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The distinguished occupant of the
Chair, who served as Governor of Mis-
souri, was on the receiving end of some
of that assistance. | know he and our
other colleagues around the country
know how important that assistance
can be.

Of this figure, $55 billion are in the
form of loans, with $34.5 billion origi-
nating from the Farmers Home Admin-
istration and nearly $21 billion from
the Small Business Administration.

The other major expenditures have
been $16 billion from the U.S. Depart-
ment of Agriculture for crop losses, $25
billion from the Corps of Engineers for
hazard mitigation efforts, and $10 bil-
lion for FEMA'’s disaster recovery pro-
grams.

But of interest to many of my col-
leagues is the number of disasters since
1988. That year there were 17 disasters
with a total cost of $2.2 billion.

In fiscal year 1989 there were 29 disas-
ters; fiscal year 1990, 35; fiscal year
1991, 39; fiscal year 1992, 48; and by fis-
cal year 1993, there were 58 disasters at
a cost of $6.6 billion. And then last
year, not included in this report’s to-
tals, an $8.4 billion supplemental ap-
propriations was agreed to. As | speak,
we have pending before the Veterans
Administration, HUD, and Independent
Agencies Subcommittee of the Appro-
priations Committee a fiscal year 1995
supplemental request for an additional
$6.7 billion FEMA request. As has been
said in many other instances, that be-
gins to mount up to real money.

Mr. President, | believe this report
will serve as a very useful tool in two
basic ways. First, it reminds our col-
leagues of the costs which have been
occurring as a result of natural disas-
ters and our responses to them; second,
that we need to get everyone to take a
second look at how we have been evalu-
ating the successes or failures of our
disaster responses.

For the past few years, we have been
concentrating on improving the speed
of response and the timeliness of the
payments—how fast we can shovel the
money out the door. For the most part,
there have been dramatic improve-
ments. We can really shovel it out the
door quickly. However, it is about time
that we look to see how the money is
being spent. Senator GLENN has al-
ready referred to that. It is not just the
fact that we shovel it out in a timely
fashion. Where does it go and what
does it do? | think that his comments
are right on target. And this will be
the subject of the hearing we will be
holding tomorrow to begin to explore
how this money is actually spent.
Where does it go when it is shoveled
out the door?

I invite my colleague, or others who
are interested, to sit in or to have a
staff member sit in as we begin to ex-
plore where the money goes, what it
does, and if it is the kind of expendi-
ture that we really need to make.

In the past 5 years, Congress, through
FEMA alone, has provided $12 billion in
emergency relief. We now are faced
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with another request by FEMA of $6.7
billion for this year. It should be obvi-
ous to everyone, as | think it is obvious
to me, that in the budget climate we
face, we must address these escalating
costs to ensure that the billions we are
spending is spent wisely.

I hope that this report will jump
start the effort. 1 ask our colleagues to
review at least the executive summary
of the report so that they will have an
idea of how we are spending billions
and billions of dollars—$120 billion
since fiscal year 1977. That is a signifi-
cant amount of money, and one which
we should take care to assure we are
spending properly.

Mr. President, that concludes my re-
marks. | yield the floor.

Mr. GLENN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio.

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, | want to
say once again what a great job Sen-
ator BonD did on this report. | think
that is exactly what the Senate had in
mind when they asked us to do this. |
congratulate him. We worked on it
very closely together.

EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL AP-

PROPRIATIONS AND RESCIS-
SIONS ACT
Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, | ask

that the Senate return to regular
order.

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

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

Mr. KENNEDY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, | am
grateful for the attention that our col-
leagues gave to our presentation ear-
lier this morning on the issues at stake
concerning the amendment before the
Senate. Now, we will have some addi-
tional time during the course of the
day to discuss these issues before we
have another Senate vote on this mat-
ter tomorrow.

During the course of the morning,
there was an effort by my Republican
colleagues to characterize the amend-
ment by the Senator from Kansas that
is before the Senate as being a rather
limited measure that simply addresses
a serious question about the authority,
the power of the President to issue the
Executive order.

