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By Mr. DOMENICI (for himself,

Mr. EXON, Mr. CRAIG, Mr. BRAD-

LEY, Mr. COHEN, and Mr. DOLE):

S. 14. A bill to amend the Congres-
sional Budget and Impoundment Con-
trol Act of 1974 to provide for the expe-
dited consideration of certain proposed
cancellations of budget items; to the
Committee on the Budget and the Com-
mittee on Governmental Affairs, joint-
ly, pursuant to the order of August 4,
1977, with instructions that if one com-
mittee reports, the other committees
have 30 days to report or be discharged.

LEGISLATIVE LINE ITEM VETO ACT

e Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, | in-
troduce legislation to give the Presi-
dent a legislative line-item veto. | am
particularly pleased to be joined by the
distinguished ranking minority mem-
ber of the Senate Budget Committee,
Senator EXON, and Senators CRAIG,
BRADLEY, and DOLE in introducing this
legislation. We have a bipartisan bill
that | think will enjoy strong support
in the Senate and has the best chance
of becoming law.

The American people are demanding
greater accountability for the deci-
sions that Congress makes. If Congress
includes provisions in legislation that
provide new spending that cannot
stand on its merits, then there should
be a procedure to extract this funding.
The legislation we introduce today pro-
vides such a procedure.

Mr. President, there is a great deal of
support for an item veto. All but two
Presidents in the 20th century have ex-
pressed their support for an item veto
authority. President Clinton cam-
paigned on a promise that he could cut
spending by $10 billion from the enact-
ment of a line-item veto. Forty-three
of our 50 State Governors have some
form of item veto authority. Finally,
the House, even under Democratic con-
trol, has sent the Senate two separate
rescission bills during the 103d Con-
gress.

There are two statutory line-item ap-
proaches that the Congress will con-
sider. The first, Senator McCAIN’s en-
hanced rescission bill would provide
the President with unilateral authority
to delete any item funded in an appro-
priations bill. In order to overturn the
President’s action, each House of the
Congress would have to pass a bill of
disapproval, send it to the President,
and then override the President’s veto
of this bill of disapproval. This pro-
vides an extraordinary shift of power
from the legislative branch to the exec-
utive branch.

The second approach, embodied in
the legislation that | introduce today,
is frequently referred to as expedited
rescission authority. Under this ap-
proach, the President proposes a rescis-
sion and is guaranteed a vote up or
down by Congress on these proposed re-
scissions.

Our legislation is stronger than the
enhanced rescission bill in many re-
spects, but I will just mention two pro-
visions. Our bill provides a ““lock box’’
to guarantee that any savings go to
deficit reduction. It also extends this
rescission authority to direct spending,
the real culprit behind the growth in
Federal spending, and targeted tax ben-
efits.

There is no question that discre-
tionary spending can contribute to def-
icit reduction, but discretionary spend-
ing is a shrinking as a portion of the
budget. Direct spending, spending out-
side the control of the appropriations
process, will grow from 54 percent to 62
percent of the budget over the next 10
years.

Mr. President, the Constitution
grants the President the power of the
sword and the Congress the power of
purse. The President has a great deal of
power as Commander-in-Chief as we
have most recently seen in Haiti. | am
not ready today to turn as much of
Congress’ power over the purse over to
the President as provided for in Sen-

ator McCAIN’s enhanced rescission pro-
posal. But | do think there is a need to
recalibrate the scales, balance them,
and guarantee the President a vote on
his or her rescission proposals.

Finally, Mr. President, | would like
to take a moment to commend the sen-
ior Senator from ldaho, Senator CRAIG,
for his leadership on this legislation.
The legislation | introduce today, in
many respects, represents the work
product of the distinguished Senator
from Idaho. In addition, the legislation
borrows heavily from previous legisla-
tion written by the senior Senator
from Maine, Senator COHEN, and the ef-
forts of the senior Senator from New
Jersey to fight tax breaks in our laws.

Mr. President, | ask unanimous con-
sent that a brief description and the
text of this legislation be printed in
the RECORD.

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

S. 14

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘“‘Legislative
Line Item Veto Act”.

SEC. 2. EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION OF CERTAIN
PROPOSED RESCISSIONS AND RE-
PEALS OF TAX EXPENDITURES AND
DIRECT SPENDING.

(@) IN GENERAL.—Title X of the Congres-
sional Budget and Impoundment Control Act
of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 621 et seq.) is amended by
adding after section 1012 the following new
section:

““EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION OF CERTAIN PRO-
POSED RESCISSIONS AND REPEALS OF TAX EX-
PENDITURES AND DIRECT SPENDING

“SEC. 1012A. (a) PROPOSED CANCELLATION
OF BUDGET ITEM.—The President may pro-
pose, at the time and in the manner provided
in subsection (b), the cancellation of any
budget item provided in any Act.

““(b) TRANSMITTAL OF SPECIAL MESSAGE.—

“(1)(A) Subject to the time limitations
provided in subparagraph (B), the President

® This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor.
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may transmit to Congress a special message
proposing to cancel budget items and include
with that special message a draft bill that, if
enacted, would only cancel those budget
items as provided in this section. The bill
shall clearly identify each budget item that
is proposed to be canceled including, where
applicable, each program, project, or activ-
ity to which the budget item relates. The bill
shall specify the amount, if any, of each
budget item that the President designates
for deficit reduction as provided in para-
graph (4).

““(B) A special message may be transmitted
under this section—

‘(i) during the 20-calendar-day period (ex-
cluding Saturdays, Sundays, and legal holi-
days) commencing on the day after the date
of enactment of the provision proposed to be
rescinded or repealed; or

“(ii) at the same time as the President’s
budget.

“(2) In the case of an Act that includes
budget items within the jurisdiction of more
than one committee of a House, the Presi-
dent in proposing to cancel such budget item
under this section shall send a separate spe-
cial message and accompanying draft bill for
each such committee.

“(3) Each special message shall specify,
with respect to the budget item proposed to
be canceled—

“(A) the amount that the President pro-
poses be canceled;

“(B) any account, department, or estab-
lishment of the Government to which such
budget item is available for obligation, and
the specific project or governmental func-
tions involved;

“(C) the reasons why the budget
should be canceled;

“(D) to the maximum extent practicable,
the estimated fiscal, economic, and budg-
etary effect (including the effect on outlays
and receipts in each fiscal year) of the pro-
posed cancellation; and

“(E) all facts, circumstances, and consider-
ations relating to or bearing upon the pro-
posed cancellation and the decision to effect
the proposed cancellation, and to the maxi-
mum extent practicable, the estimated effect
of the proposed cancellation upon the ob-
jects, purposes, and programs for which the
budget item is provided.

“(4)(A) Not later than 5 days after the date
of enactment of a bill containing an amount
designated by the President for deficit reduc-
tion under paragraph (1), the President
shall—

““(i) with respect to a rescission bill, reduce
the discretionary spending limits under sec-
tion 601 of the Congressional Budget Act of
1974 for the budget year and each outyear to
reflect such amount; and

“(ii) with respect to a repeal of a tax ex-
penditure or direct spending, adjust the bal-
ances for the budget year and each outyear
under section 252(b) of the Balanced Budget
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 to
reflect such amount.

““(B) Not later than 5 days after the date of
enactment of a bill containing an amount
designated by the President for deficit reduc-
tion under paragraph (1), the chairs of the
Committees on the Budget of the Senate and
the House of Representatives shall revise
levels under section 311(a) and adjust the
committee allocations under section 602(a)
to reflect such amount.

“‘(c) PROCEDURES FOR EXPEDITED CONSIDER-
ATION.—

“(1)(A) Before the close of the second day
of session of the Senate and the House of
Representatives, respectively, after the date
of receipt of a special message transmitted
to Congress under subsection (b), the major-
ity leader or minority leader of each House
shall introduce (by request) the draft bill ac-
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companying that special message. If the bill
is not introduced as provided in the preced-
ing sentence in either House, then, on the
third day of session of that House after the
date of receipt of that special message, any
Member of that House may introduce the
bill.

““(B) The bill shall be referred to the appro-
priate committee or (in the House of Rep-
resentatives) committees. The committee
shall report the bill without substantive re-
vision and with or without recommendation.
The committee shall report the bill not later
than the seventh day of session of that House
after the date of receipt of that special mes-
sage. If the committee fails to report the bill
within that period, the committee shall be
automatically discharged from consideration
of the bill, and the bill shall be placed on the
appropriate calendar.

“(C) A vote on final passage of the bill
shall be taken in the Senate and the House
of Representatives on or before the close of
the 10th day of session that House after the
date of the introduction of the bill in that
House. If the bill is passed, the Clerk of the
Senate or the House of Representatives, as
the case may be, shall cause the bill to be en-
grossed, certified, and transmitted to the
other House within one calendar day of the
day on which the bill is passed.

“(2)(A) During consideration under this
subsection in the House of Representatives,
any Member of the House of Representatives
may move to strike any proposed cancella-
tion of a budget item if supported by 49 other
Members.

“(B) A motion in the House of Representa-
tives to proceed to the consideration of a bill
under this subsection shall be highly privi-
leged and not debatable. An amendment to
the motion shall not be in order, nor shall it
be in order to move to reconsider the vote by
which the motion is agreed to or disagreed
to.

