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Senate 
The Senate met at 12 noon and was 

called to order by the President pro 
tempore [Mr. THURMOND]. 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John 
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer: 

Gracious Father, this is a day for re-
joicing over the manifold good things 
You have given us. Help us to take 
nothing and no one for granted. As we 
move through this day, help us to savor 
the sheer wonder of being alive. Thank 
You for giving us the ability to think, 
understand, and receive Your guidance. 
We praise You for the people You have 
placed in our lives. Help us to appre-
ciate the never-to-be-repeated miracle 
of each personality. 

We are grateful for the challenges we 
have before us, which compel us to de-
pend on You more. Thank You, too, for 
the opportunities that are beyond our 
ability to fulfill so that we may be 
forced to trust You for wisdom and 
strength to accomplish them. We re-
joice over Your daily interventions to 
help us; we even rejoice in our prob-
lems, for they allow You to show us 
what You can do with a life entrusted 
to You. Rather than pray, ‘‘Get me out 
of this,’’ help us to pray, ‘‘Lord, what 
do You want me to get out of this?’’ 
Then free us to rejoice in the privilege 
of new discoveries. 

Today, gracious Lord, we express our 
sympathy to Senator DANIEL AKAKA on 
the loss of his brother, the Reverend 
Abraham Akaka, who made such a 
great impact on the State of Hawaii. 
Bless this family in their time of need. 

And so, Lord, in all things, great and 
small, we rejoice in You, gracious Lord 
of all. Through our Saviour and Lord. 
Amen. 

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
able majority leader, Senator LOTT 
from Mississippi, is recognized. 

Mr. LOTT. Thank you, Mr. President. 
f 

SCHEDULE 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, we have 
the opportunity this week, I believe, to 
complete action on the Interior appro-
priations bill and on the Food and Drug 
Administration reform package. There 
has been a lot of work done on FDA, 
and I believe a consensus is evolving. 
Hopefully, within a day or day and a 
half, we could complete action on that 
bill this week. And if time permits, we 
will also take up the D.C. appropria-
tions bill which would be the last of 
the 13 appropriations bills the Senate 
needs to pass. 

Today, though, the Senate will re-
sume consideration of H.R. 2107, the In-
terior appropriations bill. As an-
nounced earlier, there will be no roll-
call votes today. Any votes ordered on 
amendments to this bill, H.R. 2107, will 
be set aside to occur at a time to be de-
termined by the majority leader in 
consultation with the minority leader. 
Presumably, that would be in the 
morning, hopefully even early in the 
morning. The Senate will be able, 
hopefully, to conclude debate on the 
Interior bill by Tuesday. We have one 
of our most outstanding chairmen who 
is managing this bill. I think this one 
is going to be a handful for him, but 
they have worked out a number of 
issues. I feel like we will be able to get 
an early resolution and complete ac-
tion on the Interior appropriations bill. 
Members are encouraged to contact the 
managers of the bill to schedule floor 
action on any possible amendments. I 
hope Members will not wait until 
sometime Tuesday afternoon or late 
Tuesday night, or whenever, when it is 
convenient for them to drop by if they 
have any amendments. If you have a 
good amendment, you get more atten-
tion, you get a better chance to have it 
properly considered and even get a vote 
if you show up early for work and offer 
your amendment. 

As Members are aware, then, there 
will only be one appropriations bill 
left, and we will take it up later on this 
week or the D.C. appropriations bill 
will come up perhaps early next week. 
We need Members’ cooperation in 
scheduling floor action, and we will at-
tempt to conclude action on both these 
bills this week. We will notify the 
Members when rollcall votes are agreed 
to. 

Under rule XXII, all first-degree 
amendments to S. 830, that is the FDA 
reform bill, must be filed by 1 p.m. 
today. I want to remind Members of 
that deadline. 

I thank my colleagues for their at-
tention, and I wish the chairman and 
manager of the bill, the great Senator 
from the State of Washington, good 
luck in completing his work. 

I yield the floor, Mr. President. 
f 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 1998 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. ROB-

ERTS). Under the previous order, the 
Senate will now resume consideration 
of H.R. 2107, which the clerk will re-
port. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (H.R. 2107) making appropriations 

for the Department of the Interior and re-
lated agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1998. 

The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill. 
EXCEPTED COMMITTEE AMENDMENT ON PAGE 46, 

LINE 15 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

pending question is the committee 
amendment on page 46, line 15. 

The distinguished Senator from 
Washington is recognized. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, the ma-
jority leader has already pointed out 
what he hopes will be the schedule in 
connection with this and other bills 
during the course of the week. As he 
said, there will not be any votes on any 
amendments to this bill today, but 
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through most of last week, we ex-
pressed our views that today would 
present a wonderful opportunity to de-
bate what may very well be the most 
controversial of all of the elements in 
the bill: the appropriation for the Na-
tional Endowment for the Arts. 

The notices that I have received in 
connection with amendments include 
more on that subject, those which are 
to be more liberal with the National 
Endowment than the bill has been and 
those wishing to be more conservative 
or to restrict its use or even to abolish 
its appropriation, have stated that 
they will produce such amendments. 

We have asked as many of those 
Members to be present sometime dur-
ing today’s session of the Senate as 
possible. Most of them on Friday indi-
cated that they would be able to be 
here today. Obviously, as the majority 
leader said, today gives them an oppor-
tunity to debate their amendments and 
to state their views on the National 
Endowment for the Arts in full and at 
leisure, where tomorrow may be some-
what more hectic. 

So I hope that all of them who are in 
or around the Capitol and the staffs of 
all of those Senators who have an in-
terest in the subject will urge them to 
come to the floor, offer their amend-
ments, speak to the National Endow-
ment for the Arts, complete much of 
the debate on the subject today so that 
we can vote tomorrow on that subject. 

Having said that, Mr. President, no-
ticing that no such Senators are 
present today, I have remarks on a sub-
ject of importance—vital importance— 
to the people of the State of Wash-
ington, one that has a high local pro-
file and one that has also been of inter-
est to the administration to the extent 
that it made a specific reference to it 
in its budget presentation this year. So 
I will ask the indulgence of the Presi-
dent and will make my remarks with 
respect to the Elwha River dams at 
this point. 

Mr. President, during the course of 
the last week, I said publicly that I 
would consider supporting removal of 
one of two dams on the Elwha River on 
the Olympic Peninsula in Washington 
State. Specifically, with important 
conditions attached, I can support leg-
islation that would allow the removal 
of the smaller downriver dam. As this 
represents something of a change in 
my position, it warrants a more de-
tailed explanation on my part—what 
this new position means and, just as 
importantly, what it does not mean. 

For many years, national environ-
mental groups, the Clinton administra-
tion, much of the media in the Pacific 
Northwest, and many Northwest elect-
ed officials have pushed for the re-
moval of both dams on the Elwha 
River. 

In 1992, I reluctantly supported legis-
lation to begin the process of having 
the Government study and acquire 
both of these dams with an eye toward 
removing them at some time in the fu-
ture. Even so, it is no surprise to any-

one from Washington State to hear me 
say today that I have been less than 
excited about this proposal. While I al-
ways have been enthusiastic about the 
Federal Government’s purchasing these 
two dams from a local paper company, 
I have been skeptical that Elwha River 
dam removal will provide significant 
benefit to our salmon resources. 

For years, I have been told that 100- 
pound salmon used to fill the Elwha 
River, and that if we just removed 
these two dams, those big salmon 
would return. 

While that is the proponents’ most 
compelling argument—perhaps their 
only argument—for removal, I fear 
that it is one with the promises that 
have caused us to spend some $3 billion 
on the Columbia River, with little dis-
cernible effect, except on our power 
costs. If dams are the reason that there 
are no 100-pound salmon swimming in 
the Elwha River, why are there no huge 
salmon in dozens of other Olympic Pe-
ninsula rivers that have never been 
dammed? Will we waste our money on 
the Elwha as we have on the Columbia? 

As you can tell, I have severe doubts 
about the wisdom of knocking down ei-
ther of these dams under the guise of 
benefit to the salmon. I am quite cer-
tain, however, that there are other 
clear costs to their removal. Taxpayers 
must pay the huge costs of that re-
moval. Power generation will be lost, 
and in the case of the Elwha River 
Dams, serious questions remain about 
potential damage to the city of Port 
Angeles’ water supply. As I weigh these 
costs against the potential benefits to 
salmon, I have almost always sided 
against dam removal. 

Unfortunately, the issue isn’t as sim-
ple as a cost-benefit analysis. If it 
were, the costs of removing the two 
dams would certainly outweigh the po-
tential benefit to the salmon. But, as I 
say, it is not just that simple anymore. 
There is a wild card to this issue that 
makes me nervous, a wild card that 
makes me want to act now, a wild card 
that, if played, could have a dev-
astating effect on the Port Angeles 
community. 

The desire of the Interior Secretary 
to tear down a dam, a proposal he has 
advocated consistently, together with 
the very real and growing threat that a 
Federal judge, or the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission, may order the 
removal of Elwha River Dams without 
congressional approval, present real 
threats to the community, are beyond 
our control and cannot be ignored. 

A court- or agency-ordered removal 
may well impose all of the costs of re-
moving the dams on the local commu-
nity. Jobs would be destroyed, and Port 
Angeles’ supply of clean drinking water 
would be threatened. The risk of court 
or agency action is too great and will 
leave the local community in a terrible 
position if a judge or Washington, DC, 
bureaucrat were to suddenly decide 
that he or she could take charge of this 
issue. 

The lower Elwha River Dam produces 
only a modest amount of power, about 

a third of that produced by the upper 
Elwha River Dam, and a minuscule 
amount in comparison to our produc-
tive Snake and Columbia River Dams. 
In addition, Mr. President, the lower 
Elwha River Dam is in bad physical 
shape. 

So, if Congress acts properly, we can 
remove the wild card from the deck 
and assure an important level of com-
munity protection. As a consequence, 
my support for this lower dam’s re-
moval is conditioned on legislated pro-
tection for Port Angeles’ water supply 
and protection for the jobs created by 
the local mill. No legislation to remove 
an Elwha River Dam will pass the U.S. 
Senate without these protections, ex-
cept over my strong objections, while I 
am a Member. 

Mr. President, I must tell you that 
while I believe the course of action I 
am taking on the issue is the right one, 
I am disturbed by what is forcing me to 
take this step in such a hasty manner. 
I am driven by the threat of court ac-
tion, or the possibility that the Federal 
Government might just step in and re-
move the dams on its own with no 
thought given to the concerns of the 
local community. 

While I have come to this agonizing 
decision after years of internal and 
public debate about the fate of these 
dams, my decision has been driven by 
the unilateral activism this adminis-
tration has demonstrated when it 
comes to complex environmental 
issues. 

Based upon the Clinton administra-
tion’s actions last year in Utah, can 
anyone not justifiably worry that a 
similar overreaching Federal Govern-
ment authority will take place on the 
Elwha River? Is there any doubt that 
when this administration is faced with 
deciding between the desires of na-
tional environmental organizations 
and the needs of local communities, it 
always sides with the national environ-
mental groups? 

This is not an easy decision for me— 
it is made difficult by the dozens of 
meetings I’ve had with people most af-
fected by this issue. I’ve listened to 
hundreds of local people who live near 
the Elwha River express their concerns 
with dam removal and what it means 
to the local community. 

To be fair, I am also impressed by the 
work of a broad-based coalition of resi-
dents who have studied the issue and 
who may have originated the proposal 
to deal with the two dams separately, 
in a staged process. I want to commend 
the Elwha Citizens’ Advisory Com-
mittee for its work on this issue, and 
all of the hard work that went into de-
veloping the committee’s report, ‘‘The 
Elwha River and Our Community’s Fu-
ture.’’ 

I’ve also listened to the concerns of 
my constituents in eastern Wash-
ington, who while not immediately im-
pacted by the removal of the Elwha 
River dams, are watching this debate 
closely because of their concern that 
something similar could happen on the 
Columbia or Snake Rivers. 
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I want to speak specifically to those 

people right now, Mr. President, and to 
anyone who might attempt to use my 
position on this issue as a justification 
for removing other dams in the Pacific 
Northwest, or as asserting that I be-
lieve the idea to be worth considering. 

Because of the controversial nature 
of this issue, I think it is important 
that people understand what my posi-
tion on the Elwha River dams does not 
mean. Some groups and elected offi-
cials support removal of Elwha River 
dams as a first step, a practice run, to-
ward removing Columbia River system 
hydroelectric dams. Those who want to 
make a habit of dam removal should 
understand this proposition: I will 
never support their proposals to re-
move Snake or Columbia River dams— 
never. 

Our Northwest forebears built for us 
the world’s most productive hydro-
electric system. It is our great eco-
nomic legacy and continues today as 
part of the reason families in the 
Northwest enjoy the Nation’s lowest 
power rates. This clean and renewable 
resource does not pollute. 

These dams also irrigate productive 
farmland in Idaho, eastern Washington, 
and eastern Oregon. These dams have 
created an enormous and productive 
aquatic highway that moves our agri-
cultural products to our ports. These 
dams save Portland, Oregon, and hun-
dreds of other communities from disas-
trous flooding. 

Of course, the Columbia River Sys-
tem dams exact an environmental 
price. They hurt our salmon runs. That 
damage was felt primarily in the 1930’s 
and 1940’s. Since the last Columbia 
River dam was constructed we contin-
ued to have large and healthy salmon 
runs. The last decade’s alarming de-
cline in Columbia River salmon runs 
obviously has more profound causes 
than our hydroelectric facilities alone. 

We can do more for salmon especially 
by acting in a more intelligent and co-
ordinated way to restore our Northwest 
salmon resources. But the costs associ-
ated with removing dams on the Snake 
or Columbia Rivers will always dwarf 
the potential benefit to salmon. 

Therefore, Mr. President, I intend 
this year to work with my colleagues 
to complete acquisition of the two 
Elwha River dams with dollars from 
the Land and Water Conservation 
Fund. In addition, I will introduce leg-
islation authorizing the removal of the 
lower Elwha River dam. But that bill 
will also contain three vital conditions 
I believe to be absolutely necessary at 
the same time: 

First, a 12-year study of the impact 
of lower dam removal on fish popu-
lations before any consideration of re-
moving the upper dam; 

Second, a guaranteed hold harmless 
for the Pot Angeles water supply; 

Third, no dam on the Columbia or 
Snake Rivers System can be removed, 
breached, or modified in a way that 
substantially destroys its ability to 
produce power, and provide irrigation, 

transportation or flood control without 
the prior authorization of Congress. 

I think it is vitally important to 
America’s taxpayers that the first con-
dition be met. This is a very costly 
proposition—the Government esti-
mates that it will cost as much as $60 
million to remove the lower Elwha 
River dam. My sources tell me that 
those estimates are way too low and 
that the final cost could be much high-
er. Of course, no one really knows what 
this project might cost, which is why 
only the lower dam should come down 
now. 