I mentioned briefly before the vote
that | thought what was really at stake
in this debate before the Senate was
really a broader issue than just the
issue of whether the President has the
authority to issue the Executive order
which the amendment of the Senator
from Kansas seeks to repeal. As | have
stated, it is the President’s judgment
that implementation of this Executive
order is in the Nation’s interest and
also in the interest of the American
taxpayer, based upon the fact that the
use of permanent replacements results
in many instances in a diminution in
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the quality of work performed and the
ability to perform on time. The Presi-
dent, based on legislative authority
provided by the Congress, was acting
within his power in issuing that Execu-
tive order.

But the point | was trying to make
earlier was that the broader issue at
stake is really the standard of living
for working families, and what the im-
pact of Senator KASSEBAUM’s amend-
ment would be on a significant seg-
ment of working families in this coun-
try.

I was pointing out that if you look at
the period from 1979 to 1993, what you
find, as shown on this chart—which is
based upon data from the Department
of Commerce—what you find is that it
is the top tier of families that have
done exceedingly well during this pe-
riod of time. They are the ones whose
incomes have been rising steadily and
at significant levels.

I think all of us welcome the fact
that those families are doing well and
that there is increased opportunity for
the very top-income families in this
country, and that those that are just
below the very top have also seen a sig-
nificant increase in their income. But
this chart also reflects the disturbing
fact that the majority—60 percent—of
American families outside of this top
40 percent, have actually fallen behind
in terms of real family income over
this same period of time.

It is important to underscore that we
are talking about family income, be-
cause what we saw during the period of
the 1980’s is not just a single member of
the family working, supporting the
family, but wives coming into the work
force in record numbers and contribut-
ing their earnings to the family in-
come. Even with the increased number
of family members in the work force,
we still have 60 percent of the families
falling further and further behind those
in the very top income brackets. That
is the reality. That is what is happen-
ing out there.

It is relevant to note that at the
same time that this decline in the in-
comes of the majority of families has
been happening, there has been a dra-
matic and significant increase in the
use of permanent striker replacements.
Employers have used permanent re-
placements to displace well-paid work-
ers and replace them with workers
hired at significantly reduced wages.
And even the original wages of those
workers who have been permanently
replaced were in many cases of a very
modest nature. As | pointed out earlier
today, in many instances, workers who
have been permanently replaced were
earning not much more than the mini-
mum wage to start with—earning $6
and $7 or $8 an hour. Those are the
workers whom we are talking about
out here on the floor of the U.S. Sen-
ate—the workers who some of our Re-
publican colleagues suggest are some
kind of special interest group.
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The people the President’s Executive
order seeks to protect from exploi-
tation are people that are ready to
work, that do work and have worked
all of their lives. They are prepared to
continue to work for $7 or $8 an hour,
and they are being displaced by perma-
nent striker replacements who are
being paid lower wages. The result is
that there has been a significant dimi-
nution in income for a great number of
workers.

Mr. President, if you were to go back
and look at what has happened to the
incomes of working families since 1950,
you would find that during the period
from 1950 through the end of the 1970’s,
you would find that the incomes of
families in all of these income groups
moved up together, and that families
at the top in the middle and at the bot-
tom all enjoyed about the same level of
income growth. The whole country was
increasing its standard of living. All
families were moving up together, all
participating in the benefits of eco-
nomic expansion. But that is not what
has happened since 1980. That is not
what is taking place in the America of
today. That is something that we
should be very conscious of, as we are
considering the President’s Executive
Order, which is responsive, in small
part, to this phenomenon.

This second chart shows what has
happened to those workers who are try-
ing to provide for themselves and their
families and are getting paid the mini-
mum wage.

The principle behind the minimum
wage, which was first enacted into law
in the 1930’s, was that work ought to be
rewarded, that men and women in our
country who are willing to work ought
to be able to earn enough to provide for
their children, ought to be able to put
a roof over the heads of their families
and put food on the table and maintain
some degree of self-respect and dignity.
That is a fundamental principle that
has been supported by Republicans and
Democrats alike, Mr. President.

