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WITHDRAWN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and 2042 are withdrawn.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 the next days.

I am particularly grateful for the
commitment of the chairman to guar-
antee that the committee will act on
the Chemical Weapons Convention, and
it is obviously our hope that we will be
able to either improve it or change it,
if it needs improvement, but ulti-
mately the full Senate will be able to
act.

I share with my colleague from North
Carolina concerns about it in its cur-
rent form. There are issues of
verification. There are legitimate rea-
sons for the committee to want to do
its business over the course of the next
months.
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Moving at this point in time, Mr.
President, to a consideration of the
START II agreement, for which I think
there is extraordinarily small opposi-
tion within the Senate, if any, is very,
very important in the context of events
in Russia, the elections, and also our
own interests in reducing some 4,000
strategic nuclear weapons from the ar-
senals of both ourselves and the former
Soviet Union, including the SS-18,
which was always the most imposing
weapon that was pointed at the United
States of America.

I think that moving forward on that
treaty is enormously important, and it
is one of the reasons why this com-
promise is so welcome.

I want to say, finally, that I think all
of these steps are important, positive
steps, which I believe, in the spirit that
the chairman has described, can help to
bring us back to a bipartisan, joint ef-
fort to try to utilize this committee to
help address the major questions that
we have in the country with respect to
foreign policy, and I am confident that
with all of our good efforts it can, in
fact, do that.

Mr. President, it is my pleasure to
yield to the distinguished former chair-
man, the ranking member of the com-
mittee, for his comments at this time.

Mr. PELL. I thank the Senator very
much indeed.

Mr. President, I support the Man-
agers Amendment to S. 908 negotiated
by Senators KERRY and HELMS. I was
opposed to S. 908 as reported by the
Foreign Relations Committee, and re-
gretted at the time it was reported
that the committee appeared to have
abandoned a long tradition of biparti-
sanship in crafting the State Depart-
ment authorization bill.

Consequently, I am pleased with the
results of the negotiations that are re-
flected in this managers amendment. I
congratulate Senator KERRY, who so
ably managed this bill on behalf of the
Democrats. He did this in a skilled,
professional and brilliant way. I also
congratulate Senator HELMS for his
willingness to work with Senator
KERRY and Democratic members of the
committee to achieve this constructive
resolution to many of the serious dis-
agreements related to S. 908.

The managers’ amendment makes
significant improvements in the bill
with respect to two critical areas: the
reorganization of the foreign affairs
agencies and those provisions related
to the United Nations and its special-
ized agencies.

As we all know, much of the opposi-
tion to this bill focused on the manda-
tory abolition of AID, USIA, and ACDA
and the transfer of some of their func-
tions and personnel to the Department
of State. I was particularly concerned
that ACDA would be abolished because
I feared that it would eliminate the
independent voice on arms control
issues that every President should
have, and a concept which every Presi-
dent since President Kennedy has sup-
ported.

I am pleased that the compromise
takes a different approach. No agencies
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are abolished, except in the event that
the President fails to send a reorga-
nization plan to the Congress. The
driving force of reorganization is the
requirement that the plan save $1.7 bil-
lion over 5 years. In my view this is the
correct approach as it encourages the
President to reorganize while at the
same time preserving his prerogative
to determine how that reorganization
is done.

As reported by the committee, S. 908
also contained a number of troubling
provisions designed to restrict U.S.
participation in the U.N. system. For
example, some placed conditions on the
payment of our assessed contributions
to the United Nations for membership
and peacekeeping. The managers’
amendment which Senators HELMS and
KERRY are offering improves a number
of these provisions and deletes others. I
applaud these changes because we can-
not exert leverage at the United Na-
tions if we cannot fulfill our financial
and other obligations in full.

Finally, with the adoption of this
managers’ amendment and the passage
of S. 908, the Senate will proceed to the
confirmation of a large number of am-
bassadors and the consideration of
Start II. I have previously expressed
my deep concern and regret over the
holding up of the important business of
the Foreign Relations Committee and
the nation because of significant dif-
ferences of opinion over just one piece
of legislation, particularly if that one
piece is unrelated to the main body of
the legislation and other matters that
are being held up.

In my 30 years of service on the com-
mittee and 8 years as chairman, this
was unprecedented. With this action
today, however, I am very optimistic
that the new year will bring a return to
the committee’s traditional bipartisan
approach to addressing the foreign pol-
icy issues before the Senate. We clearly
will not agree on all these issues, but I
hope we will agree to disagree and
work where feasible to reflect the con-
cerns of all members in the commit-
tee’s deliberations. This managers’
amendment, and the committee’s 18 to
0 vote on Tuesday, December 12, to re-
port the Start II treaty to the Senate,
are examples of our potential for the
new year. As ranking minority member
of the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions, I pledge to work with our chair-
man to address the issues before our
committee in the new year in a bipar-
tisan and constructive manner. Al-
though we have agreed to disagree on
many policy issues, we are friends and
colleagues with a long-standing mutual
respect for each other.

I yield the floor.

Mr. BIDEN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I rise
today to register my opposition to S.
908, the State Department authoriza-
tion and reorganization bill. Before I
begin briefly to state my reasons, let
me compliment both the Senator from
Massachusetts, Senator KERRY, and the
chairman of the full committee. I com-
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pliment the chairman, my friend from
North Carolina, for being a consum-
mate legislative craftsman. He held us
hostage very effectively for a long
time. I do not think we would even be
talking about this compromise bill
were it not for the fact that the
START Treaty was held up, that all
the ambassadorial nominations were
held up, and that we asked Senator
KERRY on our behalf to see if he could
free them up. It reminds me of those
buttons we used to have around here
when we would have long sessions,
“Free The 89th Congress’” or free this
or free that.