‘“(C) Debate in the House of Representa-
tives on a bill under this subsection shall not
exceed 4 hours, which shall be divided equal-
ly between those favoring and those opposing
the bill. A motion further to limit debate
shall not be debatable. It shall not be in
order to move to recommit a bill under this
subsection or to move to reconsider the vote
by which the bill is agreed to or disagreed to.

‘“(D) Appeals from decisions of the Chair
relating to the application of the Rules of
the House of Representatives to the proce-
dure relating to a bill under this section
shall be decided without debate.

“(E) Except to the extent specifically pro-
vided in this section, consideration of a bill
under this section shall be governed by the
Rules of the House of Representatives. It
shall not be in order in the House of Rep-
resentatives to consider any rescission bill
introduced pursuant to the provisions of this
section under a suspension of the rules or
under a special rule.

“(3)(A) During consideration of a bill under
this subsection in the Senate, any Member of
the Senate may move to strike any proposed
cancellation of a budget item if supported by
11 other Members.

““(B) It shall not be in order to move to re-
consider the vote by which the motion is
agreed to or disagreed to.

‘“(C) Debate in the Senate on a bill under
this subsection, and all debatable motions
and appeals in connection therewith (includ-
ing debate pursuant to subparagraph (D)),
shall not exceed 10 hours. The time shall be
equally divided between, and controlled by,
the majority leader and the minority leader
or their designees.

‘“(D) Debate in the Senate on any debat-
able motion or appeal in connection with a
bill under this subsection shall be limited to
not more than 1 hour, to be equally divided
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between, and controlled by, the mover and
the manager of the bill, except that in the
event the manager of the bill is in favor of
any such motion or appeal, the time in oppo-
sition thereto, shall be controlled by the mi-
nority leader or his designee. Such leaders,
or either of them, may, from time under
their control on the passage of a bill, allot
additional time to any Senator during the
consideration of any debatable motion or ap-
peal.

“(E) A motion in the Senate to further
limit debate on a bill under this subsection
is not debatable. A motion to recommit a
bill under this subsection is not in order.

“(F) If the Senate proceeds to consider a
bill introduced in the House of Representa-
tives under paragraph (1)(A), then any Sen-
ator may offer as an amendment the text of
the companion bill introduced in the Senate
under paragraph (1)(A) as amended if amend-
ed (under subparagraph (A)). Debate in the
Senate on such bill introduced in the House
of Representatives, and all debatable mo-
tions and appeals in connection therewith
(including debate pursuant to subparagraph
(D)), and any amendment offered under this
subparagraph, shall not exceed 10 hours
minus such times (if any) as Senators
consumed or yielded back during consider-
ation of the companion bill introduced in the
Senate under paragraph (1)(A).

‘“(4) Debate in the House of Representa-
tives or the Senate on the conference report
on any bill considered under this section
shall be limited to not more than 2 hours,
which shall be divided equally between the
majority leader and the minority leader. A
motion further to limit debate is not debat-
able. A motion to recommit the conference
report is not in order, and it is not in order
to move to reconsider the vote by which the
conference report is agreed to or disagreed
to.

““(d) AMENDMENTS AND DIVISIONS PROHIB-
ITED.—EXcept as otherwise provided by this
section, no amendment to a bill considered
under this section shall be in order in either
the Senate or the House of Representatives.
It shall not be in order to demand a division
of the question in the House of Representa-
tives (or in a Committee of the Whole). No
motion to suspend the application of this
subsection shall be in order in the House of
Representatives, nor shall it be in order in
the House of Representatives to suspend the
application of this subsection by unanimous
consent.

““(e) REQUIREMENT TO MAKE AVAILABLE FOR
OBLIGATION.—ANy budget item proposed to
be canceled in a special message transmitted
to Congress under subsection (b) shall not be
made available for obligation or take effect
until the day after the date on which either
House rejects the bill transmitted with that
special message.

““(f) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion—

“(1) the term ‘appropriation Act’ means
any general or special appropriation Act, and
any Act or joint resolution making supple-
mental, deficiency, or continuing appropria-
tions;

“(2) the term ‘direct spending’ shall have
the same meaning given such term in section
250(c)(8) of the Balanced Budget and Emer-
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985;

““(3) the term ‘budget item’ means—

“(A) an amount, in whole or in part, of
budget authority provided in an appropria-
tion Act;

““(B) an amount of direct spending; or

““(C) a targeted tax benefit;

‘“(4) the term ‘cancellation of a budget
item’ means—

“(A) the rescission of any budget authority
provided in an appropriation Act;



January 4, 1995

“(B) the repeal of any amount of direct
spending; or

““(C) the repeal of any targeted tax benefit;
and

““(5) the term ‘targeted tax benefit’ means
any provision which has the practical effect
of providing a benefit in the form of a dif-
ferent treatment to a particular taxpayer or
a limited class of taxpayers, whether or not
such provision is limited by its terms to a
particular taxpayer or a class of taxpayers.
Such term does not include any benefit pro-
vided to a class of taxpayers distinguished on
the basis of general demographic conditions
such as income, number of dependents, or
marital status.”.

(b) EXERCISE OF RULEMAKING POWERS.—
Section 904 of the Congressional Budget Act
of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 621 note) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a), by striking “‘and 1017”’
and inserting ‘““1012A, and 1017°’; and

(2) in subsection (d), by striking ‘“‘section
1017 and inserting ‘‘sections 1012A and
1017,

(c) CLERICAL AMENDMENTS.—The table of
sections for subpart B of title X of the Con-
gressional Budget and Impoundment Control
Act of 1974 is amended by inserting after the
item relating to section 1012 the following:
““‘Sec. 1012A. Expedited consideration of cer-

tain proposed rescissions and
repeals of tax expenditures and
direct spending.”.

(d) EFFeECTIVE PERIOD.—The amendments
made by this Act shall—

(1) take effect on the date of enactment of
this Act;

(2) apply only to budget items provided in
Acts enacted on or after the date of enact-
ment of this Act; and

(3) cease to be effective on September 30,
1998.e

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, | also
wish to speak on S. 14 that has just
been introduced by Budget Committee
chairman Senator DOMENICI and also
Senator ExXoN and myself. That is a
new bill that will create a legislative
line-item veto. We believe that is an-
other important issue that the Amer-
ican people have been continually ask-
ing for for well over a decade now with
calls the Congress refused to hear or to
respond to. Now we think this new Con-
gress will respond.

While | remain a strong cosponsor of
S. 4—S. 4 is the pure line-item veto
that Senator McCAIN and Senator
CoATs have brought before this Senate
year after year—I am also, in S. 14, of-
fering an additional alternative.

Make no confusion by my remarks. |
will support the pure line-item veto S.
4. 1 think it is important that we give
it a clean opportunity. But if that can-
not be accomplished, | think it is im-
portant that the Budget Committee
recognize, as they have with the intro-
duction of S. 14 by Senator PETE Do-
MENICI, an alternative piece of legisla-
tion of this type similar to that | intro-
duced last year which also clearly al-
lows the President to exercise a line-
item veto and the Congress, through a
procedure both timely and responsive,
to address those items singled out by
the President.

These are important issues. It is im-
portant to the American people who
are watching today the most historic
event in 40 years to see a House sworn
in, to see a Republican Speaker by the
name of NEWT GINGRICH take his seat,
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or to see 11 new Members, Republican
Members, come to the U.S. Senate and
see a historic change once again in the
leadership of the Senate; for those who
observe us to know that we will ad-
dress the Contract With America, we
will address mandates, we will vote on
a line-item veto, we will vote on a bal-
anced budget amendment.

That is what the American people
have asked for. | believe that is what
the 104th Congress will produce for
them. That is historic. | think it is
clearly important that we now respond
to the mandate the American people
sent us to this new Congress to address.

In September of last year, I, along
with a dozen of our Senate colleagues,
introduced a legislative line-item veto
as a part of S. 2458, the Common Cents
Budget Reform Act of 1994. This year,
S. 14 incorporates all the essentials of
title 11l of that legislation and makes
improvements in the fine tuning.

This bill is also similar to H.R. 4600
in the 103d Congress, as it passed the
House last June 14, by a vote of 342 to
69, after a weaker version was rejected.

I want to acknowledge and commend
the thoughtfulness and cooperation of
the other original sponsors of S. 14.
These also include the Senators from
Maine [Mr. CoHEN] and New Jersey [Mr.
BRADLEY], both of whom have had their
own legislation in this area, and the
distinguished majority leader. They,
along with the chairman and ranking
member [Mr. ExoN] of the Budget Com-
mittee have worked hard to achieve a
meeting of the minds.

As | have noted, | am also an original
cosponsor of S. 4.

In brief, S. 4 is an enhanced rescis-
sion bill, which would allow a Presi-
dential rescission of spending to stand
unless a disapproval of that rescission
was enacted into law, presumably over
the President’s veto, which would re-
quire a two-thirds vote.

Under S. 14 which contains an expe-
dited rescission process, a Presidential
proposal to cancel budget items—
whether appropriations, narrowly tar-
geted tax benefits, or new direct spend-
ing—would be given mandatory consid-
eration in Congress, with approval or
disapproval by majority vote concluded
on an expedited basis.

| prefer the pure approach taken in S.
4. But both versions are second, effec-
tive reforms. Both would increase ac-
countability, promote fiscal respon-
sibility, and improve public confidence
in the budget process. This Senator is
committed, and | call on my colleagues
to commit, to passing the strongest
legislative line item veto possible. The
most effective line item veto is the one
that becomes law.