Here on this chart reflecting the real
value of the minimum wage, where we
see a bump here in the purchasing
power of the minimum wage, this was a
result of legislation being signed into
law by a Republican President, George
Bush, providing for an increase in the
minimum wage of 45 cents an hour per
year for 2 years, in 1990 and 1991. And
now we can see on the chart that since
that time, inflation has eaten away at
the real value of the minimum wage,
and it is virtually back to where it was
prior to the time President Bush signed
that last increase into law.

What many of us have been arguing
is that if we had then a Democratic
Congress, a Democratic Senate, and a
Republican President and we could
work together in order to enact an in-
crease in the minimum wage, then now
when we have a Republican House and
Senate and a Democratic President, we
ought to be able to again work to-
gether to enact another increase.
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This chart, Mr. President, shows the
real value of the minimum wage in
terms of constant dollars. This reflects
that the minimum wage is currently at
$4.25 an hour, in 1995 dollars. That is
where it is today. And this shows where
the minimum was in terms of real dol-
lars at other periods of time going back
to 1965, then 1975, when the minimum
wage was worth $5.82 in today’s dollars.
What we are really seeing is a dramatic
decline in the value of the minimum
wage in terms of its purchasing power
for families. A full-time worker today
working year-round at the minimum
wage would make only $8,500 a year.

Both of these two charts are impor-
tant in showing what is really happen-
ing out there in the work force in the
United States of America; and that is,
that far too many individuals who are
working hard trying to provide for
their families are falling further and
further and further and further behind.

That is why | find it so disturbing
that first issue directly affecting work-
ing families that we have considered on
the Senate floor in this Congress—now
that we have finished consideration of
the unfunded mandate issue and the
balanced budget amendment—should
be a measure whose effect would be to
ensure further diminution of workers’
bargaining power in their dealings with
employers.

We heard earlier—and | respect my
friend and colleague, Senator KASSE-
BAUM—that in her view, her amend-
ment is not really about the broader is-
sues of working people. But | must say
that it is difficult for me to accept that
that is not what this amendment is
really about. If the proponents of this
amendment are so concerned about the
scope of the executive power of the
President—whether the President has
the legal authority to issue such an
order, whether he has the power to do
it—that they felt they had to go ahead
and address it on the defense appro-
priations bill, you might hope that
they would still say look, OK, we have
done the unfunded mandates bill and
we have had a full debate on the issue
of the balanced budget amendment,
and we feel we must go ahead and ad-
dress this issue of the President’s exec-
utive authority on the defense appro-
priations bill. But we want you to
know that we are concerned about
what is happening to real workers and
therefore we are proposing a sense of
the Senate resolution to say that we
are prepared to support an increase in
the minimum wage, or we want to do
something else for working families;
we want to do something in terms of
education for working families, or
something for the children of working
families in terms of their day care cov-
erage. If that is what our Republican
colleagues were saying, that would be
great. But that is not the case.

Instead, we see cutbacks being rec-
ommended in day care, even though
only about 5 to 6 percent of day care
needs are being attended to at current
spending levels. We are seeing cutbacks

S3927

in the school lunch program and cut-
backs in the summer jobs program. The
Congress was not even in session 3
months before it eliminated the jobs
programs for young people, not only
for this summer but next summer as
well. We are in that much of a hurry.
The House of Representatives is voting
to eliminate that summer jobs pro-
gram, and they are also in the process
now in the Labor/HHS appropriations
subcommittee of cutting back the loan
programs for working families. | do not
know how it is in other Member’s
States, but in my State close to 70 per-
cent of the young people that want to
improve themselves and improve their
lives and their abilities by attending
college need some kind of student loan
assistance. Well, we are raising the
cost of that assistance between 25 and
30 percent under the proposal that is
being acted on over in the House.

