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in Niantic?’’ David Cini quickly stood
up and responded, ‘‘Because Niantic is
the center of the universe, and I am
going to be the first selectman.’’

For David Cini, Niantic and East
Lyme was the center of the universe,
and he really loved and took pride in
this town and its people. One time,
David cut short a week-long vacation
in Florida to come back to East Lyme.
He said that East Lyme was the best
place to live and work so why leave?
Mr. Cini loved the city of East Lyme
and his primary concern as first select-
man was improving the quality of life
for these people.

But while David Cini was completely
committed to the people of East Lyme,
he also recognized that the interests of
one town are often connected to the in-
terests of neighboring communities. He
worked tirelessly to see that the towns
in southeastern Connecticut worked
together to preserve prosperity in the
region. Mr. Cini was instrumental in
the formation of the Council of Govern-
ments, which is comprised of the chief
executive officers of 20 southeastern
Connecticut towns, and he served as
the council’s first chairman.

Throughout his tenure as East
Lyme’s top official, Mr. Cini had to
overcome various health problems, but
he always maintained a positive atti-
tude, and you never saw him without a
smile on his face. David was always too
concerned with the welfare of others to
dwell on his own personal interests.

When you ask his friends what they
will remember most about David Cini,
they all mention his sense of humor.
He was frequently seen joking with
workers at Town Hall, and with his
modest and unassuming manner, he
could always make people laugh and
put them at ease.

His humor will be missed in Town
Hall, and so will his leadership. David
Cini was known and respected by his
colleagues in politics, but, more impor-
tant, he was admired by the people
that he was elected to represent.

He is survived by his wife Sally,
seven siblings, five children, and four
grandchildren. I extend my heartfelt
condolences to them all.∑
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CLIMATE SCIENCE

∑ Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President,
today our negotiators are gathering in
Bonn, Germany to continue negotia-
tions toward a new climate treaty, so
it is appropriate to address the Senate
on this issue.

My comments today will focus on the
issue of science, scientific certainty,
and scientific honesty.

During the Senate’s debate on Friday
there were some general and specific
comments made about climate science
that were simply wrong, and I’d like to
begin by addressing some of the gen-
eral misunderstandings that may exist.

First, some of our colleagues seem to
have it in their minds that there is sci-
entific certainty and consensus over
the issue of whether or not human ac-

tivities are causing global warming.
This is simply not true.

While it is true that Undersecretary
of State Tim Wirth said that ‘‘the
science is settled,’’ it is clear that
there is not a broad scientific consen-
sus that human activities are causing
global warming.

Don’t take my own word for it:
The prestigious journal Science, in

its issue of May 16th, says that climate
experts are a long way from proclaim-
ing that human activities are heating
up the earth.

Even Benjamin Santer, lead author
of chapter 8 of the Intergovernmental
Panel on Climate Change [IPCC] report
admits as much.

Here is what Dr. Santer says:
We say quite clearly that few scientists

would say the attribution issue was a done
deal.

Indeed, the search for the ‘‘human
fingerprint’’ is far from over with
many scientists saying that a clear res-
olution is at least a decade away.

Even the Chairman of the U.N. Inter-
governmental Panel on Climate
Change, Dr. Bert Bolin, says that the
science is not settled. When told that
Undersecretary of State Tim Wirth had
said the science was settled, Dr. Bolin
replied: ‘‘I’ve spoken to [Tim Wirth], I
know he doesn’t mean it.’’

Mr. President, the science is not set-
tled. We continue to spend over $2 bil-
lion on the U.S. Global Climate Change
Research Program for the simple rea-
son that the science is not settled.

We know human activities result in
carbon emissions. We also know that
land-based records indicate that some
warming has occurred. We do not know
that one has caused the other.

Let me now turn to some specific
statements that were made during the
debate last Friday that simply don’t
agree with the latest scientific lit-
erature:

My good friend, Senator KERRY, said
(on page S8118 of the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD) that the ‘‘global average tem-
perature has changed by less than a de-
gree Celsius up or down for 10,000
years—[and that] the projected warm-
ing is expected to exceed any climate
change that has occurred during the
history of civilization.’’

Unfortunately, the facts simply don’t
match up with Senator KERRY’s state-
ment. According to data from the
Woods Hole Oceanographic Institution
in Woods Hole, Massachusetts, tem-
peratures were up to 3°C higher than
present values some 2500–3000 years
ago. (Reference: L. Keigwin, Science,
volume 274, p. 1504–1508, 1996.)

In addition, independent studies
using a different set of data indicate
abrupt worldwide changes in tempera-
ture about 8000 years ago. (Reference:
Stager and Mayewski, Science, volume
276, p. 1834, 1997.)