There are three principal reasons for
Congress to pass this kind of budget re-
form:

First, it would promote fiscal respon-
sibility.

According to GAO, since 1974, Presi-
dents have requested 1,019 individual
rescissions of appropriations. Congress
has approved 354—34.5 percent—of
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these, amounting to 30 percent of the
dollar volume of proposed rescissions.

Excluding 1981, Congress has ap-
proved less than 20 percent of the dol-
lar volume of rescissions proposed by
Presidents.

Congress has simply ignored $48 bil-
lion in rescissions proposed under title
X of the 1974 Budget Act, refusing to
take a vote on the merits.

Alone, a line-item veto is not going
to be enough to balance the budget.
However, it’s routinely estimated that
an additional $10 billion a year in dis-
cretionary spending could be saved this
way. To quote the late Senator Everett
Dirksen, and adjust him for inflation:
“$10 billion here, $10 billion there, pret-
ty soon we’re talking about real
money.”’

On the tax side, public cynicism re-
garding Congress has grown with in-
creased attention to provisions, hidden
away in large tax bills, which benefit
narrow interests and special constitu-
encies.

For example, in H.R. 11, passed late
in 1992—but vetoed, there were 50 spe-
cial tax provisions that cost more than
the enterprise zones that were sup-
posed to be the centerpiece of the bill.

We’ve all heard the horror stories
about tax breaks that benefit one
sports stadium, one wealthy family,
one large corporation, Our constituents
have heard those stories, too. They’re
demanding that things change.

Second, it would improve legislative
accountability and produce a more
thoughtful legislative process.

A line-item veto would cast an addi-
tional dose of sunlight on the legisla-
tive process.

All too often, large bills include indi-
vidual items that would never stand up
to public scrutiny.

We’re all familiar with the rush to
get the legislative trains out on time.
That means bills and reports spanning
hundreds of pages that virtually no one
is able to read—much less digest—in
the day or two that they are voted on.

Moreover, any more, virtually every
appropriations bill—even the 13 regular
bills—and certainly every tax bill, is a
huge bill.

Knowing that any individual provi-
sion may have to return to Congress
one more time to stand on its own mer-
its will promote more responsible legis-
lation in the first place.

Third, it would improve executive ac-
countability.

There is always some concern that
any form of line-item veto or expedited
rescission process would transfer too
much power from the Congress to the
President.

But there’s another side to that coin.

Many of us on both sides of the aisle
have suggested, at different times, that
Presidents aren’t always serious about
the rescission messages they send to
Congress, or that the volume of rescis-
sions they propose don’t live up to
their tough talk about what they
would do if they had a line-item veto.
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I think it’s time to call the Presi-
dent’s bluff—and | mean every Presi-
dent, because this is a bipartisan issue.

Already we are seeing groups like
Citizens Against Government Waste
and others come up with billions of dol-
lars in long lists of pork items. Once
we give the President expedited rescis-
sion authority, he or she will have to
answer to the people if the use of that
authority doesn’t match the Presi-
dential rhetoric.

In particular, in S. 14, we give the
President the chance to designate how
much of his or her rescissions savings
would be applied to the deficit through
the use of a lockbox, or deficit reduc-
tion account.

Under this expedited rescission pro-
cedure, Congress would not lose the
power of the purse, but the power of
the spotlight would be restored to the
President.

In conclusion:

I commend to the attention of my
colleagues both S. 4 and S. 14, and urge
prompt consideration. This year, | be-
lieve, we will enact a line item veto
law, and | look forward to this long
overdue reform.

By Mr. MOYNIHAN:

S. 15. A bill to provide that profes-
sional baseball teams and leagues com-
posed of such teams shall be subject to
the antitrust laws; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

NATIONAL PASTIME PRESERVATION ACT

® Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, in
his book, “God’s Country and Mine,”
the author Jacques Barzun, a former
history professor at Columbia Univer-
sity, wrote ‘‘Whoever wants to know
the heart and mind of America had bet-
ter learn baseball. * * *’

Baseball is America’s national pas-
time. It was invented, at least accord-
ing to the view espoused by New York-
ers, by General Abner Doubleday in
Cooperstown, NY, in 1839. Today it is
deeply embedded in our culture.

Yet in recent years the game has be-
come troubled. Baseball has had eight
work stoppages over the last two dec-
ades, more than in all other profes-
sional sports combined. The existing
strike has been with us since August,
and no end is in sight. The 1995 season
is in grave jeopardy. Indeed, many ob-
servers believe the future of baseball
itself is in peril.

The current difficulties may be
traced back to 1922, when Justice Oli-
ver Wendell Holmes delivered the opin-
ion of the U.S. Supreme Court in Fed-
eral Baseball v. National League, 259 U.S.
200. It was therein decided that the
Sherman Act did not apply to exhibi-
tions of baseball because baseball was
not interstate commerce.

The Supreme Court has considered
this matter on two subsequent occa-
sions: In 1953 in Toolson v. New York
Yankees, 346 U.S. 356, and in 1972 in
Flood v. Kuhn, 407 U.S. 258. In Flood,
the most recent pronouncement, the
Court concluded that the antitrust ex-
emption was an ‘“‘anomaly’’ and an ‘‘ab-
erration confined to baseball’’ and that
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“professional baseball is a business and
it is engaged in interstate commerce.”
Even so, the Court refused to reverse
its 1922 decision in Federal Baseball.
Justice Blackman, delivering the opin-
ion of the Court in Flood, wrote:

If there is any inconsistency or illogic in
all this, it is an inconsistency and illogic of
long standing that is to be remedied by the
Congress and not by this Court.

This decision clearly laid responsibil-
ity for baseball’s antitrust exemption
on Congress. It also explicitly recog-
nized baseball’s evolution into a major
industry. George F. Will aptly de-
scribed this transformation in his best-
selling book ““Men at Work’’:

It has been said that baseball in the pre-
Civil War era taught a puritanical America
the virtues of play. But industrialists of the
Gilded Age would approve of the way base-
ball has become a big business. Fifty years
ago baseball was a comparatively mom-and-
pop operation. Sunday play was not per-
mitted in Pittsburgh and Philadelphia until
1934. In 1922 the U.S. Supreme Court held, for
purposes of antitrust regulations, that base-
ball is not a business. Today sports col-
umnist Jim Murray says, “If it isn’t, General
Motors is a sport.”

As a result of this anomaly in Amer-
ican law, Mr. President, the World Se-
ries was cancelled in 1994 for the first
time since 1904. With none of the legal
restraints that prevent other busi-
nesses from engaging in anticompeti-
tive behavior, the baseball team own-
ers are free to act as a cartel. To end
this monopoly, Congress must remove
baseball’s antitrust exemption and sub-
ject the game to the same rules of law
that apply to all other major league
sports.

This is why | am introducing today
the National Pastime Preservation
Act, a bill to repeal the antitrust ex-
emption for major league baseball. It
may not solve all of baseball’s troubles,
but it is a necessary step and one that
is decades overdue. Many Members of
Congress have begun to examine this
issue more closely in view of the seem-
ing intractability of the strike. My
friend Senator ORRIN HATCH, the new
chairman of the Judiciary Committee,
has indicated that he supports repeal-
ing the exemption and is prepared to
move a bill quickly through his com-
mittee. | look forward to working with
him and other Members of Congress
who share our concern about the future
of major league baseball in America.

Mr. President, | ask unanimous con-
sent that the full text of the bill be
printed in the RECORD.

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

S. 15

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘National
Pastime Preservation Act of 1995,

SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

The Congress finds that—

(1) the business of organized professional
baseball is in, or affects, interstate com-
merce; and
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(2) the antitrust laws should be amended to
reverse the result of the decisions of the Su-
preme Court of the United States in Federal
Baseball Club of Baltimore, Inc. v. National
League of Professional Baseball Clubs, 259
U.S. 200 (1922), Toolson v. New York Yankees,
Inc., 346 U.S. 356 (1953), and Flood v. Kuhn,
407 U.S. 258 (1972), which exempted baseball
from coverage under the antitrust laws.

SEC. 3. APPLICATION OF ANTITRUST LAWS TO
PROFESSIONAL BASEBALL.

The Clayton Act (15 U.S.C. 12 et seq.) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new section:

“SEC. 27. (&) IN GENERAL.—Except as pro-
vided in Public Law 87-331 (15 U.S.C. 291 et
seq.) (commonly known as the ‘Sports Broad-
casting Act of 1961’), the antitrust laws shall
apply to the business of organized profes-
sional baseball.

“(b) APPLICATION OF SECTION.—This sec-
tion—

(1) shall apply to any agreement that is in
effect on or after the date of enactment of
this section and to conduct engaged in after
that date in furtherance of that agreement
or in furtherance of any other object; but

(2) shall not apply to conduct engaged in
before that date.”’.®

By Mr. DOLE:

S. 16. A bill to establish a Commis-
sion to review the dispute settlement
reports of the World Trade Organiza-
tion, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Finance.

WTO DISPUTE SETTLEMENT REVIEW COMMISSION
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, just over 1
month ago, in consecutive special ses-
sions, both Houses of Congress passed a
landmark bill implementing the new
GATT Agreement. The Agreement es-
tablishes a new international body, the
World Trade Organization, to oversee
with unprecedented authority the
growth and development of inter-
national trade into the 21st century.