Well, this was ‘‘free the Ambas-
sadors” and ‘‘free our national secu-
rity’” so we could have the ability to
continue to destroy Soviet nuclear
weapons and continue the rational
arms control regime that was begun
with President Nixon and went
straight through the administration of
President Reagan.

This is not a backhanded com-
pliment. I think one of the most fierce
and effective legislative foes one could
have in this body is the distinguished
Senator from North Carolina. I do
think, however, that the way my friend
from North Carolina went about this
one was unprecedented, and I hope it is
not repeated.

On that score, I wish to make it clear
to my friend from Massachusetts, Sen-
ator KERRY, why, after all his hard
work, I am still opposed to this bill. He
did a great job. We are going to have a
START II Treaty, God willing and the
creek not rising, and we are actually
going to put ambassadors out there
after the rest of the world wondered
where the devil they were.

Let me say at the outset that I ad-
mire the skill of both the gentlemen
who have brought us this agreement. 1
do not, however, admire the product
that has been brought.

No one disputes the need to con-
stantly scrutinize our Federal bureauc-

racy to 1look for overlaps and
redundancies and opportunities for
streamlining.

In this case, though, the three agen-
cies that I will now mention will, in
my view, be emasculated by this bill.
The Agency for International Develop-
ment and the United States Informa-
tion Agency effectively are mandated
for closing. Most important in my view
is the supreme irony that just as we fi-
nally are allowed by the chairman of
the Foreign Relations Committee to
free up the START II Treaty, this bill
would severely cut the Arms Control
and Disarmament Agency.

All of the three agencies I have just
mentioned have been streamlining
themselves and cutting overlapping
functions. All three of them have al-
ready been taking a good, hard look at
their missions and have been respond-
ing to changing circumstances.

The Agency for International Devel-

opment, for example, has pioneered en-
terprise funds, which have created
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partnerships between the private sec-
tor and the Government.

USIA has attempted to utilize mod-
ern information technologies to spread
the message of the United States to the
rest of the world. It has also entered
into local partnerships whenever pos-
sible to conserve funds.

Perhaps the biggest mystery to me is
why the advocates of this bill think
that the Arms Control and Disar-
mament Agency has outlived its use-
fulness. In the confusion of the current
post-cold-war era, the danger of the
proliferation of nuclear weapons has

dramatically increased, not de-
creased—I repeat, dramatically in-
creased.

Now more than ever, the critical
independence of ACDA is needed to
counter the natural tendency of the
State Department to defer to bilateral
relationships in sticky situations.

Another irony is that those proposing
the cuts are the very ones who have
been most critical of the State Depart-
ment for allegedly having an instinct
to become captives of the countries
with which we deal.

ACDA has a proven track record of
nonpolitical expertise, which we can
ill-afford to lose at this time.

The situation at the State Depart-
ment, which would absorb the agencies
whose independence is to be sacrificed,
is hardly any better. Mr. President, the
Department of State, the principal ve-
hicle for carrying out American foreign
policy, has already been forced into de-
bilitating reductions.

The international affairs budget is
now 45 percent lower in real terms than
it was in 1984. Altogether it represents
only 1.3 percent of Federal spending.
Over the past 3 years alone, the State
Department’s budget has been de-
creased in real terms by 15 percent at
the same time the Department’s re-
sponsibilities have increased with the
emergence of new countries in the
wake of the breakup of the former So-
viet Union. Moreover, since 1993 there
has been a 30-percent increase in pass-
port issuances to U.S. citizens to travel
abroad.

What has the result been? The State
Department has taken the following
actions to reduce the cost of con-
ducting U.S. diplomatic and consular
relations.

First, it has cut its total work force
by 1,700 persons.

It has downsized the Senior Foreign
Service by 19 percent. And here, Mr.
President, I submit that we are wast-
ing a precious national resource, the
kind of expertise built up over the dec-
ades that in the short term simply can-
not be replicated.

It has also reduced overseas allow-
ances.

It has cut its administrative expenses
by almost $100 million.

It has reduced expenditures on diplo-
matic security by 15 percent. And, Mr.
President, I doubt anyone would claim
that we live in a safer international en-
vironment.
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It has had to cancel, which I find as-
tounding, the 1995 Foreign Service ex-
aminations—I repeat, has had to cancel
the 1995 Foreign Service examinations.
That means, of course, that our coun-
try is cutting off any chance of attract-
ing the best and the brightest of our
college and university graduates into
the diplomatic service this year. Talk
about being penny-wise and pound-fool-
ish. My goodness.

The State Department has been
forced to slate 19 overseas posts for clo-
sure in fiscal year 1996. The list of
these posts makes the hair of any
internationally minded American
stand on end. Permit me to elaborate a
bit on this point, using Zurich, Swit-
zerland, as an illustrative example of
the folly that congressionally induced
budget slashing has wrought. Zurich is,
of course, Switzerland’s largest city
and its economic and financial center.
In fact, it ranks as the world’s fourth
largest financial center. Many Amer-
ican multinational corporations have
their regional headquarters there, in-
cluding Dow, Kraft, General Motors,
and many others. In the other direc-
tion, Switzerland was the second larg-
est foreign direct investor in the
United States in 1994.