The people getting hurt are the sons
and daughters of families in this group
in here on this chart; not so much the
families up here in the upper income
brackets because they can afford the
universities, they can pay the tuition
on their own. It is these families in
this area on the chart, the ones that
are falling further behind that say, |
know | have not been able to make it,
but, by God, my daughter or my son
has worked hard, has done well in
school, has been a good student, and
wants to go on to college or to the uni-
versity. And with these cuts we are
saying: No, your son or daughter can
not go to college unless you are going
to pay out of your pocket another
$3,500 to $4,500 over what it now costs
in terms of interest on their student
loan. That is effectively what the im-
pact of these cuts is going to be on
working families.

So, Mr. President, the idea that
somehow these matters are unrelated
in terms of our priorities misses me.

I did not even mention, when | was
talking about the increase in the inter-
est costs on student loans for working
families the fact that even if they were
going to pay that extra average $3,500
and have that indebtedness and they
were able to get to the school or col-
lege, our Republican colleagues want
to eliminate the work-study program.
That affects 70,000 young people in my
own State. | do not know how it is in
other States.

And who are these students? By defi-
nition you do not qualify for work-
study unless you are in this area shown
on this chart—unless your family is in
this income bracket. So we are not
only going to raise the cost of the edu-
cation, we are going to make it even
more complicated and difficult for you
to participate in a work-study program
to help you get some additional income
as a result of working.

This is about working. We hear a
great deal from our Republican col-
leagues about people that are not
working. This debate is about Ameri-
cans who are working, playing by the
rules and working, and their futures.
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And that is why it is so important and
why it is appropriate that the Senate
really understand exactly where we are
and what we are about.

We have had a long discussion about
the steel mill seizure, about the scope
of Presidential powers. We went
through last week the various execu-
tive powers that exist inherently and
those which do not. We went through
the particular legislation which grants
the President specific powers with re-
spect to Federal procurement and the
references that have been made to that
in the excellent memoranda that was
provided by Attorney General Reno.
We have gone into considerable detail
about exactly who was affected and im-
pacted by the practice of permanently
replacing striking workers.

And then we had a review for the
Senate of the public policy issues in
question, about why this Executive
order makes eminently good sense in
terms of the President’s responsibility
to oversee procurement by Federal
agencies.

We heard a great deal around here
some years ago, and | think many of us
joined in the sense of outrage when we
heard about the costs of ashtrays being
$200 to $300, toilet seats at $1,500, $1,800,
the abuses in terms of procurement
policy, primarily in the Defense De-
partment, but in other agencies as
well. We have heard those stories and
all of us are appalled by them.

Now we have a President that is try-
ing to do something about making sure
that the taxpayer is going to get a dol-
lar’s value for a dollar invested by
making sure that the contracts are
going to be delivered and delivered on
time and that there is going to be good
quality in terms of the purchases that
are made primarily in the areas of de-
fense and weapons and weapons sys-
tems and those contracts that are re-
lated to national security, but in other
areas as well.

We have taken some time, although 1
intend to take a little more time later
on this afternoon, to give examples of
how productivity and quality have
been adversely affected when perma-
nent striker replacements were hired—
what happens when because of the re-
placement workers’ lack of skills and
experience, of the conflict that exists
in the plant and factory, the quality
and efficiency of work is impaired.

The President has taken notice of
that and we will share those experi-
ences with the Senate. He understands
it and says: ‘“Look, on this issue, I'm
going to side with the taxpayers to
make sure that we are going to get a
good product on time with good quality
from skilled craftsmen and women in
this country. | am not going to take a
chance in the areas of national secu-
rity to get an inferior product, either
for our defense or in the other areas of
procurement. And, also, | am going to
make it very clear that we are not
going to give companies like Diamond
Walnut Company, for example, that
have hired permanent replacements,
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additional financial incentives for sales
overseas that result in millions of dol-
lars of profit for them at taxpayers’ ex-
pense. We are not going to reward com-
panies that treat their workers this
harshly.”’