I heard from Americans across the
country in the days and weeks leading
up to the vote. They wanted to know
what effect the WTO would have on
U.S. sovereignty. People from all over
Kansas and just about everywhere else
were deeply concerned that this en-
tirely new international organization
would rob us of our freedom. | set out
to identify those things in this new or-
ganization that had the greatest poten-
tial to go awry, that might end up
harming instead of helping U.S. inter-
ests in global trade. | believe the legis-
lation 1 am introducing today goes a
long way toward ensuring that Amer-
ica retains full control of her destiny,
that no international organization
staffed by unelected bureaucrats will
dictate what we do here at home.

I hope my colleagues understand, and
I want the American people to under-
stand, that the World Trade Organiza-
tion is an experiment. It is an experi-
ment that Congress has endorsed. But
we have not done so unconditionally.
Far from it. We have not signed away
American sovereignty. To the con-
trary, Mr. President, we intend to scru-
tinize this institution—the WTO—to
ensure that its every act is consistent
with the interests of the United States.



January 4, 1995

The WTO is an organization which is
on trial. I know it is just starting out,
just beginning the process of establish-
ing itself. The outcome of that trial
will depend on these early actions, on
the strict observance by the WTO of its
mandate, and in particular on the re-
sults of the dispute settlement mecha-
nism.

An effective dispute settlement
mechanism was one of the major nego-
tiating objectives for the United
States. In the GATT talks, the United
States sought to have binding and
automatic dispute settlement. Trade
disputes would be put to international
panels, and the defendant would be de-
prived of any means of blocking the re-
sult. The United States supported this
idea out of frustration largely with our
European friends who maintained agri-
cultural policies that adversely af-
fected every other agricultural export-
ing nation.

All other nations agreed with our
proposal, obviously from a variety of
motivations, not always identical with
our own. They largely objected to our
use of what they called our ““unilateral

measures,”” actions which we have
taken to defend our national
commerical interests against their

dumped and subsidized goods, or occa-
sionally using our leverage of access to
the world’s largest, most open market
to pry open the markets of others.

Despite different motivations, for the
first time in any international forum,
there will be binding dispute settle-
ment. This means that no nation will
be able to prevent the result from
being accepted by the body of nations
in the WTO. The defendant will incur
costs of various kinds if it ignores the
findings of a dispute settlement panel—
costs in terms of international con-
demnation, in terms of weakening
international respect for the trading
rules, and in terms of possible inter-
nationally sanctioned retaliation
against its goods.

This places a heavy burden on the
new dispute settlement system, and all
who manage it and participate in it.

Make no mistake, the future of the
World Trading System depends on this
new dispute settlement process being
used prudently and administered wise-
ly. Those of us who voted for the GATT
Agreement knew these risks when we
accepted the overall package. There
was no option for us, or for any other
country, to pick and choose among the
parts of the Agreement or to make any
modifications.

Therefore, we must do what we can
with the Agreement that was nego-
tiated, and make a good faith effort to
make it work well, to further inter-
national trade and American national
commercial interests.

President Clinton assured me in this
connection last month as we ap-
proached the vote on the GATT Agree-
ment that he and his administration
would fully support my effort to ensure
that U.S. interests will be protected.
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Working with Ambassador Kantor, |
developed a proposal, which I am intro-
ducing today, that will give the fullest
possible protection against abuses by
the WTO, and yet allow us to enjoy all
of the benefits of the GATT Agree-
ment.

My proposal establishes the WTO
Dispute Settlement Review Commis-
sion. It will be composed of five Fed-
eral appellate judges, appointed by the
President in consultation with Con-
gress. The Commission will be empow-
ered to review every adverse decision
produced by the WTO dispute settle-
ment process. In cases where the dis-
pute settlement panels adhered to the
proper standard of review, and where
they did not exceed or abuse their au-
thority, no further action will be
taken. But if a panel decision reaches
an inappropriate result that amounts
to abuse of its mandate, the Review
Commission would transmit that deter-
mination to Congress. Any Members
would then be permitted to introduce a
privileged resolution requiring renego-
tiation of the WTO dispute settlement
rules. After three determinations of in-
appropriate decisions by dispute settle-
ment panels, any Member could intro-
duce a resolution to withdraw from the
WTO. I call this process “Three strikes
and we’re out.”

The United States is only one coun-
try, but we are the one most capable of
exercising international leadership. My
proposal today is a way to exercise
that needed leadership.

I want to avoid the worst of all pos-
sible results—a kind of nightmare sce-
nario in which panelists who may come
from countries whose firms engage in
widespread dumping, whose govern-
ments heavily subsidize industry, agri-
culture, and services, and whose gov-
ernments fail to live up to a reasonable
standard of antitrust enforcement, ad-
vised by a WTO secretariat of inter-
national bureaucrats with an agenda of
their own to modify existing inter-
national trade amendments, abuse
their role, and reach inappropriate re-
sults.

I am not making a prediction that
such a scenario will occur. | am saying
that the knowledge of the existence of
a highly competent, impartial Commis-
sion of judges in the United States
overseeing in detail the operation of
these panels will serve as a protection
against that outcome. If the dispute
settlement process proves tyrannical
and abusive rather than fair and impar-
tial, the United States will be well on
the road to withdrawal from the WTO.

Mr. President, | ask unanimous con-
sent that the bill and a letter to me
from Ambassador Mickey Kantor dated
today be inserted in the RECORD.

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

S. 16

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
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SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the “WTO Dis-
pute Settlement Review Commission Act”’.
SEC. 2. CONGRESSIONAL FINDINGS AND PUR-

POSE.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds the fol-
lowing:

(1) The United States joined the World
Trade Organization as a founding member
with the goal of creating an improved global
trading system.

(2) The American people must receive as-
surances that United States sovereignty will
be protected, and United States interests
will be advanced, within the global trading
system which the WTO will oversee.

(3) The survival of the new WTO requires
the continuation of both trade liberalization
and the ability to respond effectively to un-
fair or otherwise harmful trade practices.

(4) United States support for the WTO de-
pends upon obtaining mutual trade benefits
through the openness of foreign markets and
the maintenance of effective United States
and WTO remedies against unfair or other-
wise harmful trade practices.

(5) Congress passed the Uruguay Round
Agreements Act based upon its understand-
ing that effective trade remedies would not
be eroded. These remedies are essential to
continue the process of opening foreign mar-
kets to imports of goods and services and to
prevent harm to American industry and agri-
culture particularly through foreign dump-
ing and subsidization.

(6) The continued support of the Congress
for the WTO is dependent upon a WTO dis-
pute settlement system that—

(A) operates in a fair and impartial man-
ner;

(B) does not add to the obligations of or di-
minish the rights of the United States under
the Uruguay Round agreements; and

(C) does not exceed its authority, scope, or
established standard of review.

(b) PURPOSE.—It is the purpose of this Act
to provide for the establishment of the WTO
Dispute Settlement Review Commission to
achieve the goals described in subsection
(a)(6).

SEC. 3. ESTABLISHMENT OF COMMISSION.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established a
commission to be known as the WTO Dispute
Settlement Review Commission (hereafter in
this Act referred to as the ““Commission’’).

(b) MEMBERSHIP.—

(1) ComMpPOsITION.—The Commission shall be
composed of 5 members all of whom shall be
judges of the Federal judicial circuits and
shall be appointed by the President, after
consultation with the Majority Leader and
Minority Leader of the House of Representa-
tives, the Majority Leader and Minority
Leader of the Senate, the chairman and
ranking member of the Committee on Ways
and Means of the House of Representatives,
and the chairman and ranking member of
the Committee on Finance of the Senate.

(2) DATE.—The appointments of the mem-
bers of the Commission shall be made no
later than 60 days after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act.

(c) PERIOD OF APPOINTMENT; VACANCIES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Members of the Commis-
sion first appointed shall each be appointed
for a term of 5 years. After the initial 5-year
term, 3 members of the Commission shall be
appointed for terms of 3 years and the re-
maining 2 members shall be appointed for
terms of 2 years.

(2) VACANCIES.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—ANY vacancy on the Com-
mission shall not affect its powers, but shall
be filled in the same manner as the original
appointment and shall be subject to the
same conditions as the original appointment.
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(B) UNEXPIRED TERM.—AnN individual cho-
sen to fill a vacancy shall be appointed for
the unexpired term of the member replaced.

(d) INITIAL MEETING.—No later than 30 days
after the date on which all members of the
Commission have been appointed, the Com-
mission shall hold its first meeting.

(e) MEETINGS.—The Commission shall meet
at the call of the Chairman.

(f) QUORUM.—A majority of the members of
the Commission shall constitute a quorum,
but a lesser number of members may hold
hearings.

() CHAIRMAN AND VICE CHAIRMAN.—The
Commission shall select a Chairman and
Vice Chairman from among its members.
SEC. 4. DUTIES OF THE COMMISSION.

(a) REVIEW OF WTO DISPUTE SETTLEMENT
REPORTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Commission shall re-
view—

(A) all reports of dispute settlement panels
or the Appellate Body of the World Trade Or-
ganization in proceedings initiated by other
parties to the WTO which are adverse to the
United States and which are adopted by the
Dispute Settlement Body, and

(B) upon request of the United States
Trade Representative, any other report of a
dispute settlement panel or the Appellate
Body which is adopted by the Dispute Settle-
ment Body.