So, Mr. President, what do we do? We
close the consulate in Zurich, Switzer-
land, which does not make a lot of
sense. I do not think it is a stretch to
say that Zurich is a rather important
city to American business. Apparently
other countries also perceive Zurich’s
central position in international fi-
nance and trade; 59 other countries
have consulates there. As one might
expect, all of the other leading powers
in the world have representation in Zu-
rich, but smaller nations also consider
it in their interest to be represented in
Zurich—The Gambia, Lesotho, Mon-
golia, Nepal, Rwanda, the Republic of
the Seychelles, Swaziland, Vanuatu.
The list goes on.

Mr. President, with all due respect to
our friends in The Gambia, Lesotho,
Mongolia, Nepal, Rwanda, and so on, I
find it rather incredible to believe that
their governments can somehow find
the funding that they need to keep con-
sulates open in Zurich, and the United
States of America, the world’s only su-
perpower and largest economic engine
in the world, cannot. We cannot find
the money to keep a consulate open in
the vitally important city of Zurich, a
consulate, I might add, that I have
never visited.

But let me not be too Eurocentric,
Mr. President. Another post slated for
closing, thanks to congressional budg-
etary wisdom, is Medan, Indonesia. As
you know, Indonesia, with a population
of over 200 million people, is the fourth
largest country in the world.

It is also the largest Moslem-major-
ity nation on Earth. Its economy offers
numerous opportunities for foreign in-
vestment. And Medan, after the capital
Jakarta, is Indonesia’s most important
commercial center.

Other countries with consular offices
in Medan include Belgium, Germany,
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Great Britain, India, Japan, Malaysia,
the Netherlands, Norway, the Russia
Federation, Singapore, Sri Lanka, Swe-
den, and Thailand. Why are they there?
To do business.

So, Mr. President, after we take
down the Stars and Stripes and close
our consulate in Medan, what will hap-
pen when an American corporation
eager to break into the Indonesian
market goes to Medan? Our American
corporate representative can walk
down to the the Japanese consulate
where the nice Japanese attache will
undoubtedly be happy to help out with
business contacts and other valuable
information that the American cor-
poration needs.

Although this bill is largely a cre-
ation of the majority party, there is
plenty of blame to spread around. I re-
gret to say that the administration, in
its zeal to reinvent Government, has
aided and abetted the feeding frenzy of
the small Government ideologues.

To be fair, this bill can be viewed as
but the logical culmination of a decade
of denigrating the nonmilitary compo-
nent of American foreign policy. Most
of us, this Senator included, have voted
for reductions in one area of foreign
policy or another to spare what we
deem to be more important programs.

But, Mr. President, this goes over-
board. This bill goes far beyond what
we have seen before. Previous cuts in
the budget for carrying out our foreign
policy, whether they were proven cor-
rect or not, were at least undertaken
with a view toward strengthening the
international role of the United States
of America.

As I have demonstrated earlier, the
agencies charged with executing our
foreign policy have not been ‘‘fat cats”
of the Federal budget, unwilling to
change. On the contrary, Mr. Presi-
dent, they have absorbed massive cuts
up to this point. I repeat, the inter-
national affairs budget is already, be-
fore we pass this bill, 45 percent in real
terms below what it was in 1984. And as
I have said, the State Department,
USIA, ACDA, and AID have already im-
plemented severe staff reductions.
Moreover, we are talking about only 1.3
percent of Federal spending here.

So, Mr. President, I think it is to-
tally false to assert either that our for-
eign policy agencies have not reformed
themselves or that the very carrying
out of our foreign policy is a ‘‘big tick-
et” item in the Federal budget.

No, Mr. President, the impetus for
this proposed legislation is not rooted
in demonstrated need. On the contrary,
I am sorry to say, the bill has its gen-
esis in a strain of isolationist thought
that harkens back to the 1920’s and
1930’s, which many of us thought was
but an unpleasant memory.

By imposing crippling budget cuts on
three foreign affairs agencies that have
served this country well for decades:
the Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency, the Agency for International
Development, and the U.S. Information
Agency, I think this bill virtually
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assures their demise. That is part of
the bill’s purpose.

Moreover, Mr. President, the State
Department, which would inherit the
remains of those agencies, would itself
be forced into yet another round of
devastating cuts. Some of those con-
sequences, as I have earlier indicated,
would be absurdly funny were they not
so tragic.

Mr. President, this bill represents
backdoor isolationism pure and simple.
At a time when international affairs
has become more complex, its passage
would signal to the world an American
desire to simplify what cannot be sim-
plified.

Combined with Republican-mandated
cuts in the already meager foreign as-
sistance budget, this bill would lead in-
eluctably in a few years to a situation
in which the American President would
have little choice in an international
crisis between doing nothing and send-
ing in the military. This bill, I believe,
is the worst kind of ideologically-driv-
en false economy. It is a dressed-up iso-
lationist exercise. It is not worthy of a
country that claims the mantle of
world leadership.

I know that many of my colleagues
share my deep misgivings about this
Congress’ evident desire to shrink
America’s international role. Opposi-
tion to this bill offers an opportunity
to reassert the centrality of America’s
involvement in the world. I urge my
colleagues to join me in voting against
S. 908.

I yield the floor.

Mr. HELMS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Carolina.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I am not
going to debate the distinguished Sen-
ator from Delaware. I will say, he has
a very selective memory. And like all
of us, I suppose he remembers things
that have not happened. But that is all
right. The Senator forgot, for example,
to mention the continuous efforts on
our part to persuade the administra-
tion to engage in negotiations.