I want to be sure that when the inevi-
table day comes when national envi-
ronmental groups and editorial writers 
push for removal of the upper dam, 
they have a true idea of what it will 
cost and whether the removal of the 
dam will actually work. The best way 
to do that is to study what happens 
when the lower dam is removed. We 
will be able to find out exactly what it 
costs to take out this dam, and, even 
better, we can find out once and for all 
whether removing a dam will actually 
bring back salmon. 

I believe my second condition is only 
fair to the people of Port Angeles, and 
is one that should be met with little, or 
no, opposition. 

As for my third condition, I think it 
is vital to my constituents in eastern 
Washington, and to my colleagues who 
represent Montana, Idaho, and eastern 
Oregon, that we in the Congress, and in 
the administration make the impor-
tant statement that the dams on the 
Columbia and Snake Rivers are not to 
be touched in the immediate future, 
unless Congress has debated the issue 
and agrees. 

Radical revisionists in the media, na-
tional environmental groups, and in 
the administration are actually talk-
ing more and more about tearing down 
1 of the 11 dams on the Columbia and 
Snake Rivers. Just last week, a promi-
nent Northwest newspaper had a 
lengthy story about the dam removal 
movement, and how the proposition for 
tearing down a dam on the Columbia 
River System was gaining momentum. 
As you can imagine, even talking 
about this subject causes huge concern 
in the communities that depend upon 
the river for their livelihoods. 

It also causes a profound concern to 
this Senator, which is why I think it is 
important that we nip such a proposal 
in the bud, and nip it now. This legisla-
tion is the most appropriate place to do 
so. 

With that, Mr. President, I have com-
pleted my thoughts on the policy of 
this proposal. Let me now discuss the 
practicality of getting this done in a 
reasonable amount of time. 

Many of the advocates for Elwha 
River Dam removal think Congress 
should be able to fund the entire 
project out of the remaining money in 
the land and water conservation fund. 
Because I am chairman of the Interior 
Appropriations Subcommittee, these 
people believe that I can simply tell 

my colleagues that I intend to take 
$18.5 million of this money to complete 
acquisition, and then grab another $60 
million for removal of lower dam, leav-
ing the remaining dollars—after the 
$315 million for the acquisition of the 
Headwaters Forest in California and 
the New World Mine in Montana, and 
the $100 million in State acquisition 
grants—for division among the other 49 
States. 

To those back home who believe that 
it is either fair or possible that I 
should be able to do that with a snap of 
my fingers, I suggest a lack of under-
standing of how Congress works. 

Today we start in earnest on working 
through this year’s Interior appropria-
tions bill. In this bill, I have dealt with 
Washington State projects in a fair and 
generous fashion. We have been able to 
fund an additional $2 million for the 
Forest Legacy Program, $8 million for 
land acquisition in the Columbia River 
Gorge National Scenic Area, and an ad-
ditional $3 million for forest health re-
search at the Pacific Northwest Re-
search Station. 

Other priority projects which have 
been funded in the Senate Interior ap-
propriations bill and directly benefit 
Washington State include: An increase 
of $3 million over the President’s budg-
et request for trail maintenance in the 
Pacific Northwest; $2.5 million to de-
velop a visitors center, interpretive 
center, and educational center at the 
Vancouver National Historic Reserve; 
$500,000 in support of Lewis and Clark 
National Historic Trail activities; 
$2,452,000 to replace the Paradise em-
ployee dorm at Mount Ranier National 
Park; $750,000 for regional fisheries en-
hancement; $840,000 for construction of 
a trailhead and information station at 
the Steigerwald National Wildlife Ref-
uge; and $275,000 for the North Cascades 
National Park to fulfill its obligations 
under various settlement agreements 
relating to the relicensing of hydro-
electric projects. 

I feel comfortable with what I have 
accomplished for my State, and proud 
of that work. I must admit that I 
would not feel comfortable simply de-
manding from my colleagues that the 
remaining acquisition funds come out 
of the land and water conservation 
fund without a strong statement of 
support from the administration and 
the entire Congress. 

I believe such a statement is needed 
so that my colleagues from around the 
Nation can understand why their pri-
ority items are being placed behind 
spending an additional $18 million to 
complete the acquisition of the Elwha 
River Dams, and another $60 million to 
remove the lower dam. And Washing-
tonians may well ask themselves if 
they are willing to give up new projects 
like those I have already discussed for 
several years in order to put all of our 
fair share into Elwha River Dam re-
moval. 

Second, there is little chance that 
funds for removal of the lower dam will 
come from the land and water con-
servation fund. Frankly, I would be 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES9306 September 15, 1997 
embarrassed to ask for such a sum. Out 
of fairness to other States around the 
country, I believe the funds for re-
moval of the lower dam need to move 
through other channels, or at least be 
specifically authorized to come out of a 
land and water conservation fund pri-
marily for land acquisition rather than 
capital improvements. 

Just as the original legislation spon-
sored by Senator Brock Adams needed 
the authorization of the Energy Com-
mittee and the entire Congress, the ex-
traordinary level of funding requested 
for this project needs to be authorized 
by Congress as well. My legislation will 
propose just that. And I hope that this 
legislation will be considered as swiftly 
as possible. 

I realize that back home I will be 
criticized for not grabbing all of the 
funding for this project in this year’s 
appropriations process. To those crit-
ics, I suggest an absence of rational 
thought and fairness. 

Washington State does quite well 
under this year’s Interior appropria-
tions bill. Funding the removal of the 
lower Elwha River Dam would dramati-
cally tip the scales away from fairness, 
and rightly cause justifiable and suc-
cessful opposition from my colleagues 
around the country who have vital pro-
grams in their States that need fund-
ing. 

All of us want to get the most for our 
States, and in our hearts, we believe 
that every request for our State is an 
urgent priority, but in our minds we 
also know that we can’t fund every re-
quest. That means we must balance our 
desire to help our States with the re-
ality that Congress can only fund so 
many projects for each State. 

As I said at the beginning of this de-
bate on Friday, Mr. President, I had 
1,800 requests from the 100 Senators in 
this body for projects in which they 
had a great interest, the huge majority 
of which were home-State projects. 

That is the reality I face as I work to 
resolve this difficult issue involving 
the Elwha River dams. I know it is a 
reality that critics don’t want to hear 
or acknowledge, but the simple truth is 
this—full funding of acquisition and re-
moval this year is highly unlikely, and 
impossible without setting aside al-
most all other important Washington 
State projects, and something I am not 
willing to do. 

Therefore, the best solution is to 
complete acquisition this year, and for 
that I need the administration to state 
publicly that this remains one of its 
top priorities. At the same time, I will 
start the process for removing the 
lower dam by introducing legislation 
for consideration by the Energy Com-
mittee, the administration, and the 
rest of Congress. 

Mr. President, I thank you for giving 
me this time this morning to discuss 
an issue important for my home State. 
In summary, I guess I would finish by 
saying that on this issue of Northwest 
dam removal, tally me this way: ‘‘once, 
with conditions.’’ 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
HUTCHSION). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

NATIONAL ENDOWMENT FOR THE ARTS 
Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, I 

rise today to speak on the importance 
of funding for the National Endowment 
for the Arts, otherwise known as NEA. 
This endowment makes a tremendous 
impact on my State, and it worries me 
greatly that Congress is considering 
slashing it, or otherwise killing it 
through block grants. 

I think President John Kennedy said 
it best when he said—and I will quote 
him now: 

When power leads man toward arrogance, 
poetry reminds him of his limitations. When 
power narrows the areas of man’s concern, 
poetry reminds him of the richness and di-
versity of his existence. When power cor-
rupts, poetry cleanses, for art establishes the 
basic human truths which must serve as the 
touchstone of our judgment. 

The people of my State understand 
that. Montana boasts a rich cultural 
heritage which can be seen in the work 
of such notable artists as Charlie Rus-
sell and Kevin Red Star. Our love of 
the arts can also be seen in the rich 
crop of literary talent that blankets 
the State. 

I had a chance to witness that love of 
the arts firsthand last year when I 
worked with the National Symphony 
Orchestra on their trip to Montana. 
They broke into many, many groups— 
I think there were 120 different ensem-
bles spread across our State—and I was 
fortunate to be able to conduct the Na-
tional Symphony Orchestra in their en-
core performance in Billings, MT. 

I think it is even more instructive to 
look at a smaller, more constructive 
event where the NEA makes a real dif-
ference every year in Montana. Shake-
speare in the Park is a group of tal-
ented actors who travel around the 
State every summer offering free pro-
ductions of Shakespeare to the public. 
And every July, for over 20 years now, 
they have come, for example, to 
Birney, MT. Guess what the population 
of Birney is. Seventeen. 

The troupe of actors sets up their 
stage just outside of town on Poker 
Jim Butte. They perform two nights, 
and it is a big deal for the people of 
Birney. They hold their annual Birney 
Turkey Shoot for Spakespeare in order 
to help subsidize the productions. 
Every year they attract crowds of 100 
to 200 people. Not bad for a town with 
a population of 17. The audience usu-
ally consists of farmers, ranchers, and 
native Americans. They are people 
who, without this event, might have to 
travel over 100 miles to see a Shake-
spearean play. This year’s productions 

were Shakespeare’s ‘‘Love’s Labor 
Lost’’ and Moliere’s ‘‘Learned La-
dies’’—two classic works that everyone 
should have a chance to see. 

The Shakespeare in the Park pro-
gram relies on the NEA grant they re-
ceive every year, and without it they 
would have to limit where they can go. 
That means that Birney might not get 
to see its yearly productions on Poker 
Jim Butte. 

I think the responses to the Shake-
speare in the Park productions speak 
for themselves. One parent, for exam-
ple, said: 

I want to thank you so much for coming to 
Richey. We are a small community with a 
total enrollment, grade and high school, of 
91. It was great to introduce our children, es-
pecially the high schoolers, to Shakespeare 
and acting. It is rare for them, and us, to at-
tend something other than a sports event. 

Or listen to what another student 
had to say: 

I have never had an interest in Shake-
speare until I saw your program. 

Madam President, I think this last 
quote is particularly insightful, par-
ticularly in this day and age when 
many people are afraid that the value 
of our great works has been dimin-
ished. Funding the NEA shows our 
commitment to the classics like 
Shakespeare, and it helps make sure 
that our kids can learn firsthand about 
these valuable works. 

There are some in this body, how-
ever, who believe that Federal funding 
for the arts should end. These people 
believe that Federal funds can be re-
placed by contributions from private 
citizens and corporations. While this 
might be true in populated areas like 
New York and California, States like 
mine would have no way of making up 
the loss. I make that very clear. It just 
is not possible. 

Quite simply, without the NEA, there 
are no arts in places like Birney, MT, 
or countless other communities across 
the country. 

There are some who argue that we 
cannot afford to fund arts programs 
while we are cutting the budget. But 
when one looks at the total amount of 
money we spend in our budget, the fig-
ures for the NEA are rather small. The 
$99 million the NEA received last year 
was merely a small fraction of the 
total budget. That comes to less than 
40 cents per person. But when one looks 
at all the great returns from our in-
vestment in the NEA, I believe it is 
money very well spent. 

Finally, there are others who say the 
NEA should be defunded, eliminated, 
because it funds obscenity. I believe 
those are valid concerns, and I have to 
admit there have been a few poor 
choices in the past. But I believe that 
those problems have been addressed, 
and it would be a shame to focus on a 
few mistakes when there are so many 
good, worthwhile projects that the 
NEA has made a reality. 

A complete list of Montana projects, 
museums, and artists who benefit from 
the NEA grants would be too long to 
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give, but the following is a small exam-
ple of the recipients: 

Eight symphony orchestras in cities 
like Billings, Bozeman, Butte, and Mis-
soula; over 20 nonprofit art museums 
and galleries such as the Liberty Vil-
lage Art Center in Chester, the Jail-
house Gallery in Hardin, and the 
Hockaday Center for the Arts in Kali-
spell; and nearly 20 performing arts 
groups like Shakespeare in the Park 
and the Vigilante Players who tour to 
communities all across Montana. 

In addition, the NEA funds go to or-
ganizations which make an effort to 
reach out to children, to educate them 
on the importance of arts in our soci-
ety. 

Without a doubt, NEA funding has 
made a real, positive difference in Mon-
tana. That is why I believe we should 
continue funding this worthwhile pro-
gram. 

My basic philosophy toward the 
budget is this. We must have a budget 
that reflects our values. To have no 
funding for the arts truly takes away 
some of our humanity, some of what 
makes our Nation great. Those are not 
the values I want my budget to reflect. 
That is why I urge my colleagues to 
support full funding, with no block 
grants, for the National Endowment 
for the Arts. 

Madam President, I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. THOMAS. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. THOMAS. I also ask unanimous 
consent I might proceed as in morning 
business for 10 minutes. 

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

The Senator from Wyoming is recog-
nized. 

Mr. THOMAS. I thank the Chair. 
(The remarks of Mr. THOMAS per-

taining to the introduction of S. 1176 
are located in today’s RECORD under 
‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.’’) 

Mr. THOMAS. Madam President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
INHOFE). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
send an amendment to the desk and 
ask that it be filed. 

I just ask the distinguished manager 
of this bill if I could work with him to 
have it brought up at the appropriate 
time. 

Mr. GORTON addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I com-
mend the Senator from Texas in pro-
ceeding in this fashion. As I announced 
previously, there are a number of 
amendments we expect with respect to 
the National Endowment for the Arts. I 
believe that the proposal by the Sen-
ator from Texas will be a perfecting 
amendment, that she is attempting to 
improve it. 

The logic in dealing with these 
amendments will be to deal with those 
amendments that strike or substan-
tially cut funding for the endowment 
first. And so the willingness of the Sen-
ator from Texas to speak, as I am sure 
she will quite eloquently, to her propo-
sition but not to introduce it yet will 
facilitate dealing with the matter when 
it comes to a vote in a more logical 
way. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. I will leave it to 
the discretion of the manager what is 
the right order because of course there 
will be a number of amendments deal-
ing with the NEA. 

My particular amendment takes the 
dollar amount that is in the bill and re-
allocates it and established a way to 
spend it. There will be amendments of-
fered that will do other things. And I 
think it is really a healthy thing that 
we are going to be debating the NEA 
and what kind of funding the NEA has 
and how it is allocated, because I think 
a number of people in our country have 
concerns about some of the types of 
grants that the NEA has approved. 

There have been inappropriate uses 
of NEA funding. The National Endow-
ment for the Arts I think is a program 
that everyone hoped would establish as 
a priority a commitment to the arts in 
this country. I believe that is a proper 
commitment for our country to en-
courage arts in our country, to make 
arts accessible to all the people of our 
country, to educate our children in the 
importance of the arts. 