(2) ScoPE OF REVIEW.—In the case of reports
described in paragraph (1), the Commission
shall conduct a complete review and deter-
mine whether—

(A) the panel or the Appellate Body, as the
case may be, exceeded its authority or its
terms of reference;

(B) the panel or the Appellate Body, as the
case may be, added to the obligations of or
diminished the rights of the United States
under the Uruguay Round agreement which
is the subject of report;

(C) the panel or the Appellate Body, as the
case may be, acted arbitrarily or capri-
ciously, engaged in misconduct, or demon-
strably departed from the procedures speci-
fied for panels and Appellate Bodies in the
applicable Uruguay Round Agreement; and

(D) the report of the panel or the Appellate
Body, as the case may be, deviated from the
applicable standard of review, including in
antidumping, countervailing duty, and other
unfair trade remedy cases, the standard of
review set forth in Article 17.6 of the Agree-
ment on Implementation of Article VI of the
General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade
1994.

(3) AFFIRMATIVE DETERMINATION.—If the
Commission makes an affirmative deter-
mination with respect to the action of a
panel or an Appellate Body under subpara-
graph (A), (B), (C), or (D) of paragraph (2),
the Commission shall determine whether the
action of the panel or Appellate Body mate-
rially affected the outcome of the report of
the panel or Appellate Body.

(b) DETERMINATION; REPORT.—

(1) DETERMINATION.—NOoO later than 120 days
after the date of a report of a panel or Appel-
late Body described in subsection (a)(1) is
adopted by the Dispute Settlement Body, the
Commission shall make a written determina-
tion with respect to matters described in
subsections (a)(2) and (a)(3).

(2) REPORTS.—The Commission shall report
the determinations described in paragraph
(1) to the Committee on Ways and Means of
the House of Representatives and the Com-
mittee on Finance of the Senate.

SEC. 5. POWERS OF THE COMMISSION.

(a) HEARINGS.—The Commission may hold
such hearings, sit and act at such times and
places, take such testimony, and receive
such evidence as the Commission considers
advisable to carry out the purposes of this
Act.
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(b) INFORMATION FROM INTERESTED PARTIES
AND FEDERAL AGENCIES.—

(1) NOTICE OF PANEL OR APPELLATE BODY RE-
PORT.—The United States Trade Representa-
tive shall advise the Commission no later
than 5 days after the date the Dispute Set-
tlement Body adopts the report of a panel or
Appellate Body that is adverse to the United
States and shall immediately publish notice
of such advice in the Federal Register, along
with notice of an opportunity for interested
parties to submit comments to the Commis-
sion.

(2) SUBMISSIONS AND REQUESTS FOR INFOR-
MATION.—ANy interested party may submit
comments to the Commission regarding the
panel or Appellate Body report. The Commis-
sion may also secure directly from any Fed-
eral department or agency such information
as the Commission considers necessary to
carry out the provisions of this Act. Upon re-
quest of the Chairman of the Commission,
the head of such department or agency shall
furnish such information to the Commission.

(3) ACCESS TO PANEL AND APPELLATE BODY
DOCUMENTS.—The United States Trade Rep-
resentative shall make available to the Com-
mission all submissions and relevant docu-
ments relating to the panel or Appellate
Body report, including any information con-
tained in such submissions identified by the
provider of the information as proprietary
information or information treated as con-
fidential by a foreign government.

SEC. 6. REVIEW OF DISPUTE SETTLEMENT PRO-
CEDURES AND PARTICIPATION IN
THE WTO.

(a) AFFIRMATIVE REPORT BY COMMISSION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—If a joint resolution de-
scribed in subsection (b)(1) is enacted into
law pursuant to the provisions of subsection
(c), the President shall undertake negotia-
tions to amend or modify the rules and pro-
cedures of the Understanding on Rules and
Procedures Governing the Settlement of Dis-
putes to which such joint resolution relates.

(2) 3 AFFIRMATIVE REPORTS BY COMMIS-
SION.—If a joint resolution described in sub-
section (b)(2) is enacted into law pursuant to
the provisions of subsection (c), the approval
of the Congress, provided under section 101(a)
of the Uruguay Round Agreements Act, of
the WTO Agreement shall cease to be effec-
tive in accordance with the provisions of the
joint resolution and the United States shall
cease to be a member of the WTO.

(b) JOINT RESOLUTIONS DESCRIBED.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of subsection
(@)(1), a joint resolution is described in this
paragraph, if it is a joint resolution of the 2
Houses of Congress and the matter after the
resolving clause of such joint resolution is as
follows: ““That the Congress authorizes and
directs the President to undertake negotia-
tions to amend or modify the rules and pro-
cedures of the Understanding on Rules and
Procedures Governing the Settlement of Dis-
putes relating to ____ with respect to the af-
firmative determination submitted to the
Congress by the WTO Dispute Settlement
Review Commission on ____”’, the first blank
space being filled with the specific rules and
procedures with respect to which the Presi-
dent is to undertake negotiations and the
second blank space being filled with the date
of the affirmative determination submitted
to the Congress by the Commission pursuant
to section 4(b) which has given rise to the
joint resolution.

(2) WITHDRAWAL RESOLUTION.—FOr purposes
of subsection (a)(2), a joint resolution is de-
scribed in this paragraph, if it is a joint reso-
lution of the 2 Houses of Congress and the
matter after the resolving clause of such
joint resolution is as follows: “That the Con-
gress authorizes and directs the President to
undertake negotiations to amend or modify
the rules and procedures of the Understand-
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ing on Rules and Procedures Governing the
Settlement of Disputes relating to ____ with
respect to the affirmative report submitted
to the Congress by the WTO Dispute Settle-
ment Review Commission on ____ and if such
negotiations do not result in a satisfactory
solution by ____, the Congress withdraws its
approval, provided under section 101(a) of the
Uruguay Round Agreements Act, of the WTO
Agreement as defined in section 2(9) of that
Act”’, the first blank space being filled with
the specific rules and procedures with re-
spect to which the President is to undertake
negotiations, the second blank space being
filled with the date of the affirmative deter-
mination submitted to the Congress by the
Commission pursuant to section 4(b) which
has given rise to the joint resolution, and
the third blank space being filled with the
date the Congress withdraws its approval of
the WTO Agreement.

(c) PROCEDURAL PROVISIONS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The requirements of this
subsection are met if the joint resolution is
enacted in accordance with this subsection,
and—

(A) in the case of a joint resolution de-
scribed in subsection (b)(1) the Congress
adopts and transmits the joint resolution to
the President before the end of the 90-day pe-
riod (excluding any day described in section
154(b) of the Trade Act of 1974), beginning on
the date on which the Congress receives an
affirmative determination from the Commis-
sion described in section 4(b), or

(B) in the case of a joint resolution de-
scribed in subsection (b)(2), the Commission
has made 3 affirmative determinations de-
scribed in section 4(b) during a 5-year period,
and the Congress adopts and transmits the
joint resolution to the President before the
end of the 90-day period (excluding any day
described in section 154(b) of the Trade Act
of 1974), beginning on the date on which the
Congress receives the third such affirmative
determination.

(2) PRESIDENTIAL VETO.—INn any case in
which the President vetoes the joint resolu-
tion, the requirements of this subsection are
met, if each House of Congress votes to over-
ride that veto on or before the later of the
last day of the 90-day period referred to in
subparagraph (A) or (B), whichever is appli-
cable, or the last day of the 15-day period
(excluding any day described in section
154(b) of the Trade Act of 1974) beginning on
the date on which the Congress receives the
veto message from the President.

(3) INTRODUCTION.—

(A) TIME.—A joint resolution to which this
section applies may be introduced at any
time on or after the date on which the Com-
mission transmits to the Congress an affirm-
ative determination described in section 4(b),
and before the end of the 90-day period re-
ferred to in subparagraph (A) or (B), as the
case may be.

(B) ANY MEMBER MAY INTRODUCE.—A joint
resolution described in subsection (b) may be
introduced in either House of the Congress
by any Member of such House.

(4) EXPEDITED PROCEDURES.—

(A) GENERAL RULE.—Subject to the provi-
sions of this subsection, the provisions of
subsections (b), (d), (e), and (f) of section 152
of the Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2192(b), (d),
(e), and (f)) apply to joint resolutions de-
scribed in subsection (b) to the same extent
as such provisions apply to resolutions under
such section.

(B) REPORT OR DISCHARGE OF COMMITTEE.—
If the committee of either House to which a
joint resolution has been referred has not re-
ported it by the close of the 45th day after its
introduction (excluding any day described in
section 154(b) of the Trade Act of 1974), such
committee shall be automatically discharged
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from further consideration of the joint reso-
lution and it shall be placed on the appro-
priate calendar.

(C) FINANCE AND WAYS AND MEANS COMMIT-
TEES.—It is not in order for—

(i) the Senate to consider any joint resolu-
tion unless it has been reported by the Com-
mittee on Finance or the committee has
been discharged under subparagraph (B); or

(ii) the House of Representatives to con-
sider any joint resolution unless it has been
reported by the Committee on Ways and
Means or the committee has been discharged
under subparagraph (B).

(D) SPECIAL RULE FOR HOUSE.—A motion in
the House of Representatives to proceed to
the consideration of a joint resolution may
only be made on the second legislative day
after the calendar day on which the Member
making the motion announces to the House
his or her intention to do so.

(5) CONSIDERATION OF SECOND RESOLUTION
NOT IN ORDER.—It shall not be in order in ei-
ther the House of Representatives or the
Senate to consider a joint resolution (other
than a joint resolution received from the
other House), if that House has previously
adopted a joint resolution under this section
relating to the same matter.