On August 11 of this year I had per-
suaded, through a friend in the White
House, the White House to have the
President invite me and our staff to
the White House to brief the President
on our legislative proposal. What it in
fact proposed and what the critics of it
said it would propose were two dif-
ferent things.

President Clinton was entirely gra-
cious when we arrived. We did not meet
him on the first floor. He took us up to
the family quarters. And we spent 1
hour and 20 minutes demonstrating the
details of the proposal. Vice President
GORE was there, as was the Secretary
of State, the White House Chief of
Staff, and the Deputy National Secu-
rity Adviser. I sat between the Presi-
dent and the Vice President, as a mat-
ter of fact. Several times during the
briefing the President leaned over to
me and said, ‘“Who could be against
that? Who could be against that?”’ dis-
closing clearly that he had not been in-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

formed about what the bill in fact pro-
posed and now proposes.

Acting in his name had been a con-
cert of the bureaucrats heading the
three agencies, the three agencies that
five Secretaries of State, plus Warren
Christopher, the President’s Secretary
of State, had stipulated ought to be
abolished and folded into the State De-
partment because they had become
anachronisms of a bygone era.

Senator BIDEN is also wrong about
this bill having anything to do with
the cancellation of the Foreign Service
examination. The closing of diplomatic
missions was not only a recommenda-
tion of the last two administrations, as
I said in my opening remarks, but also
of the President of the United States.

So it is unfair—and I know that the
Senator from Delaware does not intend
to be unfair—but he is following the
same line that the news media have
followed from the very beginning.

Why did five former Secretaries of
State help us draft this bill and pub-
licly endorse it? Why did the present
Secretary of State go down to the
White House and propose, in large
measure or in some measure, what we
are proposing with this S. 908? Those
are things that the Senator from Dela-
ware just smooths over. And I know he
does not intend to be unfair because he
is a fair individual. He and I came to
the Senate the same day.

This bill is intended to strengthen
the Secretary of State organizationally
speaking. Warren Christopher wanted
it done but he was rebuffed. Now, if you
disagree with Mr. Christopher, that is
your business, I will say to the able
Senator from Delaware. But the fact is,
there have been changes in this world,
as I tried to emphasize in my own re-
marks. And the U.S. foreign policy ap-
paratus must change with the times.

Let me address a statement that is so
often made by the State Department
and various others and political
operatives who support the status quo.
Senator KERRY said over and over
again in his remarks that spending on
the U.S. foreign affairs budget takes up
only 1 percent of the Federal budget, I
believe he said 1 percent. Well, the 1.3
is correct, but it is not incorrect to say
that that is what is spent on operating
the foreign policy apparatus because
the foreign policy apparatus reaches
out and utilizes the rest of Govern-
ment, and the cost of what they reach
out and get greatly increases that fig-
ure because the 1.3 does not include
spending on foreign policy objectives
from our domestic accounts. That fig-
ure does mnot include the money
usurped from the Department of De-
fense. I mentioned the $2 billion spent
on Somalia. I mentioned the nearly $2
billion that has been spent on Haiti,
thus far, and much more is going to be
spent in Haiti before we are through.

The Lord only knows how much is
going to be spent in and on Bosnia; $2
or $3 billion has been mentioned. It is
going to be at least that much, and
probably substantially more. Thirty-
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two Federal agencies run almost $2 bil-
lion in international exchanges every
year. The point is, the American people
must not be deceived or misled into be-
lieving that we only spend 1.3 percent,
or 1 percent, of the Federal budget on
our foreign policy. It simply is not so,
and that deception ought to be brought
to an end.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I do not
want to get into a debate with my
friend, and there is nothing personal
about what I said. Let me reiterate
what I actually said. My criticism and
compliment to my friend from North
Carolina was not that he was original
in what he has done, in the sense that
he had support from like-minded
former Secretaries, or even, at one
time, from the present Secretary, or
perhaps even from the President. My
comments related not to him—it is not
what he proposed but the fact that he
denied us our ability to dispose of am-
bassadorial nominations and the
START II Treaty.

My disagreement is not only with
him on this legislation. I also men-
tioned the Secretary of State when we
were referring to the State Department
and the President of the United States.
I think, with all due respect, all the
supporters of this effort are being
shortsighted. So the chairman is not
alone in what I characterize as ‘‘short-
sightedness’ as it relates to what our
policy should be. My reference to him
was explicitly for his unique ability to
fashion a way to get his point across in
this case, which was by denying us the
ability to dispose of the START II T
treaty and dispose of ambassadorial
nominations, all of which were ready
to go. I complimented him on his inge-
nuity.

I have tried to learn from him. We
have been here together since January
1973, and I have watched him, and
Democratic predecessors, like the de-
ceased Senator Jim Allen, and others,
use their great skills to be able to get
the results that they sought. I com-
pliment him on it, but I think it is the
wrong way to do it. I think it was a
high price to be paid in order to get
agreement.

So I want to be clear. He was not
original in his notion that we should
cut these consulates. He joined other, I
think, wrong-headed proposals to close
them. My reference to him was explic-
itly that I hope we do not have a rep-
etition of shutting down the business
of the committee while we arrive at a
conclusion that is satisfactory to who-
ever the chairman is then.

