe there is over-
whelming support in the Senate for
this treaty and I hope that we will be
able to complete action before the Sen-
ate recesses. If we do not, however, the
majority leader has given his commit-
ment that we will finish action on
START II at the beginning of the next
session. I think these are positive de-
velopments, as is the procedure we
have worked out for committee consid-
eration and action on the Chemical
Weapons Convention.

I am hopeful that with these positive
steps, we can begin to restore the bi-
partisanship traditionally char-
acteristic of the operations of the For-
eign Relations Committee. The chair-
man has assured us that the committee
will resume normal activities including
scheduling of hearings and action on
all currently pending nominees and
other committee business. I believe all
of us on the committee, Democrat and
Republican alike, agree that this is in
our joint interest and that of the coun-
try.

Mr. President, I think most of us ap-
proached the issue of how to deliver
our foreign policy and how to imple-
ment the various missions of the var-
ious agencies that do deliver that for-
eign policy. Most of us approached this
with a sense that we can do it more ef-
ficiently, that we have not patented
perfection with respect to it. There are
areas of waste. There are areas of du-
plication. There are areas where we can
do some consolidating, possibly even
some merging. But we also recognized
that within that framework it is im-
portant to acknowledge and honor the
prerogatives of a separate branch of
Government, the executive branch.

So, some of us pressed very hard for
the Presidential prerogative of being
able to line up their own ducks, of
being able to make a decision as to
which agencies to conceivably consoli-
date, or what the order ought to be. I
think most people feel, particularly in
the arena of foreign policy, that is the
fair prerogative of the President of the
United States. We have preserved that
prerogative in this compromise. So the
principle of consolidation, the principle
of merger, the principle of efficiency is
embraced in the compromise, but the
principle of the separation of powers
and the Presidential prerogative in for-
eign policy is also embraced in this
compromise.

In addition to that, I believe the level
of savings represents a realistic begin-
ning. I think the Senator is perfectly
correct in saying the ultimate goal
here is for all of us to respect the de-
sires of the American people to have
the most efficient expenditure of their
tax dollar. This is their dollar and this
is their Government, not ours. We rep-
resent them here.

So, there are many in this country
who have second thoughts about some
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of those expenditures in the foreign
field, but there are also many people
who have enormous commitment to
much of what we are trying to do
abroad—for very little.

I always ask audiences when I am
asked a question about foreign policy
when I go home and talk to people in
Massachusetts how much money they
think we spend in foreign policy. It is
fascinating to listen to the response.
Many people have a quick response, 20
percent, 20 percent of our budget. More
often than not, it is in the low sort of
double digits: 12 percent, 11 percent, or
the high single digits. Almost invari-
ably, I would say 75 percent and higher
of the number of hands that go up in an
audience, will pick 4 percent, 5 percent,
rarely less than 3.

I was at a teachers convention not
long ago and only one teacher out of
about 200 correctly picked the amount
of money that we put into foreign pol-
icy in this country: 1 percent. Less
than 1 percent of the total budget of
the United States of America leverages
our global interests.

That is not a totally fair assessment
because obviously we invest in the De-
fense Department. That is a very big
investment and that is a serious com-
ponent of our projection of force
abroad and our interests. But in terms
of assistance to other governments, in
terms of population, environment, the
kinds of things we try to do with re-
spect to international narcotics
through the State Department and a
host of those efforts, we are talking
about 1 percent and less of the entire
Federal budget.

Many of us on our side of the aisle
are deeply concerned that in a world
that is more global, in a world that is
less centralized in its conflicts, where
we no longer have the kind of bipolar,
easily definable East-West tension that
defined most of the history of this
country since 1945, in that world there
may well be more need to think about
increasing things like the Foreign
Commercial Service officers in various
developing countries.

When I was in Hong Kong over a year
ago, I was struck by the fact that in
the Foreign Commercial Service in
Hong Kong, the several people that we
have there said to me, ‘“‘Senator, we are
missing billions of dollars of contracts
for our companies in America.”” Those
billions of dollars of contracts trans-
late into thousands of jobs. For every
$1 billion of exports, there are 20,000
jobs created in the United States of
America. They said to me, ‘‘Because we
only have,” I think—I cannot remem-
ber the exact number, it was in the sin-
gle digits—‘‘Because we only have this
few number of people here in Hong
Kong, we cannot keep up with the re-
quests for proposals. We cannot keep
up with the meetings that we could be
putting together for people to be able
to be married to a deal.”

“If you people’—meaning us—he
said, ‘“‘were to have enough foresight to
just give us 10 more people, we would
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pay their salaries within 1 month.”
That seems to me to be a reasonable
return on investment.

That seems to make sense, but that
is not necessarily—and I underscore
necessarily—what will happen with
this budget. Could it happen? The an-
swer is yes.

Under the consolidation, if the Sec-
retary of State and the President were
to decide that is an imperative and we
ought to put more people into that
than have some people on some other
desk, we can make that happen. But I
think most people feel many of those
other desks are also competing with
things ranging from international envi-
ronmental accords to international
questions of refugees to international
questions of immigration to inter-
national questions of crime to inter-
national questions of terrorism, all of
which in this less bipolar world present
us with a whole different set of choices.

Mr. President, I do not want to go on
at great length. I think our effort is to
try to expedite this this afternoon.
There is no reason at this point to
speak at great length, but I do want to
simply say, many people on our side of
the aisle were deeply concerned about
the level of reductions, and that is why
we are starting out at the $1.7 billion.
It may well prove that in the consoli-
dation program that, hopefully, we will
set up within the timeframe within
this bill—I am confident that we may
find there is rationale for doing more.
And we may also find there is a clash
of reality that is impossible and that
this is, in fact, too significant.

Let me say also that Senator HELMS
and I have agreed that we will work in
the conference committee to increase
the authorized levels for the operating
accounts of the agencies that are af-
fected by this bill. We have to ensure
that the authorizations for these ac-
counts are in concert with the savings
that we are seeking through the reor-
ganization and consolidation, and we
do not want to undermine the Presi-
dent’s ability to reorganize by deci-
mating the operations of these agen-
cies through the authorization process
itself.

We are also gratified that part of this
agreement now sees the ambassadors
about to be eminently improved and
the START II treaty to come to the
floor, hopefully, within the next day or
s0, certainly within th