(d) RULES OF HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
AND SENATE.—This section is enacted by the
Congress—

(1) as an exercise of the rulemaking power
of the House of Representatives and the Sen-
ate, respectively, and as such is deemed a
part of the rules of each House, respectively,
and such procedures supersede other rules
only to the extent that they are inconsistent
with such other rules; and

(2) with the full recognition of the con-
stitutional right of either House to change
the rules (so far as relating to the procedures
of that House) at any time, in the same man-
ner, and to the same extent as any other rule
of that House.

SEC. 7. PARTICIPATION IN WTO PANEL PROCEED-
INGS.

(@) IN GENERAL.—If the United States
Trade Representative, in proceedings before
a dispute settlement panel or the Appellate
Body of the WTO, seeks—

(1) to enforce United States rights under a
multilateral trade agreement, or

(2) to defend a challenged action or deter-
mination of the United States Government,

a private United States person that is sup-
portive of the United States Government’s
position before the panel or Appellate Body
and that has a direct economic interest in
the panel’s or Appellate Body’s resolution of
the matters in dispute shall be permitted to
participate in consultations and panel pro-
ceedings. The Trade Representative shall
issue regulations, consistent with sub-
sections (b) and (c), ensuring full and effec-
tive participation by any such private per-
son.

(b) AcceEss TO INFORMATION.—The United
States Trade Representative shall make
available to persons described in subsection
(a) all information presented to or otherwise
obtained by the Trade Representative in con-
nection with a WTO dispute settlement pro-
ceeding. The United States Trade Represent-
ative shall promulgate regulations imple-
menting a protective order system to protect
information designated by the submitting
member as confidential.

(c) PARTICIPATION IN PANEL PROCESS.—
Upon request from a person described in sub-
section (a), the United States Trade Rep-
resentative shall—

(1) consult in advance with such person re-
garding the content of written submissions
from the United States to the WTO panel
concerned or to the other member countries
involved;
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(2) include, where appropriate, such person
or its appropriate representative as an advi-
sory member of the delegation in sessions of
the dispute settlement panel;

(3) allow such special delegation member,
where such member would bring special
knowledge to the proceeding, to appear be-
fore the panel, directly or through counsel,
under the supervision of responsible United
States Government officials; and

(4) in proceedings involving confidential
information, allow appearance of such person
only through counsel as a member of the spe-
cial delegation.

SEC. 8. DEFINITIONS.

For purposes of this Act:

(1) APPELLATE BODY.—The term ‘‘Appellate
Body’’ means the Appellate Body established
under Article 17.1 of the Dispute Settlement
Understanding.

(2) ADVERSE TO THE UNITED STATES.—The
term ‘“‘adverse to the United States’ in-
cludes any report which holds any law, regu-
lation, or application thereof by a govern-
ment agency to be inconsistent with inter-
national obligations under the Uruguay
Round Agreement (or a nullification or im-
pairment thereof), whether or not there are
other elements of the decision which favor
arguments made by the United States.

(3) DISPUTE SETTLEMENT PANEL; PANEL.—
The terms ‘“‘dispute settlement panel” and
“panel” mean a panel established pursuant
to Article 6 of the Dispute Settlement Un-
derstanding.

(4) DISPUTE SETTLEMENT BODY.—The term
“Dispute Settlement Body’ means the Dis-
pute Settlement Body administering the
rules and procedures set forth in the Dispute
Settlement Understanding.

(5) DISPUTE SETTLEMENT UNDERSTANDING.—
The term ‘“‘Dispute Settlement Understand-
ing”” means the Understanding on Rules and
Procedures Governing the Settlement of Dis-
putes referred to in section 101(d)(16) of the
Uruguay Round Agreements Act.

(6) URUGUAY ROUND AGREEMENT.—The term
“Uruguay Round Agreement’’ means one or
more of the agreements described in section
101(d) of the Uruguay Round Agreements
Act.

(7) WORLD TRADE ORGANIZATION; WTO.—The
terms ““World Trade Organization” and
“WTO” mean the organization established
pursuant to the WTO Agreement.

(8) WTO AGREEMENT.—The term “WTO
Agreement’” means the Agreement Estab-
lishing the World Trade Organization en-
tered into on April 15, 1994.

U.S. TRADE REPRESENTATIVE,

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT,

Washington, DC, January 4, 1995.
Hon. ROBERT DOLE,
Senate Majority Leader,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR DoLE: Thank you for pro-
viding me with a draft earlier today of your
bill to establish a commission to review ad-
verse dispute settlement reports of the World
Trade Organization (WTO) and to provide for
expedited Congressional action in the event
that the commission makes affirmative de-
terminations under the criteria set out in
the bill.

Your bill reflects the basic agreement we
reached on those subjects in November. It
also adds a new provision regarding partici-
pation by private persons in WTO dispute
settlement proceedings, which I look forward
to reviewing with you.

I hope to have the chance to discuss with
you shortly the details of your bill.

Sincerely,
MICHAEL KANTOR.

S179

By Mr. SPECTER (for himself
and Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN):
S. 17. A bill to promote a new urban
agenda, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Finance.

NEW URBAN AGENDA FOR AMERICA’S CITIES

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, as we
begin the 104th Congress, we have an
historic opportunity to make fun-
damental changes in the Federal gov-
ernment. We have an opportunity to
reduce the size of Government, to have
less spending, to reduce taxes, to at-
tack crime control, and to speak with
a strong voice on foreign policy. |
think it is very important, as we ap-
proach the issue of reducing expenses,
that we be very careful and handle the
issue with a scalpel as opposed to a
meat axe. As we look forward to cut-
ting taxes, we should examine the cap-
ital gains tax which should have been
cut long ago, and which will probably
produce more revenue because of more
transactions. It is something we should
have accomplished a long time ago.
But where we have tax cuts we should
not add to the deficit, unless we first
have spending cuts so that we know
precisely what we are doing.

| agree with key points in the Con-
tract With America. | have long urged
the adoption of a constitutional
amendment for a balanced budget when
it came to the floor of the Senate more
than a decade ago. And | have urged
the President to exercise the line-item
veto on the fundamental proposition
that the President currently has au-
thority under the Constitution to do so
because the Federal provision is iden-
tical with the provision of the Massa-
chusetts State constitution, followed
by other States, where the Governors,
the chief executive officers, have exer-
cised the line-item veto. | tried to per-
suade President Bush to exercise the
line-item veto under existing author-
ity, and he said, “Arlen, my lawyer
tells me | cannot do that.”” I made per-
haps the tempered suggestion that he
change lawyers. | quickly added that
he should not tell the Bar Association
about that. | have urged President
Clinton to do the same and sent him a
detailed memorandum of law. These
are items within the Contract With
America, and others, which we can im-
plement to have very sensible change
in the Federal Government.

I hope, Mr. President, that the Con-
gress does not move to the activist so-
cial agenda. There is nothing in the
Contract With America on school pray-
er. Although I very fervently believe in
the power of prayer, | think that it be-
longs in the churches and synagogues
and homes, and not in the schools. I re-
call my own experience as a child of six
or seven in Wichita, KS, when there
was school prayer. | recall how uncom-
fortable | felt—perhaps not quite in-
timidated—but | hope that issue does
not come before the Congress. If it
reaches the floor of the U.S. Senate, it
is a matter which will take weeks or
perhaps months before it is concluded.
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Also, | hope that we do not occupy
the time of the U.S. Senate on the
abortion issue. Here again, | personally
am very much opposed to abortion, but
I believe it is a matter for the individ-
ual, again and for families or min-
isters, priests and rabbis. And | hope
that we will spend our time tackling
the tough, substantive issues which 1
think last November’s mandate calls
upon the Congress to do.

It is my hope, Mr. President, that we
will not become embroiled in the
gridlock and partisanship which occu-
pied so much of the 103d Congress. |
think it would be a mistake for those
on this side of the aisle, Republicans,
to think that the mandate of last No-
vember’s election is a blanket endorse-
ment for whatever views we have. In
many quarters—and | think with some
cause—it is viewed that last Novem-
ber’s election was a repudiation of the
Congress controlled by the Democrats
for what the administration had done.
So it is my hope that we will tackle
these core issues and that we will deal
with them in a way which does not get
us bogged down in partisanship but
looks to the national interests.

When we talk about the agenda, |
hope, Mr. President, that we will tack-
le health care reform early on. | think
that there are a number of divergent
positions regarding health care reform,
but a centrist position is one | will
urge the Congress to adopt. I will be in-
troducing today a bill designated as
Senate bill 18, by prearrangement,
which is the same number my health
care reform bill had last year. Senate
bill 18 preserves the free enterprise en-
trepreneurial system, which provides
the best health care in the world to ap-
proximately 85 percent of the American
people, and then targets the specific
problems to extend coverage to people
when they change jobs, to cover pre-
existing conditions, where we find in
the courts that lawyers spend more
time arguing about what is a preexist-
ing condition than it would take the
doctors to treat the condition.

We will also deal with the issue of
spiraling health care costs, with more
managed care in Medicare, for exam-
ple, where the costs are astronomical
and have to be brought under control.
And managed care has to be very care-
fully calibrated so that the care is ade-
quate and with a view to more than a
profit motive. A significant provision
of my legislation is dealing with low-
birthweight babies. They are a human
tragedy, weighing no more than a
pound, a human about as big as the size
of my hand, carrying scars for a life-
time and enormous health care costs of
more than $150,000 per child. Provisions
in S. 18 are one way of how we can cur-
tail health care costs.