The distinguished Senator from
Rhode Island has announced his retire-
ment. The Senator from North Caro-
lina and the Senator from Delaware are
seeking reelection. The Lord only
knows, and our constituents know,
whether both of us will be back, and
the odds are that he may be back as
chairman. But it is also possible that
the Senator from Delaware may be
back as chairman of the committee.
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That is the only reference that I was
making. It seems to me that what he
did was legal use, in a senatorial sense,
of the power of chairmanship, but I
think unprecedented and, I hope, not to
be repeated.

I yield the floor.

Mr. HELMS. It is not a violation of
the rules, and it is not undesirable un-
less the other guy is doing it to you. I
remember when the other side was in
the majority, with a different chair-
manship. I must say that Senator PELL
has always been a thoroughbred gentle-
men. I have said that in many public
forums, and I think he knows I mean
it. I hope that some may later on think
that I am a gentleman, too.

But I am interested in getting the job
done. I reiterate, as I said at the very
outset this afternoon, that this could
have been handled months ago if the
other side had been willing only to let
the Senate speak on the bill. But, no,
no, the first day when it came up, they
brought out Mr. KENNEDY from Massa-
chusetts to speak for 1 hour and 20
minutes on the minimum wage. Some
things are hard to understand. But I
figured out, after a while, that they
were filibustering, that they did not
want the Senate to speak its mind on
this bill. It began there. But if we had
had a vote, no Ambassador would have
been held up. And if we let the Senate
function as it is intended to function
from now on, no Ambassador will be
held up in the future.

I am going to use every technique
that comes to my mind to try to do the
best I can for my country. Now, if the
Senator wants to talk about what it
costs to operate the foreign policy es-
tablishment, we can get into details
like, why did the United States State
Department, or the foreign aid appa-
ratus, have 600 people stationed in
Cairo, HEgypt, alone to give away
money? Since I brought it up, they
have reduced, somewhat, the number of
people in AID, the Agency for Inter-
national Development, stationed in
Cairo. It is something over 400 now.
But they did not do a cotton-picking
thing about it until I began talking
about it in this bill. I am going to do
the best I can for what I believe in, and
I know the Senator from Delaware
feels the same way about it. We will do
the best we can together.

I yield the floor.

Mr. SARBANES addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland is recognized.

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, let
me say that the way this situation de-
veloped is, the Senator from North
Carolina, the chairman of the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee, reported
from the committee a reorganization
bill on a 10-8 vote, a straight party-line
vote. There was no bipartisanship on
that issue. He then sought to bring
that bill up on the floor and was not
able to get 60 votes in order to invoke
cloture. Now, pushing the other side to
invoke cloture is not a tactic strange
or unfamiliar to the distinguished Sen-
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ator from North Carolina. He is one of
its more avid practitioners here in the
Senate.

So I am not moved by the fact that
his measure, in effect, was blocked be-
cause they were unable to produce the
60-vote margin. They tried to do it and
fell short on two occasions. Not having
been able to get his way on this impor-
tant substantive matter about which
there were great divisions, a lot of
strong feelings, and a lot of differing
views about what was appropriate, the
Senator from North Carolina proceeded
to take the ambassadorial nominees
hostage. He shut down the work of the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee,
of which he is the chairman, holding up
such important matters as the START
II treaty and the Chemical Weapons
Convention.

In other words, because he could not
get his way on a substantive matter, he
then refused for 4 months to allow the
committee to carry out its functions
and responsibilities. We were not able
to do any business—no legislation, no
nominations, no treaties. This is hos-
tage-taking par excellence.

Then we are being told, you have to
negotiate. The United States says to
the world, if you take our people hos-
tage we will not negotiate under those
circumstances. We will not be coerced
that way.

Now, I have never, in the time I have
served here, encountered anything
comparable to what has occurred in
this instance, in terms of grinding the
whole range of work to a halt—particu-
larly by the chairman of a committee,
which, after all, carries with it certain
important responsibilities.

I remember the former chairman of
the committee was on the floor when
the Middle East Peace Facilitation Act
was being subjected to this very tactic
to which I made reference. It was like
a rolling snowball. Anything that came
along, the Senator from North Carolina
encompassed within his rolling snow-
ball and sought to hold hostage in
order to increase his leverage to get his
way on the reorganization measure.

So we encountered this with respect
to the Middle East Peace Facilitation
Act, in addition to holding the ambas-
sadors hostage, in addition to these
treaties that were left to languish, in
addition to whatever legislation was in
the committee. In fact, at that time
the former chairman of the committee,
the distinguished Senator from Rhode
Island, said, ‘“‘I absolutely agree it is
inappropriate to link MEPFA to the
State Department legislation. I do not
recall in the years I have been in the
Senate, 35, or as chairman of the com-
mittee, any similar action being
taken.”

I then said, ‘“Will the chairman yield
on that point? When did the former
chairman, if I may say, the very distin-
guished former chairman, go on the
Foreign Relations Committee?’’ Mr.
PELL said, ‘I think it was 1964.”” And I
asked, ‘“So the Senator has been on it
more than three decades?”’ And Sen-
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ator PELL said, ‘‘Correct.” And I in-
quired, ‘“‘Has my colleague ever seen
anything comparable to what is now
taking place?” Senator PELL said, ‘‘No,
and that is the point that bothers me.”
I said, “‘I thank the Senator,” and Sen-
ator PELL went on to say:

I think we should deal with the question of
extension of MEPFA on its merits and the
merits clearly lie with the quick passage of
the short-term extension. We should not, as
Senator Kerry noted, trifle with the peace
process for the sake of reorganizing our bu-
reaucracy. We should pass the MEPFA now
with no linkage. In this regard, I am particu-
larly struck by the words of the Senator
from Maryland. I know I am correct in say-
ing I am the only former Foreign Service of-
ficer in the Senate. Because the Foreign
Service was only created in 1926 under the
Rogers Act, I think I am the only Foreign
Service officer ever to have served in the
Senate. I would also point out this linkage
that is being created by the chairman of the
committee not only sets a bad precedent but
is a linkage that should never have been
made in the first instance. It has not been
done in the past, and it would be a great sin
to move this way now.