All of these things are worthy goals. 
But because we have seen the funding 
of obscenity, of pornography, of things 
that you could not even in your most 
modest attempts to describe as art, 
many people have opposed the NEA. 
And many people have said, ‘‘We don’t 
need it. Why would we want the Gov-
ernment involved in this?’’ I certainly 
have great respect for that view. 

I do believe that there should be a 
commitment in this country to the 
arts. I speak as a person who grew up 
in a town of 15,000. My parents were 
very careful to try to make sure that I 
had access to the arts. They gave me 
ballet lessons for 13 years. You would 
have thought it would have taken. But 
after 13 years, I decided that maybe 
there was something else in my life 
that would be more successful than 
ballet. 

They also made sure that I went to 
the nearest big city, when possible, to 
go to the symphony. They drove me to 
Houston, sometimes to Galveston, to 
see plays or to go to an art museum. 

But, you know, many children in 
America are not as fortunate as I was 
because perhaps they do not have par-
ents who thought this was important 
or that this would make their edu-
cation more complete. Some children 
do not have that opportunity. 

I want all children in America to 
have this opportunity, whether they 
come from families that do not have 
time to appreciate the arts because 
they are working so hard to make ends 
meet; or whether they come from a 
rural community that does not have 
easy access to a major city or regional 
arts center. I want to try to give that 
same opportunity that I think was im-
portant in my life to every child in 
America. 

I would like to see school districts 
adopt arts appreciation programs be-
cause it is proven in the testing of our 
children in school that where children 
do have access to the arts, where they 
have arts appreciation or arts classes 
in their school curricula, they also do 
better in math and science and reading. 
That is a proven fact. 

So we are not talking about some-
thing that is just extra that would be 
nice if we could afford it. We are talk-
ing about giving children a more well- 
rounded education and giving children 
the chance, by having the full range of 
education, to do better in the basic 
subjects. 

So that is why I believe it is impor-
tant for our country to have a commit-
ment to arts education and to provide 
access to the arts for all the children 
so that some of them can grow up to be 
artists or to appreciate the arts and 
pass that involvement or appreciation 
on to future generations. I cannot 
imagine a country that is as developed, 
as technologically advanced as ours, 
that does not also have an appreciation 
for and a commitment to the arts. 

That is why I am putting forward an 
amendment to this bill that would 
keep the allocation for 1998 exactly 
where the committee has it, $100,060,000 
to be exact. But under my amendment, 
I would rearrange the priorities. 

Instead of having the NEA make all 
of the grants with this money, I think 
it is time that we allocate to the 
States, in block grants, the bulk of the 
money. I think it is time that we have 
a more just and equitable distribution 
of arts funding. 

For one thing, I think giving the 
money in block grants to the States— 
and I will talk about the very few re-
strictions we would put on this—gives 
the States the ability to fashion pro-
grams that will best meet the needs 
and priorities of their States. They can 
divide this money among, for example, 
arts access or education in the schools, 
transportation from rural areas to re-
gional arts centers, or insurance pro-
grams for art museums to be able to 
sponsor national exhibitions that 
would otherwise not be seen by the 
citizens of that region outside of New 
York or Washington, DC, or California 
or Texas. I think it is important that 
states have that flexibility. 
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Also, under my amendment States 

would have the flexibility to invest up 
to 25 percent of their Federal funding 
in an endowment. I think that is im-
portant because I would like to see 
more States have permanent endow-
ments for funding of arts and access to 
the arts within the State. 

So here is what my amendment does. 
First, it limits the administrative 

costs of the NEA. Instead of allowing 
the 17 percent of the funding that the 
NEA now uses for administrative costs, 
my amendment would set a cap of 5 
percent, reducing the money spent on 
administration to $5 million down from 
approximately $17 million. I think 5 
percent should be enough for the allo-
cation that the NEA would be able to 
grant to national art works. 

The NEA grants to national groups 
or institutions would be 20 percent. 
The NEA would be allowed 5 percent 
for administrative costs to administer 
20 percent of the total for grants to na-
tional groups or institutions. 

My amendment would not allow 
grants to individuals, but only to insti-
tutions or groups. NEA would abso-
lutely be prohibited from granting any 
obscene works. NEA could also not 
grant seasonal grants such as, for ex-
ample, giving the Metropolitan Opera 
$1 million for its season, whatever 
works might be performed during that 
season. Grants would be for a specific 
project that the Metropolitan Opera 
would have to specify, so that the NEA 
would be able to know exactly what it 
was funding. 

My amendment would also prohibit 
grantees from giving subgrants to 
other groups. 

In other words, 20 percent, or $20 mil-
lion, would be available for national 
grants to groups or institutions. Such 
groups would be opera companies, sym-
phonies, art museums, ballets, or other 
groups or institutions that clearly 
serve a national purpose or exhibit a 
national stature. 

These national grants would require 
matching grants. If the grantee—an art 
museum, for example—had a total 
budget of $3 million or less, it could 
cover up to one-third of the art project 
with Federal grant money. This way, 
two-thirds of the cost of the project 
would have to come from the local 
community or State. 

If the grantee—for example, an art 
museum—has an annual budget of over 
$3 million, the maximum Federal funds 
the grantee could use for the project 
would be one-fifth of the total cost of 
the project. So for large institutions, 
the maximum contribution of Federal 
dollars would be 20 percent and the 
other 80 percent would have to come 
from local or State matching funds. 
These matching requirements would 
apply to the $20 million allocated na-
tional grants. 

However, under my amendment the 
bulk of the Federal funds would go to 
the States in block grants, namely 75 
percent or $75 million. That will guar-
antee level funding from fiscal year 

1997 for every State and territory of 
the United States, up to 6.6 percent of 
the total funds available to the States 
for fiscal year 1998. The only two states 
that would not be guaranteed level 
funding from fiscal year 1997 would be 
New York and California. However, 
those States would be expected to seek 
a large portion of the $20 million in na-
tional grants. So under my proposal 75 
percent of the Federal funds would go 
to the States in block grants, and al-
most every State in this country will 
get more of the arts funding under this 
allocation. 

Behind me on the charts you will see 
the differences in the funding for each 
State. Most States will have a signifi-
cant amount of funding beyond fiscal 
year 1997. I think it is time that States 
have more opportunity to support their 
school systems or their regional arts 
centers and provide more access to the 
arts by more people in this country. 

States may use up to 25 percent of 
their funds to establish or enhance a 
permanent arts endowment. I think it 
is a worthy goal to give States this in-
centive. Under my amendment, States 
may contribute any amount of money 
in addition to the 25 percent, but they 
must match whatever portion they use 
for an endowment by at least 1 to 1. In 
other words, if the State of Oklahoma 
decides to have an endowment for the 
arts, it can take up to 25 percent of its 
Federal allocation but it must match 
that amount, dollar for dollar, with 
funds from other State, local, or pri-
vate funds. 

Of course, my hope is that eventually 
every State will have a permanent arts 
endowment so that they will be able al-
ways to ensure access to art that is 
available within their own commu-
nities and within their own States. But 
permanent endowments will also in the 
long run assure the States will be able 
to attract from the outside some of the 
national touring art shows, such as the 
wonderful Monet exhibition that trav-
eled to the Fort Worth Kimball Art 
Museum. Many people in my part of 
the country would not have been able 
to see that exhibition had it not trav-
eled to Fort Worth, TX. This is the 
case all over the country. 

Right now the NEA serves a valuable 
role in supporting an insurance indem-
nity program that has allowed inter-
national blockbuster shows, such as 
the Jewels of the Romanovs, to travel 
around the country. People all over 
America, because of this insurance pro-
gram, will have access to see the jewels 
from the Romanov dynasty in Russia 
that I hear are really incredible. 
Thanks to NEA funds, Americans have 
also had the opportunity to see the 
presentation of Tennessee Williams’ 
‘‘The Glass Menagerie.’’ Shakespeare’s 
‘‘As You Like It’’ went to 45 commu-
nities in 26 States because the NEA 
helped them with the cost of touring. 
Those productions traveled to Cin-
cinnati, OH; Keene, NH; and Orange, 
TX. 

I think Senator BAUCUS earlier today 
talked about the Shakespeare plays 

viewed in Montana would not have 
traveled to Montana but for the help 
from the NEA. I think it is exciting 
when Senator BAUCUS says that some-
one in Montana said he had never even 
thought of reading Shakespeare until 
he was able to attend his first Shake-
speare outdoor play and began to love 
Shakespeare and studying Shakespeare 
seriously. These are the kind of things 
that I think having a small national 
funding priority will continue to do for 
this country. 

In Abilene, TX, the NEA has been 
helpful in starting the Abilene opera. 
There are so many people in west 
Texas who had never seen the opera 
and, in fact, thought the opera was a 
stuffy event that nobody would really 
enjoy but would just attend for social 
purposes. When they went to their first 
opera, the first opera they have ever 
had in Abilene, they came back just 
thinking, ‘‘what a joy, what a treas-
ure.’’ These people are now going to en-
courage people to contribute locally so 
that they can enjoy more opera produc-
tions. NEA funds were the seed corn 
that gave access to people who had 
never even seen an opera who now not 
only have seen one, but loved it and are 
contributing to bringing that experi-
ence to other people, especially chil-
dren, in the west Texas area. 

Regional touring by the best Amer-
ican dance companies to rural towns 
and small cities has been helped by the 
NEA. The production of performance 
specials and art documentaries by the 
Education Broadcasting Corp., WNET, 
in New York are now viewed by mil-
lions of Americans because that seed 
corn was planted by the NEA. 

So that is why I am not among those 
who want to just do away with the 
NEA, because I believe that Americans 
overall will be more culturally aware 
and enjoy culture more, if they have 
the opportunity and exposure to the 
arts, which is ensured by our having a 
national commitment to the arts. I 
don’t want to do away with that. Do we 
need to change the NEA? Yes. Do we 
need to impose strict prohibitions 
against obscenity and pornography? 
Absolutely, because it has been shown 
that because there have not been 
enough limits on the NEA, truly inap-
propriate use of our tax dollars has oc-
curred. But I don’t think that means 
we walk away from this commitment. I 
think it means that we change NEA, 
that we get control of it, that we make 
sure that the money is being used for 
what we intended it to be used for. But 
we don’t walk away from it. 

Let me give another example: Del 
Rio, TX, is on the border of Mexico. 
The average per capita income of Del 
Rio is about one-half of the national 
per-capita income. The population of 
Del Rio is 80 percent Hispanic. Yet, de-
spite the economic difficulties that Del 
Rio faces, the people have a long his-
tory of commitment to the arts. In 
1992, they converted their old firehouse 
into an arts center. The new arts cen-
ter now holds free exhibitions of work 
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of national, regional, and local artists. 
It conducts art instruction classes. It 
offers free children’s classes in the 
summer and supports a children’s 
dance troupe that performs at civic and 
cultural events. All of this is helped by 
seed money from the NEA. 

Mr. President, I think we have an op-
portunity here to get control of a fund-
ing program that has been abused in 
the past. But it has not been abused 100 
percent. It has been abused but it has 
also done so much good for places like 
Del Rio, TX, like Beaumont, TX, like 
Cincinnati, OH, like Keene, NH. There 
are so many wonderful stories of young 
people getting their first access to the 
arts and their first appreciation for the 
arts because the NEA gave some grant 
money, some seed corn, to a local com-
munity, which was matched by that 
local community. Something was made 
possible because of the national com-
mitment to the arts that has spurred 
many young people to go into arts as a 
profession. Artists or dancers or musi-
cians who now belong to a symphony— 
all of these contributors to the arts in 
America began their careers from seed 
corn that came from a national com-
mitment to the arts. 

Now, I do understand how people 
have become very frustrated. But let’s 
do something positive and productive 
with this frustration. Let’s make some-
thing very good out of a modest com-
mitment to national arts. Let’s give 
our young children a chance either to 
excel in the arts or by an appreciation 
of the arts to make them more well 
rounded, to allow them to be literate in 
whatever circles they may walk. Let’s 
allow them to have the same access 
that their European counterparts have. 
Many times I have been told that our 
young people do not have the cultural 
awareness that many of their age 
group in European countries have. I 
think they should. I think they should 
also appreciate the contribution of 
Americans to the great art of the 
world. The more young people to whom 
we can offer arts access and apprecia-
tion, the more of a contribution Amer-
ica will make to the world art commu-
nity. 

I think we have something that is 
worth keeping, and I think it is our re-
sponsibility to support it in a respon-
sible way. That is why under my 
amendment I preserve the allocation of 
dollars but redistribute those dollars to 
allow the States to use arts funds in 
the way that will best give access to all 
people in their State. I oppose throw-
ing out the national commitment to 
the arts, because we have proof that it 
helps our young people in all of their 
educational endeavors to have an ap-
preciation and an awareness of the 
arts. We also know that art adds to the 
quality of life in our country. 

If we are the greatest, freest, fairest 
nation on the Earth, which I believe we 
are, I think a commitment to the arts 
is part of keeping the well-rounded, 
cultural, thorough education of our 
young people at the premier level that 

we also value for the preservation of 
our freedom and democracy that are 
beacons to the world. 

Mr. President, I am proud to sponsor 
an amendment. I will look forward to 
working with the manager of this bill 
to introduce it at the most appropriate 
time. I think this is an important de-
bate that we should be having. I hope 
in the end when all is said and done 
that the bill we send to the President 
will say we have a national commit-
ment to the arts in this country. We 
want to make sure it is done in the 
way that will give the most access to 
the arts to the most people of our 
country and that will give Americans 
an appreciation for what America con-
tributes to the world art community. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Washington. 
Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I do not 

think it would be possible for a Mem-
ber of this body to defend more elo-
quently the mission of the National 
Endowment for the Arts or the place 
that the arts in the broadest sense of 
that term play in our society than we 
have just heard from the Senator from 
Texas. 

From the beginning of the debate 
over this issue she has taken a consist-
ently supportive position but not a po-
sition that simply supports the status 
quo blindly. She helped draft the condi-
tions a year or 2 or 3 years ago that 
prohibited the National Endowment for 
the Arts from making a broad range of 
individual grants that were the source 
of most of what the vast majority of 
the American people regarded as out-
rageous misuses of the taxpayers’ 
money. And here today, she does not 
defend the status quo—though, essen-
tially, the status quo is what is pro-
posed by this bill in its present form— 
but is attempting to strengthen the 
Endowment by decentralizing the 
granting process to a significant de-
gree, and by spreading it in a way that 
she feels is more equitable across all of 
the States and jurisdictions of the 
United States. 

So this is one of the amendments 
that is a friendly amendment, one can 
say, and it was for that reason that I 
asked her to defer formally introducing 
it until we could hear from the oppo-
nents of the Endowment itself and deal 
with the several amendments on this 
subject in logical fashion. 