Mr. President, | intend to introduce
today Senate bill 17, a number ar-
ranged by a designation which will deal
with an urban agenda for America’s
cities, which | will introduce on behalf
of Senator CAROL MOSELEY-BRAUN and
myself. |1 think it may well be the case
that the Federal Government, Wash-
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ington, DC, has given up on America’s
cities, and | think that is a tragedy. We
have long seen the unsuccessfulness
and difficulties of throwing money at
the problems of cities.

My legislation embodied in the urban
agenda for American cities is patterned
after proposals suggested by the distin-
guished mayor of Philadelphia, Edward
Rendell, and has the backing of many
mayors in America and the National
League of Cities. What it intends to do
is to provide assistance to the cities,
without additional Federal expendi-
tures, by means such as a requirement
that Federal procurement be located in
the distressed areas of America’s cities;
that 15 percent of foreign aid be ex-
pended in distressed areas of American
cities; that items like the historical
tax credit, scaled back in 1986, be re-
stored. It has been a revenue loser for
the Federal Government to strike that
form of a deduction, which had been
tremendously developmental for Amer-
ican cities and had produced a net ef-
fect of more money. These items which
are encompassed within the legislative
proposal by Mayor Rendell and em-
bodied in this bill will do much for
America’s cities.

I live in one of America’s great cities,
the city of Philadelphia. My experience
goes beyond the big city to my birth-
place of Wichita, KS, which is a mod-
erate-size city in America, and to the
town where | moved when | was 12,
Russell, KS, a city of 5,000. The prob-
lems of the cities, Mr. President, are
not left for the cities alone, but they
travel across America. Today, you may
find the gangs of Los Angeles, the
Bloods and the Crips, in Des Moines,
IA, or in Lancaster, PA. So that in
moving to assist the cities, we are
moving to assist all of America.

Mr. President, | know my time is
short with the period set aside for each
Senator being limited to 10 minutes. |
thank my colleagues, and the distin-
guished Senator from West Virginia,
for awaiting my presentation.

Mr. President, We convene in legisla-
tive session eight weeks after the most
extraordinary congressional election in
American history. With a voice that
was consistent throughout the nation,
the American people repudiated the
policies of the current Administration
and its congressional majorities, and
for the first time in four decades gave
control of both houses of Congress to
Republicans.

The very extraordinariness of the
election that has brought us here guar-
antees that the 104th Congress that we
begin today will be historically memo-
rable. We have it in our power now, and
as we work together over the next two
years, to determine whether this Con-
gress will be remembered as the mo-
ment when a new majority and new
legislative leadership spawned a new
American Renaissance of growth, pros-
perity and accomplishment—or as the
moment when Republicans showed that
they were no more capable or govern-
ing than Democrats.
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THE FAILURES OF THE 103D CONGRESS
The 103d Congress just concluded will

find its own way into the history
books, and | do not believe the ref-
erences will be complimentary. The

legislative accomplishment of the last
two years were meager, as we failed to
do anything to expand access to health
care; as we failed to enact meaningful
Congressional reform or curb the influ-
ence of lobbyists; as we failed in our ef-
forts at campaign finance reform; and
as we consigned our children to more
years of deficit and more mountains of
debt by failing to adopt a balanced
budget amendment to the Constitu-
tion.

Only in the area of international
trade, with most Republicans joining
some Democrats to support the NAFTA
and GATT agreements—agreements
worked out under both Republican and
Democratic administrations—was
there real legislative cooperation to
promote the best interests of the na-
tion.

We also passed a Crime Bill that,
while not perfect, should help to make
America safer by providing more po-
lice, building more prisons, expanding
the federal death penalty, and reducing
violence against women—but we did so
in such a spirit of legislative acrimony
that the meanness of the debate nearly
overswept the bill’s value as an
anticrime measure.

In fact, it may be that the spirit
more than the substance of the 103d
Congress is what endures. If so, it will
not be a pleasant recollection. In my 14
years in this body, | do not recall a ses-
sion when party and partisanship, rath-
er than honest debate on the merits of
the issues, played so large a role in de-
termining what legislation would be
considered, or when, or how it would be
voted upon.

Take the issue of health care. Faced
only with the alternatives of the mas-
sive bureaucracy and government regu-
lation proposed by the Clinton admin-
istration, on the one hand, and the de-
termination of some in my own caucus
to do nothing, on the other, we accom-
plished nothing. That failure was al-
most entirely a failure of process—
begun by the administration, which ex-
cluded Congressional Republicans from
the formulation of its health care pro-
posals; and compounded by some in the
Republican caucus who decided that it
was more important to deny the Presi-
dent whatever credit there might be in
a good health care bill than to address
the problems of those Americans who
lacked coverage, or were not getting
care. The enormous miscalculation of
the Democratic congressional leader-
ship in refusing even to bring up health
care until late August, when they
thought the coercive power of a sum-
mer recess would let them force a bad
bill through, was the final nail in the
coffin.

Had we gone about our work dif-
ferently, we could have had a good
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health care bill in the last Congress—a
bill that solved the problems of port-
ability, of pre-existing conditions and
other impediments to health insurance
access, while at the same time main-
taining the private market and pa-
tient-physician choice system that has
given the best health care in the world
to 86% of Americans. What we needed,
but did not have, was an open process
of bipartisan consideration and debate,
where the needs of working Americans
were considered ahead of tactical
maneuverings for the next election.

For my part, | have been pushing for
wise health care reform since my first
term in the Senate, when | sponsored
the ‘“‘Health Care Cost Containment
Act’” of 1983. In the 102d and 103d con-
gressional sessions, | made repeated at-
tempts to bring the health care issue
to the floor in a setting where the issue

could receive full and fair consider-
ation. My attempts were, unfortu-
nately, blocked by the Democratic

leadership. What we got, instead, were
partisan efforts to pass the so-called
Clinton and Mitchell health care bills—
bills drafted without Republican par-
ticipation, and bills which relied on
massive federal bureaucracy rather
than free market forces to produce
health care reform.

Regrettably, the very process of
health care reform turned the issue
into a matter of partisanship. The Ad-
ministration’s health care task force
met in secret, illegally as it turns out,
and made no effort to reach out to Re-
publican Senators with a demonstrated
commitment to health care reform to
create a broad base of Congressional
support that crossed party lines. Simi-
larly, the Democratic leadership in
both houses made no effort to build bi-
partisan support, believing instead
that they could pass a bill by legisla-
tive hardball.

The result, not surprisingly, was a
bad bill—a bill based on more Big Gov-
ernment and social engineering; a bill
that undercut the longstanding deter-
mination we’ve had that health care
choices should be made by patients and
their physicians and not faceless bu-
reaucrats; a bill that in the name of re-
form threatened to raise premiums and
reduce choice for working Americans; a
bill that, once it was understood, had
no chance of passage.

The result of this partisan hubris,
unfortunately, was also to preclude
those Republicans and Democrats who
were interested in forging a com-
promise on health care from having the
opportunity to do so. The American
people would have welcomed a health
care reform package that relied on
market mechanisms to expand cov-
erage and control costs, but the social
engineers of the Democratic left de-
manded a bill that put America’s whole
health care system under the thumb of
more than 150 federal agencies, while
the naysayers of the Republican right
were only too happy to use the Demo-
crats’ excess as an excuse to do noth-
ing.
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The 103d Congress is likely to be re-
membered more than anything else as
the Congress of gridlock—and not just
for its failure to enact health care re-
form. Senators of both parties were
more willing than ever to invoke point-
less procedural rules, like requiring
bills to be read in full, to keep the Sen-
ate in session nearly all night and to
delay adjournments. The results were
short tempers and frayed nerves—and
an erosion of some of the sense of
collegiality that ought to have allowed
us to cross boundaries of partisanship
and ideology in search of compromise
and in service of the people’s best in-
terests.

Obstructionism found its practition-
ers on both sides of the aisle; it was the
delaying tactics of a Democratic chair-
man that forced us to return for a spe-
cial post-election session to take up
the GATT issue. The inability of Demo-
crats in the Senate to reach agreement
with their own colleagues in the House
prevented campaign finance reform
from coming to the Senate floor until
the final days of session, when it had
no chance for passage.

The record of the 103d Congress is one
we would do well not to replicate.

THE 104TH CONGRESS: A NEW SPIRIT OF
BIPARTISANSHIP?

Fiorello La Guardia, a great Repub-
lican Mayor of New York, once ob-
served that “There is no Democratic or
Republican way of cleaning the
streets.” La Guardia did not mean that
there were not differences, longstand-
ing and important, between the two
major American parties, but rather
that sometimes those differences need
to be overcome in doing the work of
governing. | agree, and | share Wood-
row Wilson’s wish, expressed while he
was a candidate for President, that
“party battles could be fought with
less personal passion and more passion
for the common good.” | urge in the
strongest terms that the spirit of put-
ting the common good ahead of party
advantage be the spirit of the 104th
Congress.

In a spirit of accommodation, | urge
my colleagues across the aisle to rec-
ognize in the results of the last elec-
tion the people’s rejection of high
taxes, big government and bureauc-
racy—and the people’s rejection of an
entrenched and tired Congressional
leadership. But in that same spirit, |
urge my colleagues on this side of the
aisle not to misread the results of the
last election as a mandate for uncaring
or do nothing government, or a govern-
ment that turns its back on people’s
problems—because if we do, our ma-
jorities will be short lived.