Now, I agree completely with those
remarks of the distinguished Senator
from Rhode Island. The Senator from
North Carolina, unable to get the votes
to invoke cloture—a process, as I indi-
cated earlier, he has used himself re-
peatedly on the floor of the Senate—
then decided to use that bill as lever-
age. He was saying, in effect, ‘I will
take every other aspect of business of
the committee hostage. No ambas-
sadors, no treaties, no legislation, no
Middle East Peace Facilitation Act.
You will have to come to terms with
me on this reorganization.”

Now, looking at the national inter-
ests of the United States, the fact of
the matter is that ambassadors and
treaties, which are important to our
Nation’s interests and upon which we
should have been acting, were delayed
over the controversy with respect to
this legislation.

Now, I understand the Senator wants
his reorganization bill. A number of us
disagree with that. Fine, I am ready to
fight out that issue on that legislation.
But, to change the pressures, to in-
crease the leverage, he decided instead
to do a hostage-taking action, which is
exactly what occurred here.

Over the past 6 months there has
been a long and growing list of ambas-
sadorial nominees—currently 19—who
had their hearings and were ready to be
reported. Many of them had their hear-
ings in July and have been waiting
since then—it is now December—to be
approved by the Senate. Meanwhile,
the countries to which they would go
have no American ambassadors on the
scene, no heads of mission, no one co-
ordinating the American presence in
that country. Now, most of these am-
bassadors were career members of the
Foreign Service, people who have com-
mitted themselves to serving our Na-
tion in these very important ways. Mr.
President, 15 of the 19 are career offi-
cers. They included nominees for a
number of major posts, including Ma-
laysia, Cambodia, Thailand, Indonesia,
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Pakistan, Oman, Lebanon, and South
Africa. Our former distinguished col-
league, Jim Sasser, was nominated to
go to China. Our relationships with all
these countries have been suffering be-
cause we have no U.S. ambassadors
there.

Why are the ambassadors not there?
Not because questions are being raised
about a particular ambassador and his
or her qualifications, which of course is
a legitimate reason. If someone is hold-
ing up an ambassador on the floor of
the Senate because they do not think
that person is qualified, or because of
some other difficulty directly related
to the nominee, that is a fight that
ought to be fought with respect to that
ambassador. None of that has happened
here. No one was asserting that any of
these ambassadors had any deficiency.
They were all being held as a pressure
tactic on the reorganization bill.

Hundreds of Foreign Service officers
recommended for promotion were also
being held up. These are career people.
They have committed themselves to
the Foreign Service. There is an estab-
lished process by which they move for-
ward within the Foreign Service. The
promotion list comes to the Senate and
we act on it. Yet all of them were being
held up.

Obviously, this is an unfair situation
to the individual nominees, who have
absolutely nothing to do with the reor-
ganization proposal by the Senator
from North Carolina. In addition to
being unfair to the nominees and their
families, it is contrary to the interests
of the United States.

We need to have our ambassadors out
there in the field promoting U.S. inter-
ests such as human rights, conflict res-
olution, antiterrorism, counter-
narcotics cooperation, and increasing
U.S. exports. We need them there to re-
spond to incidents before they become
crises, to assist U.S. tourists and busi-
ness people, to promote U.S. goodwill,
and to spread American values and
ideals. The fact that they are not there
and have not been there for a number
of months causes friction in our diplo-
matic relations and erodes and under-
cuts the ability of the United States to
influence developments around the
world.

Mr. President, I am further con-
cerned because I think that taking peo-
ple hostage this way is yet another at-
tack on the career Foreign Service,
which is extremely unfortunate. In
fact, we received a letter back in Au-
gust from the American Academy of
Diplomacy with respect to the ambas-
sadors that were being held up. Let me
just quote that letter, which was writ-
ten to Chairman HELMS of the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee:

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The Academy has
noted, according to press reports of August 2,
that following a deadlock in the Senate on
the State Department authorization bill, a
hold would be placed on 17 ambassadorial
nominations and that committee action was
being canceled or postponed on 22 other
nominations subject to Senate confirmation.

The Academy has taken no position on the
authorization bill which is currently in con-
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tention. But it does not believe the country’s
larger interests are served by linking action
on that bill to the ambassadorial nomination
process. Doing so would have the United
States without appropriate representation in
these countries at a time of dramatic, his-
toric global change.

We believe that decisions on America’s dip-
lomatic representation abroad, including
both the timing of such action and the quali-
fications of those nominated, should be made
strictly on the basis of our interests in the
country involved.

Frankly, I think this willingness to
make pawns out of ambassadorial
nominees, most of whom, as I indi-
cated, are career people, is a denigra-
tion of the career service.

I am increasingly concerned about
the extent to which that is taking
place and is engaged in by some of my
colleagues.