Another statement made by Senator
KERRY (on page S8137 of the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD) claims that ‘‘. . . we
are living in the midst of the most sig-
nificant increase that we have seen in

130 years, and the evidence of the prog-
nosis of our best scientists is that it is
going to continue at a rate that is
greater than anything we have known
since humankind, since civilization has
existed, civilization within the last
8,000 to 10,000 years on this planet.’’

Well, the facts are somewhat dif-
ferent. The most significant tempera-
ture increase in the last 130 years oc-
curred between 1900 and 1940, and is
generally believed to be a natural
warming, a recovery from the Little
Ice Age.

In pointing these facts out, it is not
my contention that Senator KERRY is
trying to mislead anyone. He is merely
repeating some of the information that
has been provided to him by his staff or
others, and I know he believes them to
be correct.

But they are not correct.
I believe this makes my point that

there is a great deal of misunderstand-
ing about this issue, in addition to the
lack of scientific certainty I alluded to
earlier.

I’d like to briefly turn my attention
to a few statements made by others
outside the Senate about the science of
Climate Change.

When I opened the newspaper on Sat-
urday I was amused to see the level of
‘‘spin control’’ that some were at-
tempting with respect to the Senate’s
actions of Friday.

Indeed, on page A11 of Saturday’s
Washington Post, in an article by
Helen Dewar, I read that Phillip Clapp,
the President of the Environmental In-
formation Center, said the Byrd resolu-
tion ‘‘endorses the science on global
warming . . .’’

Well, I hope the public and the press
will follow the wise counsel of Senator
BYRD and allow the resolution to speak
for itself.

Indeed, the resolution does not say
anything about endorsing the science
of global warming.

If it had, it would not have passed
the Senate at all . . . much less than
by a vote of 95–0.

Special interest groups will, I sup-
pose, do their best to advance their
special interests. But we should de-
mand a certain level of integrity and
scientific honesty in our public debate
of this issue.

This brings me to the final issue that
I wish to address today—the issue of
scientific honesty and integrity.

As pointed out above, there is a great
deal of scientific uncertainty about cli-
mate change. Well respected, highly
qualified scientific experts disagree
over this issue.

The hearings held before the Energy
Committee, the Foreign Relations
Committee, and the Environment and
Public Works Committee have all fea-
tured solid, respected scientists—some
of whom question the link between
human activities and a warming plan-
et.

Before the Energy and Natural Re-
sources Committee which I chair, Dr.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S8627July 31, 1997
Sallie Baliunas of the Harvard-Smith-
sonian Center for astrophysics ques-
tioned the link between human activi-
ties and climate change.

Before the Environment and Public
Works Committee, Dr. Richard S.
Lindzen, the Alfred P. Sloan Professor
of Meteorology at the Massachusetts
Institute of Technology, pointed out
problems with the General Circulation
Models that are the basis for the pre-
dictions of warming.

My Committee also heard from Dr. V.
Ram Ramanathan of the Scripps Insti-
tute of Oceanography, about the role of
water vapor as a confounding factor in
these models.

In the Environment and Public
Works Committee, Dr. John R. Christy
of the Earth System Science Labora-
tory at the University of Alabama in
Huntsville discussed the satellite tem-
perature records that conflict with
ground-based data.

Before the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee, Dr. Patrick Michaels, professor
of Environmental Sciences at the Uni-
versity of Virginia, directly challenged
the links between human activities and
observed warming.

These are all respected scientists.
They are not crackpots, nay-sayers, or
as some press accounts have branded
them, a ‘‘small and noisy band of skep-
tics.’’

Instead, they are scientists, doing
what scientists do. Consistent with the
scientific method, they are challenging
the findings of other scientists, in an
open, intellectually honest manner,
using all the data and analysis that
they can bring to bear.

That is how the system is supposed
to work.

Unfortunately, the proponents of the
view that we must take extreme ac-
tions now to address climate change
have been attacking the credibility and
the reputations of some scientists who
do not share their view.

Instead of attacking their science,
they attack the scientist.

They claim that scientists who dis-
agree with the so-called consensus view
of climate change are part of some
kind of anti-science conspiracy, funded
by big oil and big coal to deliberately
mislead the American public.

That sounds silly, doesn’t it?
Yet, on the Diane Rehm radio pro-

gram which aired locally on WAMU–
FM on July 21, a prominent guest made
some pretty remarkable assertions. Let
me quote from the transcript of this
radio interview:

. . . it’s an unhappy fact that the oil com-
panies and the coal companies in the United
States have joined in a conspiracy to hire
pseudo scientists to deny the facts . . . the
energy companies need to be called to ac-
count because what they are doing is un-
American in the most basic sense. They are
compromising our future by misrepresenting
the facts by suborning scientists onto their
payrolls and attempting to mislead the
American people.

A ‘‘conspiracy,’’ Mr. President.
‘‘Pseudo scientists.’’
‘‘A deliberate attempt to mislead the

American people.’’