I urge all my colleagues in this body,
and those in the House, to hear in the
election just past the voice of the
American people calling on us to leave
behind partisanship, to end gridlock, to
stop wrangling for tactical advantage,
and instead to forge a new spirit of
compromise and cooperation that will
enable the 104th to be remembered as a
Congress of accomplishment.
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Sometimes, as one of the giants of
this body, Scoop Jackson, observed,
“[t]he best politics is no politics.”

A spirit of bipartisanship that in
critical moments puts the national in-
terest above party has always been
part of the American grain. In his
Farewell Address, Washington warned
that ‘‘[t]he alternate domination of one
faction over another, sharpened by the
spirit of revenge natural of party dis-
sension * * * is itself a frightful des-
potism.”” At the close of his life, Jeffer-
son wrote that a democratic govern-
ment, like ours, demands

much compromise of opinion; that things
even salutary should not be crammed down
the throats of dissenting brethren * * * and
that a great deal of indulgence is necessary
to strengthen habits of harmony and frater-
nity.

In more recent years, a great Amer-
ican who was to be elected President as
a Democrat, John F. Kennedy, spoke
out while a Senator to remind us ‘‘not
[to] seek the Republican answer or the
Democratic answer, but the right an-
swer.”” Another great American who
was to be elected President as a Repub-
lican, Dwight Eisenhower, said that
““[t]o define democracy in one word, we
must use the word ‘cooperation.’”’

Even in the bitter 103d Congress, we
did have moments where we could lay
partisanship aside and cooperate in
seeking “‘right answers’ for the Amer-
ican people. | have already mentioned
NAFTA and GATT. President Clinton
had the full backing of Congressional
Republicans for his prompt response to
last fall’s provocative Iraqi troop
movements, just as many Democrats
had supported President Bush’s libera-
tion of Kuwait. So we know that today
legislative bipartisanship is not an im-
possibility.

I respectfully suggest to my col-
leagues that bipartisanship and co-
operation are now not only possibili-
ties, they are imperatives. In the last
Congress, we too often did our legisla-
tive business with our eyes fixed on the
electoral calendar, more concerned
with polls and “‘spin”” and ‘‘fallout’”—
with getting credit and placing blame—
than with meeting the needs of the na-
tion. The voters responded by repudiat-
ing the Congressional majority with
unprecedented unanimity. So if the
104th Congress does no better, we
should not be surprised if the people
render the same verdict on its new
Congressional majority.

As World War | ended, and con-
troversy swirled over whether America
would continue to play a role in main-
taining a peaceful world, President
Wilson asked Americans ‘“What dif-
ference does party make when mankind
is involved?’”” Today, when our schools
do not educate; when violent crime
spreads from city to suburb to rural
America; when a sixth of our popu-
lation cannot get health insurance;
when teen pregnancy rates soar and
our welfare system works more as a
trap of dependency than a door to op-
portunity; when our cities decay as
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jobs flee and their tax bases erode;
when our prosperity at home and our
competitiveness abroad are held back
by a government that overspends, over-
taxes and overregulates—Today, we
ought to ask what difference does
party make when the future of the na-
tion is at stake?

America’s needs are real enough. Let
us spend these two years addressing
them without rancor or bitterness,
looking on both sides of the aisles for
honest answers and constructive solu-
tions. Let us not waste time worrying
about who will get the ““credit’ for our
successes, because in that divisive
struggle lies the certainty that we will
all be held accountable for our failures.

A FRAMEWORK FOR MEETING THE NEEDS OF THE
NATION

I believe that the Congressional ses-
sion we begin today has the potential
for historic greatness. The work that
the Republican leaders in both houses
have already done, to reduce the size of
Congressional staffs and budgets and to
open up the legislative process, rep-
resents an excellent beginning. The
fact that even before our session has
begun, the President and Congressional
leaders are engaged in a dialog over
how best to cut spending and provide
tax relief to middle class Americans is
a welcome sign.

The prospects are excellent in the
coming Congress for real health care
reform targeted at problems and not at
supplanting the system; for welfare re-
form to end dependency and reduce ir-
responsible teen pregnancy; for meas-
ures to lower the deficit and cut federal
spending, including a balanced budget
amendment to the constitution; for tax
reforms that provide relief to working
Americans while promoting growth and
prosperity; and for a key step in the
fight against violent crime by ending
the absurd federal court delays in car-
rying out death sentences.

The prospects for these accomplish-
ments, and more, are there. But to at-
tain them, we must avoid the pitfalls
of the last Congress. We must, as |
have said, legislate responsibility and
without concern for political advan-
tage. We must resist intransigence,
recognizing as another future Repub-
lican President, Gerald Ford, told Con-
gress in his vice-presidential confirma-
tion hearings, that ‘“‘[clompromise is
the oil that makes governments go.”

We must also be careful not to mis-
read the electoral mandate. For my
part, | am convinced that the last elec-
tion was a message for smaller govern-
ment, but not uncaring government;
for lower taxes, but not an end to gov-
ernment’s efforts to help the disadvan-
taged, improve access to health care,
reform our educational system and
fight crime. | believe that we will re-
spond best to what the people want if
we look to find ways to meet the needs
of the nation not with government pro-
grams and bureaucracies, but by engag-
ing the most basic engine of our pros-
perity and growth, the free enterprise
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system, in bettering the lives of all
Americans.

For my part, | am also convinced
that the last election was most em-
phatically not a mandate for Congress
to enmesh itself in legislating a divi-
sive social agenda. We should not let
issues like school prayer or choice on
abortion, on which Americans of both
parties are divided, divert us from what
we can accomplish.

In the last Congress, | supported leg-
islative initiatives to make federal
education monies available for experi-
ments in the private management of
public schools; to provide assistance to
distressed urban areas without new
taxes, new spending or new government
programs under a New Urban Agenda;
and to improve health care, increase
access and contain costs through mar-
ket reforms and narrowly targeted so-
lutions to specific problems. These leg-
islative proposals shared a common
framework as federal responses to crit-
ical national needs in which the free
market, rather than more big govern-
ment, is the central instrument of
help.

This framework, | believe, can be the
basis for a bipartisan effort in the new
Congress as many Democrats, now free
to shed the outmoded ideas of big-gov-
ernment liberalism, join with construc-
tive Republicans who recognize that
even as we lower taxes, cut spending
and reduce government, there remains
a vital role for a federal Government
that meets its citizens needs.

It is my intention in the coming
weeks to offer my own legislative pro-
gram consistent with these principles:

I will offer a revised comprehensive
health care bill to solve targeted prob-
lems by an incremental process of trial
and modification, which respects the
free enterprise system and preserves
patient-physician choice.

I will offer a revised Urban Agenda
Bill, aimed at directing existing federal
spending into cities, reviving the his-
toric tax credit, and otherwise promot-
ing urban revitalization and job cre-
ation without new federal outlays, pro-
grams or taxes.

I will offer legislation to further
charter schools and the private man-
agement concept, in an effort to use
market competition, and not bureau-
crats, to spearhead a drive for edu-
cational excellence—while at the same
time preserving and strengthening our
public school systems.

I will offer legislation to make our
tax code more growth oriented, includ-
ing capital gains tax relief to encour-
age investment, expanded IRA deduc-
tions to provided for educational and
medical expenses, and reinitiation of
selected tax credits, such as those for
research and development, to promote
business expansion and job creation.

In combatting the nation’s number
one domestic issue | will offer legisla-
tion to end the absurd federal court
delays in carrying out the death sen-
tences handed down in state courts,
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which will help reinvigorate the deter-
rent aspect of our criminal law.

I will press my Judiciary Committee
Resolution to urge Presidential use of
the line-item veto under existing con-
stitutional law.

And in my role as Chairman of the
Senate Intelligence Committee, | will
offer legislation to restructure our in-
telligence agencies and make the CIA
more open to public scrutiny and more
responsive to our national needs in the
post-Cold War world.

For my part, | look forward to con-
structive work with all my colleagues
in this chamber and this Congress. The
extraordinary election that has
brought us here has focused extraor-
dinary attention upon us. | believe that
if we are big enough to lay partisanship
aside, to identify the issues honestly
and work constructively to seek solu-
tions that are neither Republican nor
Democratic but right, this can be a
Congress of extraordinary accomplish-
ment.

Mr. President, | have sought recogni-
tion to introduce legislation that will
deal with the plight of our Nation’s
cities and Washington’s increasing ne-
glect of them. We have an opportunity
to correct that and this legislation,
which | introduced in the 103d Congress
along with my distinguished colleague,
Senator CAROL MOSELEY-BRAUN, is an
effort to give our cities some much
needed attention and to do so without
massive infusions of cash.

If we are to really address the very
serious issues that we face—jobs, teen-
age pregnancy, welfare reform, and
other pressing issues—we cannot give
up on our cities. There must be new
strategies for dealing with the prob-
lems of urban America.

The days of ““Great Society’’ Federal-
aid type programs are clearly past, but
that is no excuse for the national gov-
ernment to turn a blind eye to the
problem of the cities. The recent No-
vember elections reaffirm the basic
principle of limited government. Lim-
ited government, however, does not
mean an uncaring or do-nothing gov-
ernment.

Urban areas remain integral to
America’s greatness, as centers of com-
merce, industry, education, health
care, and culture. Yet urban areas, par-
ticularly the inner cities which tend to
have a disproportionate share of our
Nation’s neediest and most disadvan-
taged, also have special needs which