So, Mr. President, these are some of
the points that we will have a chance
to develop further during the course of
the discussion and debate.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.
Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, | ask

unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
FAIRCLOTH). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

HEALTH CARE

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, before I
comment on the Kassebaum amend-
ment that is before us, let me comment
on a hearing | just came from that Sen-
ator KASSEBAUM and Senator JEFFORDS
have chaired, on the whole question of
health care and where we are going.

The last few witnesses commented on
the whole question of ERISA’s assump-
tion of responsibilities that prohibits
States from moving ahead to have
health care coverage for all their peo-
ple.

Frankly, we cannot have it both
ways. The American people are, more
and more, demanding some kind of
health care protection. | had three
town meetings a week ago Saturday in
Illinois. One man got up at one town
meeting and said, ‘I am 59 years old, |
have had a heart attack, | cannot get
health insurance that | can afford.
What is going to happen to me?’”’ When
he said it, it started triggering others
getting up, standing up, telling their
stories.

Every other Western industrialized
nation protects all their people. We are
the only one that does not. If that is a
conscious decision we want to make,
not to protect all of our citizens—and
incidentally the number now is about
41 million that are unprotected and the
projections that were made in the hear-
ing yesterday are that will go to 50
million 5 years from now. We have gone
from 67 percent of employers covering
their people in 1980, down close to 50
percent now. The problem is getting
worse.

But if the Federal Government is un-
willing to act, we, at least, have to be
willing to let North Carolina and Illi-
nois and other States that want to pro-
tect all their citizens act. We can set it
up in such a way that companies that
are engaged iIn interstate commerce
that protect their employees will be ex-
empt by the State so we do not present
a problem for business.

But we cannot have it both ways.
There are just too many people who are
hurting. Mr. President, 50 million peo-
ple in 5 years means one out of five
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Americans—really more than that, be-
cause those over 65 are already covered
through Medicare. But more than one
out of five Americans are without
health care coverage. That is just not
the kind of choice we can make. The
people in the gallery up there, one out
of five are not covered. No one wants to
volunteer for that.

EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL AP-
PROPRIATIONS AND RESCIS-
SIONS ACT

The Senate continued with the con-

sideration of the bill.
AMENDMENT NO. 331

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, let me
talk about the other issue that is be-
fore us and that is striker replacement.
In every Western industrialized nation
with four exceptions permanent striker
replacement is illegal. The exceptions
are Great Britain, Hong Kong, Singa-
pore, and the United States.

We have by tradition not done that.
The Presiding Officer used to be in
business in North Carolina. | used to be
in business in Illinois. And we operate
within certain traditions in addition to
the law, and those traditions we have
generally followed. We are starting to
move away from those traditions and |
think that is not a healthy thing. One
of the reasons that is happening is be-
cause such a small percentage of our
work force is organized. When you ex-
clude Government employees, only 11.8
percent of working men and women in
the United States belong to unions.
That is far lower than Canada, which is
around 35 percent; Western Europe 40
to 90 percent; Japan somewhat similar.

George Shultz, who was both Sec-
retary of State and Secretary of Labor
under Republican administrations,
made a speech not too long ago in
which he said we have an unhealthy
amount of our working force that be-
longs to unions, because we are not
getting some of the factors there that
we ought to have.

One of the things that is happening
as a result of that is our wages are not
going up. When wages do not go up
then corporations and employers do
not buy labor-saving devices, so we be-
come less productive per man-hour.
Today the United States, in manufac-
turing pay per hour, we are $14.77.
France is $15.23; Canada is $16.02; Italy,
$16.41; Awustria, $17.01; Netherlands,
$17.85; Denmark, $18.60; Belgium, $18.94;
Finland, $20.76; Switzerland, $20.83;
Sweden, $20.93; Germany, $21.53; Nor-
way, $21.86.

I can remember, back in 1986 we were
still at the top of the heap. That is not
that long ago. And the Presiding Offi-
cer will forgive me for saying he is old
enough to remember, along with me,
when there was a huge gap between the
United States and the other countries.
I can remember serving in Germany in
the Army from 1951 to 1953 when the
average German was just really strug-
gling. 1 do not know what their per-
centage of U.S. wages at that point
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