At an earlier time, the Senator from
Texas asserted that he favored deep
cuts in spending for diplomatic activi-
ties to curb the department’s alleged
penchant for ‘‘building marble palaces
and renting long coats and high hats.”

Such an attack on our professionals
is extremely unfair. They in fact are
risking their lives. Some are losing
their lives. Yet, we have Members of
this body who attack them for sup-
posedly wearing long coats and high
hats and living in marble houses.

Ambassador Robert Frasure, who had
so much to do with moving the efforts
toward peace forward in the Balkans,
lost his life in Bosnia. As the State De-
partment spokesman put it, when Am-
bassador Frasure was killed ‘‘he was
riding in an armored personnel carrier
and wearing a flak jacket, not striped
pants.”

Ambassador Frasure’s widow wrote a
very moving letter to the Washington
Post, in the course of which she said, in
defense of her husband—it should have
never been necessary for her to have to
defend him—but in the course of which
she said:

Our diplomats are some of the finest, brav-
est, most courageous people I have ever met.
In the past 10 years alone, my husband and I
mourned the death of seven of our friends
and Embassy colleagues.

She then listed them, and went on to
comment about the remarks about
long coats and high hats and marble
palaces:

I am outraged also because I remember the
dangers as well as the many hardships our
family endured in Bob’s 20-year career.

That is from a very moving letter by
Katharina Frasure, the widow of am-
bassador Robert Frasure who came to
his untimely and much-grieved death
in Bosnia.

In fact, over the past 25 years more
American ambassadors than generals
have been killed in the line of duty.

So I think we ought to treat the For-
eign Service with a greater measure of
respect. Holding up ambassadors for
reasons unrelated to their qualifica-
tions or their mission is not the way
we ought to be doing business here.
And I regret that these able men and
women were held hostage in order to
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increase the pressure and the leverage
with respect to an unrelated piece of
legislation.

In addition to the ambassadors, he
also held hostage some very important
treaties—the START II treaty and the
Chemical Weapons Convention. We
passed amendments and resolutions
right here on the Senate floor express-
ing our desire to see these treaties rati-
fied and implemented at the earliest
possible date.

As Spurgeon Keeney, the head of the
Arms Control Association, recently
wrote:

Failure to complete Senate action prompt-
ly could delay for years the entry into force
of these agreements with great disadvantage
to U.S. security.

U.S. security is being disadvantaged
by this holdup. The START II treaty,
from all testimony and from all anal-
ysis, clearly serves our national inter-
est. It is a very important measure in
terms of reducing the nuclear arsenal,
and bringing the nuclear danger under
greater control. Yet, that treaty has
been held up over this reorganization
issue.

Let me turn to the substance of this
bill. I understand that the distin-
guished Senator from Massachusetts,
Senator KERRY, labored under a very
difficult assignment and under very
trying circumstances. He has received
a lot of unfair criticism, much of it
from the other side. He was praised
today, but along the way he was sharp-
ly criticized, which I think was very
unfair to him.

The authorization levels in this legis-
lation, in my judgment, impose such
deep cuts in administrative expenses
that we run the risk of having, as the
American Foreign Service Association
said, ‘‘hollowed-out agencies’’. They ar-
gued in a letter to the members of the
committee that actually what was hap-
pening was a shift from streamlining
agencies to hollowing-out agencies.
And they then make the point, and I
quote:

It makes little sense to AFSA that at a
time when American leadership and ideas
are needed and welcomed throughout the
world, we would undercut our ability to op-
erate abroad. Lack of adequate funds and
staff to actively represent its national inter-
ests abroad send the wrong message. The
costs of fighting totalitarianism during
World War II and the Cold War were ex-
tremely high. Having won those wars, we
cannot now afford to turn our back on the
world or sacrifice our hard-fought victories
by failing to adequately fund diplomacy—our
country’s first, most cost effective, and least
risky line of defense in these dangerous
times.

The amount authorized here for dip-
lomatic and consular programs at the
State Department is $30 million below
the level in the Commerce-Justice-
State appropriations conference report,
$60 million below the administration’s
request. These are funds needed to as-
sist American travelers abroad, to
process visas, to keep open consulates,
conduct diplomatic affairs.

Funding for salaries and expenses at
USIA is also cut drastically. The same
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is true at the Arms Control and Disar-
mament Agency and at the Agency for
International Development.

In my view, the cuts being proposed
here are excessive and will result in
impeding our ability to carry out U.S.
foreign policy effectively overseas. 1
agree with the American Foreign Serv-
ice Association’s assessment that these
cuts will lead to hollowed out agencies
at the very time, with the end of the
cold war, that there is an opportunity
for the skillful and effective use of di-
plomacy. At the very time when Amer-
ican leadership and ideas are needed
and welcomed throughout the world,
we would undercut our ability to oper-
ate abroad.

I think this is an important issue.
People get up on the floor and they
make speeches about America’s leader-
ship in the world. Then they fail to
provide the wherewithal, or the re-
sources with which to exercise that
leadership. Many seem to think that
leadership only exists in the military
sphere, not recognizing the important
accomplishments that can be done in
the political and diplomatic sphere,
and the interaction between the polit-
ical and diplomatic sphere and the
military sphere.

In addition to these funding levels,
which I think are a very basic failing
with this legislation, there are other
substantive provisions that remain
deeply troubling. One section requires
massive RIF’s by USIA and AID in 1996
and 1997; in one instance by more than
50 percent. That, in effect, would finish
the Agency. There has been no study of
consequence to support the effort to
abolish these agencies that is at all
comparable with the studies that were
made in establishing the agencies to
begin with. If one goes back and looks
at the process of analysis that was
made when the decision was made to
establish these agencies, and the ra-
tionale that was given—much of which
I think remains valid, but if you want
to argue that, fine—but there is no
comparable counterpresentation to
support eliminating the agencies.