As the Senator from Texas knows, 
the committee bill that is on the floor 
at the present time simply makes a 
very modest—probably less than infla-
tion—increase in the Endowment, 
maintains essentially the same condi-
tions that have been imposed on it over 
the last 2 or 3 years, but does not at-
tempt to change the structure of the 
way in which those grants are made. I 
think that the proposal of the Senator 
from Texas is likely to be considered 
very carefully and thoughtfully by her 
colleagues here on the floor and, if not 
here on the floor, perhaps in a con-
ference committee where, as all Sen-

ators are quite well aware, we will be 
faced with a House position that is es-
sentially to abolish the National En-
dowment, and which will almost cer-
tainly require us to make some 
changes in the proposal that is here be-
fore the Senate in order to assure an 
acceptable compromise. 

So, without at this point taking a po-
sition on the specific amendment pro-
posed by the Senator, I do want to say 
that I am convinced that it is a con-
structive contribution to a very impor-
tant debate. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
want to thank the Senator for those re-
marks. I think that he, too, is ap-
proaching this in a positive way. Like 
the Senator from Washington, who is 
chairing this very important sub-
committee, I don’t have ideas that I 
consider to be in concrete and I am not 
unwilling to change allocations or hear 
other views. But I think if you are 
going to make constructive change, 
you have to start with an outline. I 
think that is what the Senator from 
Washington has done. While he has 
brought the bill to the floor, essen-
tially not changing the status quo, he 
has always been open to suggestions on 
ways to make it better. I think, in the 
end, in conference, if the Senate will 
speak in what I hope is a decisive way 
on the approach that it wants to take, 
then I would like to see us work with 
the House to do something that will be 
constructive that will preserve our na-
tional commitment to the arts. But I 
would hope that whatever we do, we 
make the American people feel com-
fortable and give them something they 
think is worth their hard earned tax 
dollars, something that will give their 
children better access to the arts and 
enhance their education, if you will, 
something that the American people 
would write if they were standing here 
on the floor. 

I am speaking from my roots. I am 
speaking as a person who has benefited 
greatly from growing up in a town of 
15,000, with the strong values that this 
small town gave me, but with wonder-
ful parents for whom I can never fully 
express my appreciation. They knew 
that while I learned the values rep-
resented in that small town, there were 
other important things for my edu-
cation, such as appreciation for the 
arts, for which they would have to 
make an extra effort to give me. They 
did make that extra effort. But, Mr. 
President, not everyone has parents 
like I had. 

What I want when we finish this bill 
is for us to have made up for the fact 
that every parent is not as responsible 
as mine were and does not give every 
child the same access that I had, the 
same opportunities that I had. I want 
to see that we in the Congress kept our 
commitment to funding of the arts for 
our children all over America, from 
whatever part of the country. If we can 
take that responsible action, then 
every girl who grows up in a town of 
15,000 with no arts of its own will have 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 22:14 Oct 24, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00007 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\1997SENATE\S15SE7.REC S15SE7m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
5T

P
T

V
N

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 S
O

C
IA

LS
E

C
U

R
IT

Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES9310 September 15, 1997 
the same access that I was fortunate 
enough to have, and I think we will be 
a better country and make a stronger 
contribution to the arts of the world if 
we keep this commitment. Thank you, 
Mr. President. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. HUTCHINSON addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Arkansas is recognized. 
Mr. HUTCHINSON. I have an amend-

ment that I would like to file. I will 
not offer it at this time, but I would 
like to file it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be received. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. We have heard 
many arguments over the years that 
the National Endowment for the Arts 
[NEA] is not living up to its original 
intent of ‘‘broadening public access to 
the arts.’’ In fact, in NEA’s original 
mandate and mission statement, they 
are charged with the responsibility of 
broadening public access to the arts. 
That is the key question: Have they 
really fulfilled that? We have heard a 
lot of debate through the years as to 
whether the NEA has really fulfilled 
that mandate. 

In fact, one-third of the Federal 
share currently goes to six of the larg-
est cities in the country. The agency, 
in addition to sending most of those di-
rect grants to six large cities, has also 
demonstrated soaring administrative 
costs. Nearly 20 percent of every dollar 
that the National Endowment for the 
Arts expends is spent in overhead here 
in Washington, DC—much more than 
most of the Federal agencies—even 
more, for instance, than the National 
Endowment for Humanities (NEH). 
NEH’s overhead costs are much, much 
less than that 19 to 20 percent figure. 

Furthermore, the NEA continues to 
fund what many Americans believe is 
objectionable art. While we have heard 
a lot of debate on those issues—the ad-
ministrative costs, the formula, wheth-
er or not it is fulfilling its mandate— 
very few actual solutions have been of-
fered. 

So, this afternoon, I want to present 
what I think is a common-sense solu-
tion to the problems that we have seen 
in the National Endowment for the 
Arts. I ask the question: What happens 
to the novice artist, or the songwriter 
in middle America, when the NEA fun-
nels one-third of its direct grant funds 
to only six cities? Those cities are New 
York, Boston, MA, Los Angeles, CA, 
Chicago, IL, San Francisco, CA, and 
the District of Columbia. Each one of 
these six cities already has well-estab-
lished arts communities. Yet, the NEA 
continues to pour a huge amount of its 
limited resources—over one-third of its 
direct grants—to those six cities. 

So what happens to that new artist, 
that songwriter just starting out in Ar-
kansas, or in the State of Oklahoma, or 
in Iowa, or the startup band in Small 
Town, U.S.A., who doesn’t have their 
dreams realized, when one-fifth of di-
rect grants are sent to multimillion 

dollar arts organizations who already 
benefit from over $11 billion in private 
giving each year? In fact, the private 
giving to the arts, combined with what 
is spent and purchased on tickets, is al-
most equal to that which is spent on 
professional sports in this country. 

And most tragic of all, I believe, is: 
What about the children? As my col-
league, Senator HUTCHISON from Texas, 
spoke so eloquently on, the children in 
rural towns across this Nation who 
only dream of ever seeing the lavish 
theaters in New York City—what hap-
pens to them when they are denied the 
opportunity to perform a school play 
because bureaucrats in Washington 
awarded $400,000 to the Whitney Mu-
seum for one single exhibit rather than 
their school play? 

Mr. President, how can we justify 
this kind of very, very selective spend-
ing? For instance, in the State of Ar-
kansas, the average per-person expend-
iture from the National Endowment for 
the Arts amounted to, if you divided it 
up for every man, woman, and child in 
the State, 17 cents per person. The 
State of Arkansas has a per capita in-
come of about $18,000. My home State 
received, out of the $99.5 million appro-
priated for fiscal year 1997, approxi-
mately 17 cents per person. And then 
we turn around and look at the State 
of Massachusetts, which has a per cap-
ita income of $30,000—not quite, but al-
most twice the income in the State of 
Arkansas—and the National Endow-
ment for the Arts has decided in its in-
finite wisdom to spend 60 cents per per-
son in the State of Massachusetts. 

That is what I regard as very selec-
tive spending. In the State of Mis-
sissippi, with a per capita income of 
about $18,000 per person, they received 
about 25 cents per person from the NEA 
last year, while the State of New York, 
which has a per capita income of $29,000 
per person, received $1 per person from 
the National Endowment for the Arts. 
After looking more closely at the per 
capita numbers, the NEA used very se-
lective funding. The Midwestern State 
of Iowa, with a per capita income of 
$22,000, received 20 cents per person, 
while the State of Maryland, with a 
higher per capita income of $27,000, re-
ceived more than twice the per capita 
expenditure than the State of Iowa— 
Maryland received 45 cents per person. 
That is very, very selective spending 
on the part of the National Endowment 
for the Arts. How can we justify that? 

Then when you break it down by po-
litical party, it becomes even more in-
triguing. Last year, NEA funding total-
ing close to $45 million was sent to con-
gressional districts represented by 
Democrats in Congress, while about $14 
million was sent to congressional dis-
tricts represented by Republicans 
across the country. If you break that 
down by the number of direct grants 
from the National Endowment for the 
Arts, you find that almost 1,300 direct 
grants went to congressional districts 
represented by Democrats, while only 
408 went to congressional districts rep-
resented by Republicans. 

When the funding is broken down per 
district, on average, about $223,000 was 
sent to districts represented by Demo-
crats, and on average, about $60,000—al-
most one-fourth—went to congres-
sional districts represented by Repub-
licans. And you can go on and on. 

The fact is that $3 out of every $4 
going to the States is going to congres-
sional districts represented by Demo-
crats. That is very selective funding. 
As one observer in Arkansas said, 
‘‘Why not send the $100 million to the 
Democratic National Committee and 
cut out the middle man?’’ It has be-
come a very selective funding formula 
used by the National Endowment for 
the Arts. 

Well, I cannot and will not justify 
what I think is inequitable and out-of- 
control spending by an elitist agency 
rife with problems and abuses. 

So, Mr. President, it is time to bring 
this funding into line and it is time for 
a solution. So I rise today, along with 
several of my colleagues, to offer a so-
lution. I see Senator SESSIONS here on 
the floor. I hope he will speak as a co-
sponsor of this amendment. I offer a so-
lution that gets the money down to the 
artists, the songwriters, that startup 
band, that local writer, the painter on 
the local level and, most importantly, 
down to our children—a solution that 
fulfills the NEA’s original mandate and 
mission statement of ‘‘broadening pub-
lic access to the arts.’’ 

When you look at what is spent in 
Mississippi as compared to what is 
spent in New York, or in Massachu-
setts as compared to what is spent in 
Iowa, I think there is no one who can, 
with a straight face, defend the Na-
tional Endowment for the Arts and say 
they are fulfilling their mission state-
ment of broadening public access to the 
arts. 

So the amendment I am offering 
today supports my belief that there are 
potential artists everywhere and in 
every corner of every State. From the 
plains of Wyoming to the mountains in 
West Virginia, from the Mississippi 
Delta to the potato fields of Iowa, we 
have budding artists, potential artists, 
everywhere. 

Contrary to Jane Alexander’s notion 
that ‘‘the areas of nurturing and devel-
opment of artists tend to be located in 
a few States . . . ’’—by the way, Jane 
Alexander made that statement in our 
April hearing before the Labor and 
Human Resources Committee. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that her statement made before 
the Labor and Human Resources Com-
mittee be printed in the RECORD. 

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

Ms. ALEXANDER. Let me suggest an anal-
ogy here with regard to the arts. You are 
correct that Arkansas received very little in 
the way of awards and dollars this year. 
Again, they would have received more, of 
course, had we had the budget that we had 
before. However, an analogy that might be 
appropriate is that there are apples grown in 
practically every State of the United States, 
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but there are few States that have the right 
conditions for nurturing and developing 
apple trees; and then, they are distributed 
all throughout the Nation. 

The same is true of the arts. The talent 
pools, the areas of nurturing and developing 
of artists tend to be located in a few States— 
but there are artists everywhere. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Ms. Alexander 
said, ‘‘* * * the areas of nurturing and 
development of artists tend to be lo-
cated in a few States * * *’’ I take 
great exception to that. In fact, I take 
great offense to that statement. I be-
lieve artists are everywhere—in every 
city, town, and county across this Na-
tion, in every home, in every school-
yard, in every playground in America. 
It is time that talent is recognized and 
realized. It is time that the elitist atti-
tude that says that the pools of artistic 
talent in this country are restricted to 
a few small States is rejected once and 
for all. In fact, my home State of Ar-
kansas is the home State to many fa-
mous artists; John Grisham, author; 
William McNamara, painter; Billy Bob 
Thornton, Academy Award winner for 
his role in ‘‘Slingblade’’; Mary 
Steenburgen, actress; Vance Randolph, 
famous folklorist; and Maya Angelou, 
famous poet. On and on the list goes. 

So the pool of talent in this country 
is not restricted to a few States where 
we should put our limited resources 
from the National Endowment. 

Simply put, my proposal would cut 
out the Washington middleman and 
send the arts dollars down to the 
States so that those who are closest to 
the unknown writer, the start-up band, 
or the schoolchild, can make the deci-
sions as to where those wise invest-
ments will be made to those individ-
uals who might otherwise have been 
passed over for the well-endowed Whit-
ney Museum or the Boston Symphony, 
which has a $43 million annual income, 
or the Art Institute of Chicago, which 
has a $96 million annual income, or the 
Metropolitan Opera, which has $133 
million in total annual income. In giv-
ing grants to those great, but well-en-
dowed institutions, we rob from those 
who need it most and who would best 
fulfill the mandate that the National 
Endowment espouses. 

Additionally, by getting the decision-
making out of Washington, the nearly 
20 percent in administrative overhead 
the agency currently maintains is vir-
tually abolished. That 20 percent cur-
rently being spent on administrative 
overhead in Washington would be 
awarded back to the States. It is the 
artists all across America who win 
under this proposal, who stand to be 
recognized by their home State rather 
than by a bloated bureaucracy in 
Washington. 

In fact, as we will demonstrate on 
this chart—and I hope that all of my 
colleagues in the Senate will take a 
look—we will have a handout for 
them—45 out of 50 States will gain 
under this block grant proposal. Cut 
out the 20-percent administrative over-
head, limit administrative costs to 1 
percent, write the checks to the Gov-

ernors, send it to the States’ art coun-
cils or to the State legislatures, and in 
so doing we will have more resources to 
send directly to those who will benefit 
most from them. 

In fact, all but a few States—45 out of 
50—will increase arts dollars compared 
to last year. Most notably, for Sen-
ators MACK and GRAHAM from the State 
of Florida—Florida will receive almost 
$3.4 million more than last year, while 
the artists in Texas, Senator 
HUTCHISON’s State, will benefit from 
close to $3 million more than in fiscal 
year 1997. How do we do that? We take 
that 20 percent bloated administrative 
cost in Washington, eliminate the Na-
tional Endowment, let the Secretary of 
the Treasury write a check to the Gov-
ernors to go through the legislature or 
the State arts councils, limit State ad-
ministrative spending to 15 percent, 
impose strict auditing requirements, 
award a $500,000 basic grant to each 
State, and then expend the remainder 
of those dollars under a per capita for-
mula—45 out of 50 States will be win-
ners. Florida, $3.4 million; Texas, $3 
million. This commonsense solution 
seeks to give the dollars directly to the 
States in an equitable fashion, particu-
larly to many underserved areas, and, 
most importantly, permits more local 
control of this money. 

Moreover, this proposal includes 
clear and precise language requiring 
States to conduct strict audits on the 
Federal dollars they receive, as well as 
submit a report for public inspection 
within that State. Let the public know 
how the money is being spent. Let the 
public have the reassurance that audits 
are being performed and that strict ac-
counting measures are being followed. 
Any State found to have misused their 
Federal funds under the guidelines set 
forth in this amendment will be re-
quired to repay the money, plus a 10- 
percent penalty, to the Treasury. 