‘‘Un-American.’’
These are serious charges.
Who was the guest who was making

these charges of a conspiracy designed
to deliberately mislead the American
people?

Was this guest calling Dr. Lindzen a
pseudo scientist? Or Dr. Baliunas? Or
any of the others I mentioned?

Are they part of this conspiracy?
Sadly, a member of the President’s

Cabinet—the Secretary of the Inte-
rior—was responsible for these re-
marks.

Here is a political appointee who ap-
pears to be making judgments about
the scientific integrity of others.

Those were unfortunate remarks, Mr.
President. And they are the sort of re-
marks I hope that the Senate will
avoid as we continue the debate on cli-
mate change.

Let us keep to the high road.
Let us appreciate the fact that sci-

entists, and indeed, all Americans, are
free to disagree and to challenge the
views of others in honest, public de-
bate.

There will be disagreements. Just as
I challenged the scientific understand-
ing of Senator KERRY on several issues
earlier in my remarks, others will sure-
ly challenge my understanding of the
science at some point in the debate.

And in the process, we will all learn.
That is the way it should be.

But there will be some, Mr. Presi-
dent, who will attack the scientist in-
stead of the science.

There will be some who say that you
must agree with me, or you must be
part of some conspiracy that is trying
to mislead the American people.

That, to use Secretary Babbitt’s
words, strikes me as un-American.

Let’s not fear a healthy scientific de-
bate. Instead, let’s depend on it.∑
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HONG KONG

∑ Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, 1
month ago, Hong Kong reverted to the
control of the People’s Republic of
China, ending over 150 years of colonial
rule. This was a historic and unprece-
dented event in Chinese history. I was
honored to serve as the chairman of
the official Senate delegation that at-
tended the handover ceremonies along
with several of our colleagues from the
House of Representatives, led by Con-
gressman CHRIS COX.

I hope that when I return to Hong
Kong next year, and the year after, and
the year after, I will witness the same
optimism that I observed during the
transition from British to Chinese rule.
The people of Hong Kong should be
congratulated for their determination
to keep Hong Kong the pearl of the Ori-
ent.

During our visit, our delegation was
fortunate to meet with the new chief
executive, C.H. Tung, as well as his
Chief Secretary, the highly respected
civil servant, Anson Chan. This duo has
been referred to as the dream team and
the name is well deserved. It is my

opinion that if C.H. Tung and Anson
Chan work together they will lead
Hong Kong to a brighter future. But
they will face severe trials. The ‘‘one
country, two systems’’ approach of the
late Chairman Deng is untested, and I
predict that there will be hurdles to its
implementation, especially in the area
of personal and political autonomy.

The purpose of the Senate Delegation
to Hong Kong was to demonstrate our
continued commitment to support the
people of Hong Kong and to protect
United States interests. And Congress
will continue to monitor events in
Hong Kong.

The key events that I think will de-
termine whether this experiment will
work are the following:

Whether the elections C.H. Tung has
called for May of 1998 are free and fair
and allow broad participation.

Whether the Court of Final Appeal
functions as the final word, or whether
the PRC People’s Congress uses the fig
leaf of ‘‘national security’’ to step in
and usurp Hong Kong’s legal system.

How the PRC Government handles
Martin Lee, and other democrats. Thus
far, democratic protests have contin-
ued without intervention.

What happens to the first paper to
publish a Pro-Taiwan or Pro-Tibet edi-
torial.

Whether Chief Secretary Anson Chan
stays in her post after 1998, and wheth-
er there is an exodus of other civil
servants.

But I also urge restraint by my col-
leagues. We should not assume the
worst for Hong Kong. Specifically, we
should not alter trade laws that as-
sume that Hong Kong cannot enforce
her borders and her laws. If Hong Kong
cannot live up to her commitments in
this regard, then the United States
should act, but we should not act pre-
maturely.

In conclusion, Mr. President, I would
like to extend my commitment to the
people of Hong Kong to support their
efforts. I hope on my next trip to Hong
Kong I can say that Hong Kong re-
mains the vibrant, successful, ener-
getic engine of Asia.∑
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NIH RESEARCH ON CHILD ABUSE
AND NEGLECT: CURRENT STA-
TUS AND FUTURE PLANS

∑ Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I rise
today to bring to your attention an im-
portant report on child abuse and ne-
glect. This report, released in April of
this year, examines current research
being conducted or supported by the
National Institutes of Health [NIH]
into the area of child abuse and ne-
glect. The report proposes ground-
breaking recommendations for improv-
ing the coordination of child maltreat-
ment research across the NIH, with
other divisions within the Department
of Health and Human Services, and
with other federal agencies. In addi-
tion, the report addresses the current
gaps in research, identified in the Na-
tional Research Council’s 1993 report,
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