Actually, there was a commission
that recommended AID be eliminated,
and now the head of that commission is
in favor of keeping it, particularly on
the basis of the very significant re-
forms that have been made at AID
under its present administrator, Brian
Atwood.

This legislation places onerous new
conditions on our participation in the
United Nations. It requires the with-
holding of 20 percent of our contribu-
tions to the United Nations, 50 percent
of our contributions for assessed peace-
keeping, and 100 percent of our con-
tributions for voluntary peacekeeping,
until an extensive list of certifications
is made. The United States, unfortu-
nately—I regret to say this—is now the
largest deadbeat at the United Nations
in terms of meeting its obligations. Yet
we repeatedly turn to the United Na-
tions in order to accomplish important
objectives, in Cambodia, Angola, El
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Salvador, and on and on around the
world. We should not forget that the
United Nations cannot take any sig-
nificant action if the United States
does not concur with it because we can
simply veto it in the Security Council.

There is a also very troubling provi-
sion in section 604 relating to Iraqi
claims. This is a complicated issue. It
has been the source of intensive nego-
tiations, but it has very serious na-
tional implications.

Briefly, the situation is as follows.
When Iraq invaded Kuwait, the United
States froze all Iraq’s assets in United
States banks. The number of claims on
those assets from U.S. veterans and
business people far exceeds the amount
of the frozen funds. Yet there is a pro-
vision in this legislation to allow a
small group of claimants to come in
and get 100 percent of their money,
leaving less available for the veterans
and other businesses who have equally
valid claims. There will not be enough
money left to go around for the rest of
these people.

The Bankers Association for Foreign
Trade wrote, calling the amended lan-
guage ‘‘bad public policy.”” They oppose
it “‘not only because it would give pref-
erence to a small, select group of unse-
cured creditors as against others simi-
larly situated. More importantly, it
would inevitably increase the cost of
trade finance for U.S. exporters rel-
ative to their foreign competitors.”

I close by again expressing my re-
spects to the Senator from Massachu-
setts for his hard work. I think the
managers’ amendment is an improve-
ment to the bill itself. I do not for a
moment contest that. But I still think
that overall, this legislation is heading
in the wrong direction. It may be less
bad, and a lot of very skillful work was
done by the Senator from Massachu-
setts to bring that about. It was an as-
signment, in effect, handed to him, to
which I think he responded with great
skill. But I do not think that this legis-
lation warrants our support.

There is every expectation when it
goes to conference it will only get
worse. The House bill with which it
will be conferenced includes a whole
host of objectionable provisions.

So, in closing, I have a number of let-
ters, some of which I will have printed
in the RECORD.

I ask unanimous consent to have
them printed in the RECORD at the con-
clusion of my remarks.

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

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. SARBANES. The various private
voluntary organizations that are en-
gaged in overseas development, Bread
for the World, Oxfam, InterAction, and
other similar groups, all indicate their
opposition to this legislation.

I urge my colleagues to oppose it. I
yield the floor.

EXHIBIT 1

OXFAM AMERICA URGES REJECTION OF S. 908

As a privately funded development agency,
Oxfam America supports self-help projects to
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combat hunger and poverty in 31 countries of
Asia, Africa, Latin America and the Carib-
bean. At the same time we believe it is very
important that the US Agency for Inter-
national Development maintain its ability
to offer significant support for poverty alle-
viation, basic infrastructure, demining and
health programs which are beyond the finan-
cial capacity of non-governmental organiza-
tions and which can determine the long-term
success of smaller NGO efforts like those of
our local partner organizations.

For these reasons Oxfam America is seri-
ously concerned that under S. 908, the State
Department authorization bill, USAID will
share a five-year budget cut of $935 million
with the State Department’s other two inde-
pendent agencies. Although we understand
that this budget formula was devised as an
alternative to a mandated merging of the
three independent agencies, we fear that
such cuts, on top of current year reductions,
will destroy the US commitment to offer a
meaningful level of fundamental develop-
ment assistance to the poorest countries.

Further, we are aware that passage of S.
908 will result in conference with H.R. 1561—
a bill which incorporates a foreign aid au-
thorization for the first time since 1985. We
understand that in addition to a 30 percent
across-the-board cut in development assist-
ance, H.R. 1561 includes many regressive for-
eign aid authorization measures. With pas-
sage of S. 908, the Senate would therefore
face compromise with such provisions with-
out ever having debated and passed its own
foreign aid authorization legislation.

From Oxfam America’s perspective, S. 908
poses an unacceptable threat to the United
States’ ability to significantly reduce hun-
ger, misery and human underdevelopment as
the 21st century dawns.

Oxfam America urges senators to vote
against the passage of S. 908.

NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION,
Washington, DC, December 11, 1995.
VOTE NO TO S. 908, THE FOREIGN RELATIONS
REVITALIZATION ACT

National Wildlife Federation opposes S.
908, The Foreigns Revitalization Act be-
cause:

The US cannot continue to call itself a
world leader if it passes this Bill. Humani-
tarian and environmental assistance are in-
vestments in the future. They have consist-
ently paid off for the US in the past, and
have been vital to maintaining the US as the
leader of the free world.