Mr. President, in my efforts to find a 
solution to the current inequities that 
exist in the distribution of arts dollars, 
I solicited feedback on this proposal 
from a number of individuals, includ-
ing our current Governor of the State 
of Arkansas, Gov. Mike Huckabee. We 
had staff talk with his staff. I person-
ally talked with Governor Huckabee, 
and was encouraged by his enthusiastic 
response to this block grant approach. 
I asked him point blank, ‘‘Would Ar-
kansas benefit from having more con-
trol over arts dollars for the budding 
artists, musicians, writers, and actors 
in Arkansas?’’ 

I am very pleased to report that he 
gave a resounding thumbs-up to this 
proposal. He believes very much that 
this proposal will benefit the State of 
Arkansas. I quote from Gov. 
Huckabee’s letter. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD the entire letter from Gov-
ernor Mike Huckabee from the State of 
Arkansas. 

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

STATE OF ARKANSAS, 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, 

Little Rock, AR, September 11, 1997. 
Hon. TIM HUTCHINSON, 
U.S. Senator, 
Little Rock, AR 

DEAR TIM, I am in full support of the pro-
posed amendment regarding the manner in 
which grant funds from the National Endow-
ment of the Arts will be distributed to the 
states. I believe states have a better under-
standing of their needs and a much closer re-
lationship with our constituents at the state 
level than a bureaucracy in Washington. 

As you are aware, the citizens of Arkansas 
have recently voted for an increased tax 
upon themselves, part of which is going to 
the Department of Heritage, the state agen-
cy that is responsible for distributing funds 
for development of the arts in Arkansas. 

As a state, we have a need for the contin-
ued support of developing art talents, as well 
as making the Arts available to the public. I 
appreciate your leadership on this, and I am 
in full support. If I can assist this effort in 
any way, please let me know. 

Sincerely yours, 
MIKE HUCKABEE. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, 
Governor Huckabee wrote, ‘‘As a State, 
we have a need for the continued sup-
port of developing art talents, as well 
as making the arts available to the 
public.’’ Then Governor Huckabee went 
on to state that he ‘‘believes States 
have a better understanding of their 
needs and a much closer relationship 
with our constituents at the State 
level than a bureaucracy in Wash-
ington.’’ 

I think what Governor Huckabee said 
would be echoed by Governors—both 
Democrat and Republican—all across 
this country; that, if they could receive 
those funds directly, have control over 
them, be able to make the decisions as 
to where those grants should go, we 
will have a more productive arts com-
munity in each one of our States. 

Mr. President, it becomes increas-
ingly harder to justify the existence of 
the National Endowment for the Arts’ 
Washington bureaucracy when one 
takes a more careful look at the over-
head and the salary costs of this agen-
cy. 

For example, from 1994 to 1996, the 
administrative costs of the National 
Endowment for the Arts went from a 
little over 14 percent in 1994, 14.4 per-
cent, to almost 19 percent in 1996, at a 
time when the agency was cut by 39 
percent, and was faced with a loss of 89 
positions. The administrative costs 
amount to almost 20 cents on the dol-
lar. At a time when the NEA was cut-
ting budgets and the number of posi-
tions at the agency, administrative 
costs as a percentage of their budget 
went up to nearly 20 cents on every 
dollar of our constituents’ hard-earned 
paychecks. 

My constituents in Arkansas wonder 
why it costs almost $19 million to dis-
tribute just over $50 million in NEA di-
rect grant funds. They wonder for good 
reason—$19 million to distribute $50 
million. These are their hard-earned 
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tax dollars on the line. I don’t doubt 
that many of my colleagues’ constitu-
ents have exactly the same questions. 

A closer analysis of how the NEA 
spends its administrative budget raises 
even further questions about the effi-
ciency and effectiveness of the agency. 
While the agency repeatedly complains 
of the draconian effects of the budget 
cuts on its staff, over 68 percent of the 
154 individuals currently employed by 
the NEA earn over $50,000 per year. Let 
me repeat that. The agency complains 
about the burden that they are facing 
under the budget cuts that have been 
imposed over the last couple of years, 
but at the same time over 68 percent of 
their staff out of 154 individuals em-
ployed by the NEA, are earning over 
$50,000 per year. That is the equivalent 
of an average constituent in Arkansas 
earning three yearly salaries in just 1 
year. 

To make matters worse, the NEA’s 
own inspector general uncovered sig-
nificant problems, deficiencies, and 
abuses during its audit of grantees 
from 1991 to 1996. This chart dem-
onstrates some of the inspector gen-
eral’s findings—not a Republican com-
mittee nor a Republican chairman—but 
the NEA’s own inspector general found 
this: 

Sixty-three percent of the grantees 
had project costs that were not recon-
cilable to their accounting records. 
That is well over half. Sixty-three per-
cent of the grantees could not reconcile 
their accounting records. 

Seventy-nine percent, over three- 
fourths, had inadequate documentation 
of personnel costs charged to the grant. 
That is money going to individuals. 
That is personnel salaries that are un-
accountable, according to the NEA’s 
own inspector general. 

Fifty-three percent had failed to en-
gage independent auditors to conduct 
grant audits as is required by OMB 
guidelines. The Office of Management 
and Budget requires that these audits 
be conducted, and over half did not do 
so. 

I am curious. Those who are advo-
cates of the National Endowment, 
those who are advocates of maintain-
ing the status quo—and I heard them 
speak on the floor of the Senate 
today—they speak eloquently on behalf 
of art; they speak eloquently on behalf 
of culture. But I have not heard any of 
them respond to these findings con-
ducted by the inspector general that 
find blatant misuse of taxpayers’ funds. 
Fifty-three percent—over half—not 
even complying with the Office of Man-
agement and Budget’s requirement for 
independent audits. 

These numbers are alarming. They 
are intolerable. They compel us to 
change the status quo. The best way we 
can change it is to rid the country of 
the National Endowment and send the 
money down to the States where it can 
truly go to benefit arts on the local 
level and fulfill the original intent and 
mandate of the NEA. As if this sce-
nario is not gruesome enough, how is it 

justifiable that the NEA assisted in 
promoting the President’s William D. 
Ford Federal Direct Student Loan Pro-
gram? That is correct—the NEA, under 
an interagency agreement with the De-
partment of Education, provided design 
assistance for marketing materials 
promoting the President’s Direct Stu-
dent Loan Program. This is the Na-
tional Endowment for the Arts. This is 
the agency originally established to 
broaden access to the arts in this coun-
try. This was the agency established so 
that underserved areas like Virginia, 
Arkansas, Oklahoma, and Alabama 
with start-up artists who want the op-
portunity to build a future in the arts 
community, would receive funding for 
these purposes. Instead, we find a grant 
going for surely a strictly political and 
not arts-oriented program—the pro-
motion of the President’s Direct Stu-
dent Loan Program. You can take any 
position you want on the President’s 
Direct Student Loan Program, whether 
that is the right way to go or not, but 
to use NEA funds to promote it—that 
is indefensible. 

Although the NEA claims that the 
Department of Education reimbursed 
the agency $100,000 under this agree-
ment, the NEA reports that they have 
no accounting of the time or expenses 
they incurred in providing those serv-
ices. 

Mr. President, how much more mis-
management of taxpayer money will 
we tolerate? When is enough, enough? 
Well, enough is enough for me. 

Mr. President, I cannot sit idly by 
while our tax dollars are used and 
abused by a Washington bureaucracy. 

The proposal I am offering today, 
along with several of my colleagues, is 
the fair solution to an agency run 
amok. It sends arts money directly to 
the States, eliminating the high ad-
ministrative costs currently plaguing 
the agency. It shifts control from 
Washington bureaucrats to those clos-
est to our artists and calls for strict 
auditing by the States. It initiates a 
more equitable distribution of Federal 
arts dollars on a per capita basis, bene-
fiting more currently underserved 
areas, and significantly increasing the 
award amounts for all but a few States. 
Most of all, it makes good on the origi-
nal mission of the NEA—to broaden 
public access to the arts. 

The horrendous realities I have out-
lined today have compelled many, in-
cluding myself, to the conclusion that, 
over the years, the NEA has failed to 
live up to its legislative mandate of in-
creasing access to the arts and has got-
ten into the business of picking favor-
ites—making the National Endowment 
the arbiters of art in our culture. 

In summary, the NEA is rife with 
abuses: extravagant administrative 
costs; poor management, and a vacuum 
of oversight, according to the GAO; 
glaring inequities in distribution; a bi-
ased process where the East does better 
than the South, the big cities do better 
than rural America, Democratic dis-
tricts do three times better than Re-

publican districts, higher-income 
States fare better than lower-income 
States, and the haves get more and the 
have-nots continue to have not; whole-
sale failure to fulfill its original mis-
sion to broaden public access to the 
arts, and the adoption of a kind of 
trickle-down arts theory in which the 
arbiters of art reside primarily in 
Washington, DC. My amendment would 
end publicly subsidized cultural elitism 
by sending these decisions back to the 
States, more money for the arts and 
less for the bureaucrats, more re-
sources for 45 of the 50 States and less 
for 5 States, more accountability and 
more local control. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment. It is fair. It is equitable. It 
is common sense. And the artists, mu-
sicians, and writers in your home State 
depend upon the resources that this 
amendment will make available. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. WARNER addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. COL-

LINS). The Senator from Virginia is rec-
ognized. 

(The remarks of Mr. WARNER per-
taining to the introduction of S. 1177 
are located in today’s RECORD under 
‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.’’) 

Mr. SESSIONS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Alabama is recognized. 
Mr. SESSIONS. Madam President, I 

appreciate the opportunity to be here 
today to join with my good friend from 
Arkansas, Senator HUTCHINSON in co-
sponsoring what I think is an out-
standing amendment to the fiscal year 
1998 Interior Department appropria-
tions bill, an amendment which will do 
more for the arts in America than we 
have ever done before. Simply put, the 
Hutchinson/Sessions amendment will 
produce more diversity and quality in 
the arts. We need and I strongly sup-
port a healthy arts community in 
America. It is important and it is valu-
able. 

Madam President, I attended a lib-
eral arts college. I believe in having 
quality arts to lift and improve the 
lives of American citizens. I think we 
ought to strengthen it. I encourage and 
salute those who contribute selflessly 
to the symphonies and museums and 
all sorts of artistic activities in their 
communities. This is what helps make 
us the great culture and Nation that 
we are. I want to make sure that peo-
ple understand that our goal in passing 
this amendment is one and one goal 
only, to eliminate the Washington 
waste, bureaucracy and mismanage-
ment while continuing to support in a 
very real way the arts in this country. 

Madam President, I oppose the sys-
tematic elitism in funding for the arts. 
I oppose funding of the arcane, the por-
nographic, the bizarre and just plain 
silly. I oppose funding to the politi-
cally correct crowd and I oppose the 
partisan funding, as the Senator from 
Arkansas has so eloquently pointed 
out. So many of these funds go for par-
tisan reasons. We can do better with 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 22:14 Oct 24, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00010 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\1997SENATE\S15SE7.REC S15SE7m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
5T

P
T

V
N

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 S
O

C
IA

LS
E

C
U

R
IT

Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S9313 September 15, 1997 
our funding process, and we have far 
too much money going in directions 
that are not healthy for America. 

I know everybody has a different 
opinion of art. There is a piece of art 
work in my hometown of Mobile, AL, a 
metal structure that is now rusted that 
a distinguished artist in town was re-
cently commenting about. Someone 
said, ‘‘Well, they wanted something 
that would attract people’s attention.’’ 
And he said, ‘‘Well, you can hang a 
dead horse in the square and that will 
attract people’s attention but it won’t 
be art.’’ 

Now, I know there is difference of 
opinion as to what art is and what we 
should do about it, but I feel very 
strongly that we can do better in man-
aging our moneys. 

I am very familiar with the situation 
of the museum in Mobile, which want-
ed and sought a grant to receive fund-
ing to do art work in the foyer of their 
auditorium. They got the money, but 
they were told by the NEA that the 
artist had to be from New York, and by 
a NEA preselected artist, and she chose 
some art work on a burlap type of ma-
terial. It stayed up for a few years and 
has now been removed and is currently 
being stored in the basement of the 
museum. 

But again, I suppose that expenditure 
was counted as an expenditure to Ala-
bama when in fact it was really an ex-
penditure to New York. So I submit to 
the Members of this body that we can 
be for the arts, but we must make sure 
that the moneys we spend are spent 
wisely on the arts. 

As to the National Endowment for 
the Arts, I say it has had its chance. 
Year after year after year they have 
come before this body, and they have 
faced strong criticism and questions 
about their mismanagement and poor 
funding decisions and still nothing has 
changed. Madam President, I submit 
that we can do more and that we can 
do better with this money. 

The sad fact is that the National En-
dowment for the Arts is captive of an 
artistic elitism complicated by an in-
sider cronyism and political favoritism 
undermined by mismanagement and 
wholly without a vision to make a dif-
ference for arts in America. In fact, we 
have learned, as we have studied the 
numbers, that only 15 percent of the 
grants, in fiscal year 1997, by the NEA 
went to new groups; 85 percent of the 
grants are just the re-funding of the 
same old art programs which the NEA 
has funded before. 

The Hutchinson-Sessions amendment 
does more for the arts. It takes the 
Senate appropriations figure, $1,060,000, 
which has already been propounded in 
the bill before us today and it elimi-
nates the Washington bureaucracy and 
sends all the money down to the peo-
ple. It expands the money to all the re-
gions and States in this country. 

I would like to show you a chart that 
indicates the mission statement of the 
NEA. The mission statement clearly 
states: 

To foster the excellence, diversity and vi-
tality of the arts in the United States, and to 
broaden public access to the arts. 

Madam President, when you have 
only six cities receiving one-third of 
the national expenditures, Boston, Chi-
cago, Los Angeles, San Francisco, New 
York, and Washington, DC, we are not 
broadening public access to the arts. 
And when we have one city, New York 
City, in fiscal year 1997 receiving more 
money than a total of 29 other States, 
including my home State of Alabama, 
something is wrong. The National En-
dowment for the Arts is not admin-
istering these grants fairly, wisely, or 
effectively. 

Madam President, these are not just 
my figures or some Republican agenda. 
NBC’s ‘‘Dateline’’ with Jane Pauley on 
July 17, 1997, exposed these very fig-
ures. They pointed out just how dis-
proportionate the funding is. They 
pointed out that the NEA provided a 
$31,000 grant for a film called ‘‘Water-
melon Woman’’ which involved sexu-
ally explicit homosexual activities, 
which was paid for entirely by the 
American taxpayer. 

People say, Well, you don’t believe in 
the first amendment, JEFF. You don’t 
respect freedom of the arts. 

I respect the freedom of the arts. I re-
spect the first amendment. I am an at-
torney, and I believe very deeply in the 
first amendment, but I must say I 
don’t think the hard-working tax-
payers of Alabama, who are getting 
drastically shortchanged in this fund-
ing process, ought to be required to 
fund things that simply offend their 
sense of decency and their standards of 
ethics and faith. It is just not the kind 
of thing we ought to do, and we have 
every right as representatives of the 
people to come before this body and de-
mand that governmental agencies ad-
here to proper standards and spend 
their money wisely and effectively. 
And when they do not, we have every 
right to abolish those agencies and 
shift that money in a way which will 
improve the livelihood of the people. 

NBC’s ‘‘Dateline’’ talked about the 
Whitney Museum in New York, which 
has a $30 million endowment, receiving 
a $400,000 NEA grant last year. That is 
nearly as much money as the entire 
State of Alabama received last year 
from the National Endowment for the 
Arts, and I am also offended by Chair-
man Jane Alexander’s suggestion that 
artistic endeavors only appear in cer-
tain select areas of the country. 

The distinguished Senator from Mon-
tana, Senator BAUCUS, discussed the 
Shakespeare in the Park festival in his 
home State of Montana. I would just 
point out to the Senator, that under 
this amendment, as we propose it, the 
State of Montana would receive a 
$165,000 increase in funding. If Alabama 
only had 8 or 10 projects approved by 
the NEA—Montana with less people 
probably has about the same number— 
that would be $16,000 additional for 
each grant recipient in the State of 
Montana under our amendment. State 

after State after State shows benefits 
and funding increased under our pro-
posal. Over 12 or more States receive 
twice as much funding. States like 
Michigan, Alabama, Florida, Indiana 
receive twice as much funding under 
the Hutchinson-Sessions amendment as 
under the present NEA formula for dis-
tributing grants. This is an outrage, I 
submit, in the that way we have al-
lowed for this funding formula to con-
tinue. 

Madam President, our amendment 
will eliminate unnecessary bureau-
cratic spending. It eliminates the ar-
cane, pornographic, bizarre, and just 
plain silly projects that are being fund-
ed by the National Endowment for the 
Arts. It ends the political favoritism 
that is being uncovered, which clearly 
shows that we are not spending the 
money in an effective way. 

So this, I submit to the Members of 
this body, is a very important vote. We 
have the opportunity today without 
any increase in taxes, to provide a his-
toric infusion of funds to local artists 
in every State across this country. It is 
critical that we send the money to the 
States where they can wisely and effec-
tively spend it. 

Madam President, if the money is 
sent directly to my home State of Ala-
bama, the Alabama Shakespeare Fes-
tival in Montgomery, one of the finest 
facilities in the world—a facility which 
Sir Anthony Hopkins referred to as the 
finest Shakespeare facility he has ever 
performed at—would receive more than 
the $15,000 they received last year from 
the National Endowment for the Arts. 

Madam President, I feel very strong-
ly about this amendment. I salute my 
colleague from Arkansas, Mr. HUTCH-
INSON, for the hard work he has put 
into it, and I am honored to be an 
original cosponsor of it. 

Madam President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Carolina is recognized. 
Mr. HELMS. Madam President, may I 

inquire of the Chair if there is another 
amendment pending? 

Mr. GORTON. Will the Senator yield? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Washington. 
Mr. GORTON. As manager of the bill, 

I say to my colleague from North Caro-
lina, I asked both the previous two 
Senators who spoke, and Senator 
HUTCHISON who preceded them, not to 
introduce their block grant amend-
ments because it seemed to me most 
logical that the proposal of the Senator 
from North Carolina, which would ef-
fectively reflect the House position of 
abolishing an appropriation for the Na-
tional Endowment for the Arts, logi-
cally ought to go first. So I believe the 
answer to the Senator’s question is a 
committee amendment is the business 
and the amendment that the Senator 
from North Carolina proposes, I think, 
would be in order. 

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Senator. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The first 

committee amendment is the pending 
business. 
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Mr. HELMS. I am sorry, I did not un-

derstand the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

pending business is the first committee 
amendment. 

Mr. HELMS. That is subject to 
amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is. 
Mr. HELMS. I am sorry, I just 

walked into the Chamber. Is it nec-
essary to set aside that amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator may either offer an amendment to 
the first committee amendment, or he 
may request that all six committee 
amendments be set aside. 

Mr. HELMS. Madam President, Sen-
ator ASHCROFT of Missouri is on an air-
plane at this moment, which I hope is 
approaching Washington. It has been 
delayed, but he will be here shortly to 
offer the amendment on which I desire 
to speak. 

I am honored to cosponsor this 
amendment, which would eliminate 
funding for the National Endowment 
for the Arts. Other Senators will voice 
their support, I believe, for the 
Ashcroft-Helms amendment; certainly 
the distinguished Senator from Okla-
homa [Mr. INHOFE], and the senior Sen-
ator from Kansas [Mr. BROWNBACK]. In 
any case, I commend Senator 
ASHCROFT’s willingness to exercise 
strong leadership on this issue. We will 
proceed while looking forward to his 
arrival on the Senate floor. 

The other day, JOHN ASHCROFT and I 
were visiting on this subject, and we 
were reflecting upon the fact that more 
than 8 years have passed since an 
award-winning, blasphemous, and—how 
to put it—stomach-churning photo-
graph of a crucifix soaked in urine 
alerted this Senate to the disgusting 
decision by the National Endowment 
for the Arts to reward the so-called 
artist who conceived the concept and 
submitted it for a grant with a sub-
stantial amount of the taxpayers’ 
money. 

Along about the same time I came 
into possession of copies of the so- 
called, now well-known, Mapplethorpe 
artistry, which was a homosexual dis-
play. I recall bringing that to this 
floor. The distinguished Senator from 
West Virginia was sitting right over 
there, and another Senator was speak-
ing. I don’t remember which one. I 
asked Senator BYRD if he would con-
sider an amendment to outlaw some-
thing that I thought was grievously 
blasphemous, and I thought that he 
might think so, too. I remember that I 
showed Senator BYRD the 
Mapplethorpe photos. I will say that he 
exclaimed very definitely that he found 
them repulsive. The bottom line is that 
he took my amendment and it was ac-
cepted on the legislation. That is when 
the hard feelings developed with cer-
tain people who favored not restraining 
the National Endowment for the Arts. 

During the 8 years that have elapsed 
since that evening that I came and 
spoke to Senator BYRD, the Senate has 
learned a very great deal about the 

way the National Endowment for the 
Arts conducts its affairs, and, thank 
the Lord, so have many millions of 
Americans found out about it across 
the land. They constitute loud voice to 
echo exactly what the House of Rep-
resentatives did the month before last, 
I believe it was, in cutting off all fund-
ing, zeroing the National Endowment 
for the Arts. For one thing, it is self- 
evident that many of the beneficiaries 
of NEA grants are contemptuous of— 
how to say it—traditional moral stand-
ards. 

Now, we have stripped the phony ve-
neer from the curiously elitist nature 
of those people who are self-selected 
arts experts. I run into them fre-
quently. I hear from some in North 
Carolina, one in particular—he was 
born rich, never did a day’s work in his 
life. He spends much of his time writ-
ing letters to me complaining about 
my not caring about the arts. Well, of 
course I do care about the arts. I have 
grandchildren who participate, and I 
think very well, in the arts. But they 
don’t participate in the kind of things 
that I am talking about here today. 

We have stripped, as I say, the phony 
veneer from those people. Above all, we 
have learned the lengths that this 
crowd supporting the National Endow-
ment for the Arts will go, and has been 
going, in order to preserve their access 
to millions of dollars of the taxpayers’ 
money. 

I am going to get down to the nitty- 
gritty. It is going to offend some people 
here and there. Once the true nature of 
the National Endowment for the Arts 
became clear, more and more Senators 
have joined in supporting simple, com-
monsense measures to ensure that the 
NEA is operated in a reasonable man-
ner. We have endeavored, sometimes 
successfully, sometimes not, to put an 
end to Federal grants, spending the 
taxpayers’ money rewarding obscene or 
patently offensive work. We have 
worked to try to make sure that the 
NEA grants go to institutions rather 
than to individual artists. At every 
step, the arts establishment and its de-
fenders in the left wing media—and in 
Congress, I might add—have vigorously 
opposed those reasonable reforms, 
often implying or downright declaring 
that anybody opposing such Federal 
grants is ignorant and indifferent to 
culture and art. 

There is a fellow in Massachusetts 
who used the words, phony baloney, the 
other day. I am going to borrow those 
two words from him and apply it to 
that kind of stand. I suppose this sort 
of opposition will continue just as long 
as the Congress allows the National 
Endowment for the Arts to cater to 
phony, self-appointed artists who insist 
on using the American taxpayers’ 
money to finance anything they want 
to drag up from the sewer and declare 
to be art. 

But enough is surely enough. Mil-
lions of Americans have come to the 
conclusion that the National Endow-
ment for the Arts is beyond salvation 

as a reasonable Federal agency. The 
amendment which the Senator from 
Missouri will a little later on send to 
the desk proposes to fund the NEA at a 
deserving level, exactly what it de-
serves—zero. To put it bluntly, I pro-
pose that none of the taxpayers’ money 
be wasted by this agency anymore. 

I have done my best to work in good 
faith with administrators, past and 
present, of the National Endowment 
for the Arts. The present adminis-
trator, Jane Alexander, is a gracious 
lady. I like her personally, and I think 
she means well. But the problem per-
sists: Despite all of the rhetoric, de-
spite all the promises, the National En-
dowment for the Arts continues to un-
derwrite projects that offend the sen-
sibilities of millions of American tax-
payers who resent the NEA’s giving the 
taxpayers’ money to self-styled artists 
whose art comes straight from the gut-
ter and the sewer. 

So, this amendment that Senator 
ASHCROFT and I will formally offer 
shortly keeps faith with the coura-
geous decision of the House of Rep-
resentatives to withhold funding from 
the National Endowment for the Arts 
during the House consideration of H.R. 
2107, the Interior appropriations bill. 
The Senate, simply said, ought to do 
what is right and follow suit. 

Following that vote in the House of 
Representatives, the NEA’s supporters 
did the usual thing. They trotted out 
their customary absurdities in describ-
ing an America without art, an Amer-
ica without culture unless the Senate 
restores full funding to the NEA. And 
they did that with violins being played 
and weeping voices. Baloney. Perhaps 
the Senate will default on its respon-
sibilities, but it will have to do it after 
a number of Senators have made clear 
why the House action with reference to 
the NEA was entirely justified. 

Madam President, Americans watch-
ing and hearing this Senate session 
this afternoon on C-SPAN should be 
prepared, sooner or later, for another 
dose of the same old, tired rhetoric 
about how the survival of arts in Amer-
ica depends upon the NEA—when the 
truth of the matter is that American 
arts were thriving long before the 
agency received its first penny, its first 
appropriation, back in 1966, and the 
arts will continue to flourish and flow-
er long after the NEA has disappeared 
from the radar screen. 

In any event, the American people 
may be forgiven for wondering pre-
cisely how do the powers-that-be at the 
National Endowment for the Arts de-
fine—define—American arts and cul-
ture. Let’s do a little thinking about 
that. The agency’s recent grant to the 
Whitney Museum may provide a useful 
clue. On July 15, 1997, the news pro-
gram ‘‘Dateline’’ NBC reported that 
the NEA had given a grant of—now get 
this—$400,000 to the Whitney Museum. 
As NBC pointed out, the Whitney Mu-
seum is the beneficiary already of an 
unusually large private endowment. 
Yet the museum is nevertheless 
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deemed by the NEA to be a worthy re-
cipient for Federal taxpayers’ dollars. 

What exactly is it about the Whitney 
Museum that makes it so worthy? Cer-
tainly, one must hope, not the 1997 bi-
ennial exhibition. 

The average taxpayer sitting in 
North Carolina or Idaho, or wherever, 
will never know anything about this 
unless the news media tells them or 
unless they are watching C-SPAN at 
this moment. But this year’s biennial— 
and this is just an example —this 
year’s biennial featured an exhibit that 
launched an attack on Santa Claus. 
The Kansas City Star newspaper re-
viewed the show and included this ob-
servation: 

The myth of Santa propounded by Disney 
and Hallmark is rendered all but unrecogniz-
able by Paul McCarthy’s video installation 
of a wildly perverted Santa’s workshop. The 
main players, raunchy art-girl elves dressed 
in skimpy elf tunics and sticky-dirty with 
chocolate sauce, alternately devote them-
selves to creating confections and per-
forming lewd acts with stuffed animals, one 
of them large and animate. 

Oh, boy, Madam President, if that is 
art, then the sewer is a swimming pool. 
In awarding the show’s ‘‘booby prize’’ 
to Mr. McCarthy, the Wall Street Jour-
nal’s Deborah Solomon wrote this: 

Reader, I can only hope you’re not eating 
your breakfast when I tell you that his 
‘‘Santa’s Workshop’’ revolves around the 
theme of Christmas personalities doing 
weird things with excrement. 

Indeed. And I hope anyone listening 
to this debate in this audience this 
afternoon will inquire of the Senators 
from their States why they approve of 
a Federal agency that awards $400,000 
of the taxpayers’ money to the cura-
tors of a museum who countenance 
such an exhibit. 

Oh, I can hear it, Madam President. I 
have been hearing it for over 8 years. 
‘‘Oh,’’ they say, ‘‘such grants of ques-
tionable taste are purely isolated inci-
dents.’’ The trouble with that is that 
the evidence suggests otherwise, be-
cause last year, $150,000 of the NEA’s 
funds went to a project by a choreog-
rapher named Mark Morris, and he is 
the very same Mark Morris who once 
staged a homosexual version of ‘‘The 
Nutcracker Suite,’’ called ‘‘The Hard 
Nut.’’ The taxpayer will be forgiven for 
wondering whether Mr. Morris’ future 
work will deal with similar material. 

I believe we already heard all we 
want to hear about last year’s $31,500 
grant for the production of the film 
‘‘Watermelon Woman,’’ to which two or 
three Senators have already alluded on 
this floor this afternoon. This film was 
made by and about lesbians and fea-
tured in the words of the reviewer ‘‘the 
hottest lesbian sex scene ever recorded 
on celluloid.’’ And this is one of the art 
projects that the National Endowment 
for the Arts, Madam President, said we 
must have in order to preserve art and 
culture in our society. 

Perhaps worst of all, however, is a 
travesty that emerged from a $25,000 
grant to an organization called FC2, a 
bunch of weirdoes responsible for pub-

lishing, among other sickening things, 
Doug Rice’s book entitled ‘‘Blood of 
Mugwump: A Tiresian Tale of Incest.’’ 

Oh, boy, what an artistic achieve-
ment that is. According to the back 
cover of the book, the plot, if you can 
call it a plot, describes ‘‘[a] member of 
a clan of Catholic, gender-shifting 
vampires [setting] out to discover him-
self in his sister’s body.’’ 

Twenty-five thousand dollars of your 
money, Mr. and Mrs. America, goes so 
we can keep art flourishing in the 
United States. 

That is not the half of it, Madam 
President. Suffice it to say that our 
staff members were—and I am talking 
about the folks I work for in my office, 
the finest young people you ever saw— 
they were just about ready to throw up 
earlier today after they had glanced 
through this wretched book’s descrip-
tion of incestuous sexual activity, paid 
for with the taxpayers’ money, mind 
you. 

Whether all this garbage is meta-
phorical or literal or whatever, I don’t 
know, I don’t care, and I don’t want to 
know. What I want to know is how long 
we are going to tolerate the National 
Endowment for the Arts continuing to 
fund this kind of garbage. I do know, 
and I have known this for a long time, 
and I have said it a thousand times on 
this floor—and maybe if I live long 
enough I will say it another thousand 
times: the American taxpayers should 
not be forced to pay for stuff like this. 
But if one opens this book to the copy-
right page, there it is: The seal of ap-
proval from and by the National En-
dowment for the Arts. 

Let me say that again—and I like 
Jane Alexander, she is a nice lady—but 
she is not controlling that shop down 
there. I cannot believe that she is. Let 
me be clear. I am not calling for cen-
sorship. I come from the news business. 
I made my living that way for most of 
my life before I came here. But this is 
not censorship to say we are not going 
to pay for this kind of mess anymore. 
I say again what I have said many 
times, I don’t have any problem with 
some guy going in the men’s room and 
scrawling dirty words on the wall, pro-
vided he pays for his own crayons and 
provided he owns the men’s room. Mak-
ing the taxpayers pay for it is what I 
object to. 

This Doug Rice is entitled to write 
whatever he pleases. He may try to 
shock and offend whatever poor souls 
across America run across his foul lit-
erary pretense, but let me reiterate, 
again and again, the American tax-
payers should not be forced to subsidize 
such sewage as this work. 

But you know, Madam President, 
many Americans believe—and I agree 
with them—that grants such as these 
are sufficient reason to end, once and 
for all, funding for the National En-
dowment for the Arts. I suspect that 
the American people would be even 
more resolute in their opposition to 
the NEA if they were aware of other 
practices of the NEA that bring the 
NEA’s legitimacy into question. 

To begin with, the American public 
needs to know about the NEA’s prac-
tice of carefully rewarding its sup-
porters and past beneficiaries. For ex-
ample, even the New York Times, lib-
eral as it is, loving the NEA as it does, 
has reported that 85 percent of this 
year’s recipients have previously fed at 
the NEA trough. 

How have they done it? I will tell 
you. The NEA does not consider the fi-
nancial position of its applicants. That 
would step on some toes, you know. In-
stead, the NEA continues to hand out 
money to institutions that have a con-
spicuous lack of need—they don’t need 
it—for being handed large sums of the 
taxpayers’ money. 

Harvard University—now get this, 
Harvard, which has in its bank ac-
counts an endowment of more than $6 
billion—billion with a ‘‘b’’—$6 billion; 
nevertheless, it was sent $150,000 by the 
National Endowment for the Arts. 
What for? I will quote it to you: 

To support augmentation of the Harvard 
University Art Museum’s endowment. 

Doesn’t that grab you? That just 
makes me tearful with joy. If you be-
lieve that, you will believe anything. 

Phillips Academy, one of the most 
prestigious boarding schools in the 
country, received $125,000 from the 
NEA this year. 

The University of California at 
Berkeley received $135,500. 

Princeton University, with its total 
endowment exceeding $2.6 billion that 
they have already gotten from private 
sources, nevertheless the good old NEA 
sent them $20,000 of taxpayers’ money. 
Now, how do you like them apples? 

Yale University—I am not going to 
let them get off the hook—with a total 
endowment fund of $3.5 billion which it 
had gotten from private sources, re-
ceived $100,000 from the NEA for the 
Yale Repertory Theater for—I want 
you to guess what for—a celebration of 
the 100th birthday of a Marxist play-
wright, Bertolt Brecht. 

Boy, I know the people in Shetland 
Switch will be delighted to hear that 
their money was sent there. That is ex-
actly what we count on our Federal 
Government to do. 

Additional scrutiny of NEA grants 
provides countless examples of such fi-
nancial judgment. For one example, 
bureaucracy being piled upon bureauc-
racy. How do they do it? Very simple. 
The NEA gives grants to the Federal 
Government itself. That is a neat 
trick, isn’t it? For example, the Fed-
eral Facilities Council of the State De-
partment—and I am going to speak to 
Madeleine Albright about this—will re-
ceive from the NEA up to $10,000—now 
stay with me—up to $10,000 ‘‘to support 
a partnership of Federal agencies con-
vened to identify and advance tech-
nologies, processes and management 
practices that improve the planning, 
design, construction, operation, and 
evaluation of Federal facilities and en-
able more effective utilization of lim-
ited resources.’’ 

Madeleine, you better come home. 
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Seriously, Madam President, what 

does all of this mean? For those of us 
not fluent in the language of bureau-
crats, your guess would be as good as 
anybody’s, but only in Washington 
would one Federal agency fund another 
Federal agency for a study on how to 
increase efficiency. 

Finally, there are the so-called plan-
ning and stabilization grants for which 
the NEA spent more than 10 million 
bucks this year. And what is the pur-
pose of those grants? Mostly for give-
away gambits like the $125,000 grant to 
Jacob’s Pillow Dance Festival, Inc., in 
Lee, MA, which was given the money 
not because it needed the money, but 
they wanted to increase their cash re-
serve a little bit. 

Well, I expect there are some Sen-
ators around here who would like to 
have their cash reserves increased a lit-
tle bit. 

This, to be serious about it, I say to 
Senators and ladies and gentlemen who 
may be listening, this is your tax 
money. And I want to ask you, How’s 
your cash reserve? 

But let us be very clear about what 
the NEA is doing. It is putting your tax 
dollars—no questions asked—into the 
bank accounts of artists and institu-
tions for which there is simply no 
precedent—no precedent—for these 
handouts. 

Even disadvantaged businesses that 
qualify for low-interest loans from the 
Government must pay back the money, 
but not these rich folks. If any of these 
struggling small businesspeople asked 
for a cash-direct handout from the Fed-
eral Government, they would be 
laughed off the premises and they 
would be recommended for a medical 
examination. 

Madam President, I am not going to 
belabor the subject anymore except for 
one closing observation. I say this with 
all seriousness. What does or does not 
constitute art is not decreed from on 
high by the National Endowment for 
the Arts. Art and culture—for better or 
worse—should remain in the hands of 
the American people, not bureaucrats. 
Continued funding of the NEA not only 
wastes the taxpayers’ money on a 
small contingent of wealthy elitists, it 
also continues the arrogant assump-
tion that a Government-funded arts es-
tablishment must—must—determine 
what art is fit for public consumption. 

I think there is no exaggeration in-
volved in saying that this assumption 
is contrary to the Founding Fathers’ 
notions of freedom and liberty on 
which I was taught as a little boy that 
this Nation was built. In fact, I think 
that if Jefferson and Franklin and all 
the rest came around here one of these 
afternoons, I suspect they would agree 
with millions of Americans who have 
so little regard for the entity known as 
the National Endowment for the Arts. 

Thank you, Madam President. I yield 
the floor. 

Mr. DEWINE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Ohio is recognized. 

DAYTON AVIATION HERITAGE NATIONAL 
HISTORICAL PARK 

Mr. DEWINE. Madam President, I 
would like to take a moment to discuss 
a project of great importance to me 
and to the people of the State of Ohio. 
I am referring to funding for the Day-
ton Aviation Heritage National Histor-
ical Park. This project is currently in-
cluded in the House version of the bill 
that we are currently debating. I am 
very hopeful that it will receive full 
consideration by the conference com-
mittee and be included in the final bill 
that is reported by the conference com-
mittee. 

Madam President, on October 16, 
1992, Congress established the Dayton 
Aviation Heritage National Historical 
Park to commemorate the legacy of 
two Daytonians, Orville and Wilbur 
Wright and their significant contribu-
tion to human history through their 
pioneering exploration of flight. 

Madam President, in an effort to cre-
ate a single coordinated facility recog-
nizing the Wright Brothers’ work in 
Dayton, in 1994 the National Park 
Service assumed responsibility for the 
remains of the brothers’ bicycle com-
pany. And then 2 years later, in 1996, 
the Park Service obtained the sur-
rounding property which is known lo-
cally as the Hoover block. 

Madam President, the Hoover block 
has been designated as the core site for 
Federal management of the Dayton 
Aviation Park and will be the park 
headquarters and will also be the pri-
mary visitor center. 

From 1890 to 1895, this very site 
served as the location of the brothers’ 
print shop, the print shop called 
Wright & Wright Job Printers, which, 
by the way, printed the Tattler, a 
newspaper founded by the famous 
Daytonian and Ohioan black poet, Paul 
Laurence Dunbar. 

Madam President, timely restoration 
of these sites is critical to ensure the 
building will be renovated and open to 
the public by the year 2003 when Ohio 
and the rest of the Nation and the 
world will celebrate the centennial of 
powered flight. 

Trying to meet this deadline, Madam 
President, I have been working with 
my colleagues in the Ohio delegation 
in the House, most notably, Congress-
man RALPH REGULA, Congressman 
DAVID HOBSON, and Congressman TONY 
HALL, working with them to ensure 
and secure funding for the upcoming 
fiscal year so that renovations can pro-
ceed without delay. 

Madam President, I think that this 
project has national significance. It 
has significance for my home commu-
nity, the Miami Valley in Ohio, and the 
entire State of Ohio. I grew up about 20 
miles from where the Wright Brothers 
really learned to fly and where they did 
their pioneer work, where they did 
their studies, and where they prepared 
to fly. 

Madam President, I note the presence 
on the floor of my good friend from 
Washington, Senator SLADE GORTON, 

who is of course the chairman of the 
appropriations Subcommittee on the 
Interior. I already have had several 
conversations with my friend and col-
league regarding this particular 
project. He knows well of my personal 
interest in the project. I really wish to 
express to him my appreciation for his 
willingness to pursue this matter in 
the conference committee. 

Mr. GORTON addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Washington is recognized. 
Mr. GORTON. I thank the Senator 

from Ohio for his eloquent statement. I 
know how important this project is to 
Senator DEWINE. As he has stated, we 
have talked about this project on sev-
eral occasions over the past 2 months, 
and I must confess that the Senator’s 
enthusiasm for his project has rubbed 
off on this Senator. As my colleagues 
may know, the Senator from Ohio grew 
up not far from where the Wright 
Brothers made their dreams of powered 
flight a reality. It also is no secret that 
the legacy of the Wright Brothers is 
very much alive and well in my own 
State of Washington. 

Madam President, I want to assure 
the Senator from Ohio that he has con-
vinced me of the merits of this effort to 
restore this important historical land-
mark in time for the centennial cele-
bration of powered flight less than 6 
years from now. I am strongly inclined 
to support his position in our inevi-
table conference with the House of 
Representatives on the subject. 

I also urge my friends from Ohio to 
keep me and the members of my sub-
committee informed of his continued 
efforts and those of the Dayton com-
munity as it prepares for the celebra-
tion in the year 2003. 

Mr. DEWINE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Ohio is recognized. 
Mr. DEWINE. I thank my colleague 

for his work on this bill and for his 
commitment to pursue this issue in 
conference. I appreciate that very, very 
much. It means a great deal to me and 
to our community and to our State. I 
thank him very much. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. ABRAHAM addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Michigan is recognized. 
Mr. ABRAHAM. Thank you, Madam 

President. 
NATIONAL ENDOWMENT FOR THE ARTS 

Mr. ABRAHAM. Madam President, I 
rise today to speak about a topic which 
has been ostensibly discussed this 
afternoon, namely, the portion of the 
Interior appropriations bill devoted to 
the National Endowment for the Arts. 
It is my plan—and still in the process 
of being drafted—to offer a slightly dif-
ferent type of an amendment from the 
ones which have been discussed al-
ready. I do not have that amendment 
here, so I will not be introducing it at 
this time. I am going to be trying to 
work with some of the others who have 
concern about this issue to determine 
exactly how we might finally present 
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the proposal I am going to discuss here 
today. 

I rise as a Senator who finds himself, 
and has since he arrived in the Senate, 
somewhat perplexed as to how we 
should proceed with regard to funding 
for the arts. I am an enthusiastic sup-
porter of the arts. I think that it is in 
the Nation’s interest, certainly, to do 
the most we can with scarce resources 
to try to encourage young artists, re-
gardless of their specialties, to pursue 
their interests and their creative 
skills. And at the same time it is quite 
clear that the method that has been 
used recently, at least, has prompted a 
great deal of controversy and, in my 
judgment, to a large extent set back 
the progress with regard to our Na-
tion’s artistic activities. 

Because what we have had for too 
long, it seems, is this ongoing debate 
between whether or not the National 
Endowment for the Arts is properly 
funded by the Federal Government or 
whether it should be eliminated. 

What we have is a debate that essen-
tially, on the one hand, argues that 
taxpayer dollars should not be used to 
support what many consider to be ob-
scene activities or inappropriate ac-
tivities, and, on the other hand, we 
hear from the arts community—and I 
have certainly heard from a number of 
individuals representing that commu-
nity since I have gotten to the Sen-
ate—that the efforts on the part of 
Congress to either limit the funding or 
to put strings on the funding con-
stitute, if not an explicit form of cen-
sorship, certainly an implicit form of 
censorship. 

In addition, I hear in my State a lot 
of concerns because, as the charts 
which were here earlier indicate, our 
State is not getting the sort of reve-
nues and resources to work with as 
many other states of equivalent size. 
So there is a frustration both with the 
inadequacy of the resources which 
come back to my State of Michigan as 
well as some concern about whether or 
not Washington expertise is in the best 
position to determine which projects in 
our State should be supported. 

In my judgment, the logical solution 
to all of this is to maintain a national 
entity which oversees various arts ac-
tivities and supports those which are 
worthy of such support but to not have 
it funded by the taxpayers’ dollars. In 
other words, what we ought to do, in 
my judgment, is to privatize a national 
program, an American endowment, if 
you will, for the arts, one which re-
ceives no direct taxpayer support but 
one which nonetheless can perform 
some of the national responsibilities 
that have been outlined by advocates 
of the existing NEA. 

If it were done in that fashion, 
Madam President, we would be in a po-
sition where at a national level deter-
minations could be made as to priority 
arts programs. Those priorities could 
be given support, and the support 
would not necessarily therefore have to 
come with a lot of strings attached. If 

performing artists became a priority, 
individual artists became a priority, a 
national endowment not supported by 
taxpayers’ dollars would be able to sup-
port such efforts. 

Today, because of the handcuffs 
which have been attached in recent ap-
propriations bills, that cannot happen. 
In short, we can get away from this de-
bate between obscenity on the one 
hand and censorship on the other and 
support the arts in a private fashion. 

Some have argued this is not fea-
sible, that there is no way to come up 
with the resources required. But in my 
judgment that is wrong. Just as a 
starting point, it is currently the case 
that over $9 billion a year is expended 
in support of arts activities across this 
country. Indeed, a number of the indi-
vidual arts organizations have larger, 
substantially larger, annual budgets 
than the National Endowment for the 
Arts. Indeed, the amount of money 
that we currently spend in the NEA on 
an annual basis—$100 million—is just a 
fraction of the $9 billion which is annu-
ally expended on these types of pro-
grams. It is smaller than that expended 
by the Lincoln Center, by a variety of 
other very large and well-known arts 
organizations. 

Indeed, I believe, as we have seen by 
the remarkable outpouring of support 
from the arts community itself, wheth-
er they are famous artists individually 
or national organizations, corporations 
who deal in arts and entertainment, it 
would seem to me that the ability to 
raise funds for such an independent en-
tity would be rather within our reach. 

My plan basically is to privatize the 
NEA over the next 3 years. In this 
year’s appropriations bill we would, 
consequently, reduce funding by ap-
proximately one-third, although we 
would make it feasible for the NEA to 
expend a percentage of its dollars it 
has to begin a fundraising program to 
find ways to privatize the entity at the 
end of the 3-year period. In other 
words, we would begin the process. It 
would not be done overnight. It would 
allow for existing institutions, who are 
beneficiaries of NEA support, to not 
find themselves overnight without any 
support but on notice that in 3 years 
the support would be coming from a 
private entity. 

In exchange, what I would envision is 
to spend these dollars, which would be 
reduced on an annual basis, on other 
very important national treasures. It is 
currently the case, for instance, 
Madam President, that the Star-Span-
gled Banner, the actual flag that 
prompted Francis Scott Key to write 
our Nation’s national anthem, is in 
desperate need of financial support for 
purposes of preserving that flag. 

Ellis Island, the site of the arrival of 
millions of immigrants to this coun-
try—one of the true historical treas-
ures—is in decay and in desperate need 
of support. The Presidential Papers of 
many of our Nation’s Chief Executives 
are in a position where the preserva-
tion of those documents is at risk. 

My amendment will allocate the 
funds that are being reduced from the 
NEA to the support of these national 
treasures, treasures which I think vir-
tually every Member of Congress could 
agree deserve support. 

If my amendment were to pass this 
year, my plan would be to follow up 
with a variety of very specific actions 
designed to be consistent with the sup-
port for a privatized NEA, including a 
sense-of-the-Senate amendment which 
I will be offering to specifically express 
the Senate support for a private ongo-
ing NEA outside of taxpayer support, 
and other ideas such as a checkoff plan 
by which taxpayers could direct indi-
vidual contributions to an independent 
entity. 

The bottom line is this, Madam 
President, we have to make decisions 
all the time about priorities. It seems 
to me in the area of the National En-
dowment for the Arts, the logical thing 
is to preserve it in a way that allows it 
to function in its fullest sense, and to 
function independently and privately. 
When I offer my amendment, I will dis-
cuss this in greater detail. 

In the meantime, I think we have an 
obligation, whether it is to preserve 
the Star-Spangled Banner itself, or to 
renovate Ellis Island so it can be pre-
served, or to make sure the papers of 
our Presidents are preserved, we have 
an obligation to preserve them. 

I believe the amendment I will be of-
fering strikes the right balance. My 
amendment is quite consistent with 
that offered earlier by Senator 
HUTCHISON. I have indicated I would 
support that approach as well, because 
it does not immediately phase out the 
support which many of our State and 
local arts organizations receive. I 
think my amendment moves us in the 
right direction because it brings us to 
a point, in a short period of time, over 
3 years, where the National Endow-
ment for the Arts would not have to be 
here each year trying to justify itself 
on Capitol Hill, but could operate with 
unfettered discretion and make its own 
judgments and eliminate the debate be-
tween censorship and obscenity. 

The best way to do that is to take 
the taxpayers out of the picture so 
they can make independent decisions 
and not worry about the political de-
bate it finds itself in. Then we can di-
rect the resources which our taxpayers 
send to Washington to preserve items 
such as a President’s papers, Ellis Is-
land and a variety of other national 
parks and national institutions in des-
perate need of support. This would be 
the most sensible way to approach it. 

It is my plan currently to offer an 
amendment, once it is fully drafted, to 
that effect. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

ALLARD). The Senator from New York. 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 

have the honor to rise in support of the 
distinguished chairman’s remarks in 
regard to the proposed allocation of ap-
propriations for the National Endow-
ment for the Arts. 
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I will presume upon the Senate’s 

time on a relatively quiet afternoon to 
give just a little background of the 
measure that is before the Senate 
today. 

Once again we seem to be doing a 
major disservice to ourselves with the 
politicization of matters that ought to 
be as far from politics as ever is pos-
sible: the support the Government pro-
vides, not expensive but nonetheless 
critical, for the arts of our Nation. 

It would seem that the National En-
dowment for the Arts is challenged on 
three fronts: first, whether our Nation 
even needs Federal funding for the 
arts, second, that the Endowment 
should do more to reduce objectionable 
art, and third, that the current grant 
apparatus disproportionately funds 
some regions more than others. If I 
might, I may be able to shed light on 
this triumverate. 

I was present at the creation of the 
National Endowment for the Arts 
which we are debating today, which we 
debated last year, and which we will 
debate henceforth how long, who 
knows. 

It was begun in a time of great na-
tional agreement on this subject and a 
rather clearer understanding, if I may 
say, than we sometimes have now, on 
the nature of this subject. This all 
began in the summer of 1961 when the 
musicians in the Metropolitan Opera 
Orchestra in New York announced they 
could not continue under the contract 
they had with the trustees. They were 
members of local 802 of the American 
Federation of Musicians. 

Indeed, the prospect confronted us all 
that the Metropolitan, the Met, as we 
say in New York, would have to cancel 
its 1961–62 season. Then some inspired 
person had the thought, why not ask 
the newly appointed Secretary of 
Labor, Arthur J. Goldberg, to arbitrate 
the dispute? It was a natural thing for 
him to do; he was Secretary of Labor, 
this was a labor dispute. He was a great 
supporter of activities of this kind, a 
man of huge, varied talent. As an 
American Jew, he had served in the 
OSS behind German lines during World 
War II. He had been very close to the 
steelworkers. He had helped bring 
about the merger between the AFL and 
the CIO, what we now call the AFL– 
CIO, the American Federation of Labor 
and the Congress of Industrial Organi-
zations. 

His wife Dorothy was a supremely 
gifted artist. He moved easily in the 
world of the arts, as well as of business 
and labor and government. He went on, 
of course, to be an Associate Justice of 
the Supreme Court, and then in an act 
of great self-sacrifice—and he knew it 
at the time; I was with him at the 
time—he accepted the demand, if you 
put it that way, from President John-
son that he leave the Court and go to 
New York to be the United States per-
manent representative at the United 
Nations at a time of cold war crisis. It 
was his way to do such things and to 
accept such assignments. 

Now, in the life of the things he had 
done, arbitrating a dispute between, I 
believe, some 62 musicians and a well- 
established and attractive, civic-mind-
ed charity was not especially chal-
lenging, except he found something 
out. He found, as he put it, ‘‘Mrs. Au-
gust Belmont and Mrs. Lewis W. Doug-
las, who were the leaders of the trust-
ees, didn’t have any money.’’ With the 
best will in the world, they could not 
meet the requests that the union was 
making. They were then making $170 
dollars a month. That comes to about 
$45 a week. That, sir, amounts to about 
$1 an hour. The minimum wage was 
twice that, or thereabouts, at that 
time. They were persons of world 
standing in the arts, but the arts could 
not provide them a living. What they 
were asking for was $268 a month— 
something like $60 a week, something 
like $1.50 an hour. With the best view 
in the world, all that Secretary Gold-
berg could do was to offer them a $10 a 
month raise. They made their living 
teaching and doing other things. They 
were devoted to music, but they had 
families, too, and the ordinary inter-
ests of persons who live an ordinary 
life, an ordinary citizen. 

What they were caught up with—and 
I do not want to take the Senate into 
a long discourse on economics, but it is 
a matter which comes to this floor in 
one mode or another almost every 
day—they were caught up with what 
came to be known as the cost disease of 
the personal services. This was a con-
cept worked out by a great American 
economist, happily still vigorously pur-
suing his works, William Jay Baumol, 
then at Princeton University. He and 
his wife were opera lovers, as it hap-
pened, and he, too, noticed about this 
time that the Metropolitan Opera or-
chestra always seemed to be about to 
go on strike—this problem, that prob-
lem—and what was the matter here? 

His main field in economics is deeply 
abstract, hugely influential studies of 
transaction costs and things like that. 
But he said, well, listen, if I’m an econ-
omist, I ought to be able to understand 
some of this, and he came up with the 
idea of the cost disease. His colleagues, 
as is frequently the case in medicine 
and physics and economics, began to 
call this Baumol’s disease. 

It can be very easily explained. The 
productivity of personal services does 
not grow, or grows very slowly com-
pared to the productivity generally in 
the economy. You could put it this 
way. In 1797, if you wished to perform a 
Mozart quartet, you needed four per-
sons, four stringed instruments, and 43 
minutes. Two centuries go by and to 
produce that stringed quartet you need 
four persons, four stringed instru-
ments, and 43 minutes. 

If the great Mormon Temple Choir 
undertook to do a Bach oratory when it 
was founded, I believe there are 350 
members of that choir, so to do a Bach 
oratory in 1897, that would take 350 
musicians an hour and a half. A cen-
tury goes by and it still takes 350 per-

sons and an hour and a half. That is 
called Baumol’s disease. If you play the 
‘‘Minute Waltz’’ in 50 seconds, you 
speed up productivity but you do not 
get quite the same product. 

That is why teachers are relatively 
more expensive than farmers. Farmers 
have quadrupled and quintupled and 
quintupled again their productivity, 
but a first-grade teacher can handle 
about 18 young 6- or 7-year-olds in 50- 
minute classes; you can put 190 kids in 
that class and it would not be the 
same. 

That is why we always have friction 
in our economy between those activi-
ties where we depend very much on the 
personal services and those which in-
volve the mechanized services or the 
electronic services—think what we 
have seen in productivity in computa-
tion in the last 20 years. 

Secretary Goldberg thought what to 
do, and I think at this removed place in 
time it is no indiscretion to say he 
called me in and said, ‘‘PAT, I have no 
money for these musicians. We have to 
give them hope,’’ and he said, ‘‘Write a 
portion of my arbitration decision 
which says it’s time the Federal Gov-
ernment gets into the business of help-
ing with the arts.’’ 

This is not a new idea. George Wash-
ington wrote to a Rev. Joseph Willard, 
March 22, 1781, and said, ‘‘The arts and 
sciences are essential to the prosperity 
of the state and to the ornament and 
happiness of human life. They have a 
claim to the encouragement of every 
lover of his country and mankind.’’ It 
was as clear to George Washington as a 
matter could be. A few years later— 
that was in 1781. In 1785, Jefferson 
wrote to Madison: 

You see, I am an enthusiast on the subject 
of the arts, but it is an enthusiasm of which 
I am not ashamed, as its object is to improve 
the taste of my countrymen to increase their 
reputation, to reconcile them to the respect 
of the world, and to procure them its praise. 

And so, Mr. President, on that occa-
sion, the arbitration decision was ac-
companied by a statement urging U.S. 
support for the performing arts. The 
New York Times—and forgive my pro-
vincialism, as that is where I come 
from—announced this on the front 
page, and this was Friday, December 
15, 1961: 

Goldberg Urges U.S. To Subsidize Per-
forming Arts. He Asks Business and Labor 
To Help as He Gives Pay Increase in Met Dis-
pute. 

Then it says, ‘‘Excerpts from pro-
posals aid for the arts * * *.’’ 

Inside, they printed the text of Gold-
berg’s statement urging U.S. support 
for performing arts. 

Washington, December 14—Following is 
the text of Secretary of Labor Arthur J. 
Goldberg’s statement on ‘‘The State of the 
Performing Arts,’’ which was included in his 
findings in the Metropolitan Opera dispute. 

The statement begins. 
The financial crisis of the Metropolitan 

Opera, which raised the prospect that the 
1961–62 season might not take place, may 
prove to have been an event of larger signifi-
cance in this history of American culture. 
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And, sir, it has. As the Senator from 

Vermont and Senators supporting this 
measure on both sides of the aisle will 
know, the National Endowment moved 
in direct sequence from the Goldberg 
finding to President Kennedy to the 
White House where President Kennedy 
established an advisory commission on 
the arts and humanities. Let’s remem-
ber that the humanities are still part 
of this. Earlier, we heard the distin-
guished Senator from Michigan talking 
about the public papers of Presidents, 
which are now being very steadily pub-
lished and compiled—they had not 
been, but now they are. 

Now, the question is, were we aware 
that one day we might be on the floor 
of the U.S. Senate facing charges like 
that? Sir, I would like to say with con-
siderable vigor—if that is the term—of 
course, we were. We knew perfectly 
well that once the Federal Government 
got into the question of funding for the 
arts, we would get into the question of 
what arts to fund. It is not a very com-
plicated sequence. This statement says, 

President Kennedy observed not long ago 
that the Federal Government ‘‘cannot order 
that culture exist, but the Government can 
and should provide the climate and the free-
dom, deeper and wider education, and the in-
tellectual curiosity in which culture flour-
ishes.’’ 

And then Secretary Goldberg’s pre-
scient finding on the nature of our de-
bate today: 

The issue of Federal support for the arts 
immediately raises problems. Many persons 
oppose Federal support on grounds that it 
will inevitably lead to political interference. 
This is by no means an argument to be dis-
missed, and the persons who make it are to 
be honored for their concern for the freedom 
of artistic expression. In an age in which a 
third of the globe languishes under the pa-
thetic banalities of ‘‘Socialist realism,’’ let 
no one suppose that political control of the 
arts cannot be achieved. 

I might say that again. 
In an age in which a third of the globe lan-

guishes under the pathetic banalities of ‘‘So-
cialist realism’’— 

As it was called in the Soviet 
Union— 
let no one suppose that political control of 
the arts cannot be achieved. 

As we look in that direction in the 
world right now, we realize that there 
are limits to such control, and the ef-
forts of Government to control the arts 
will never, in the end, succeed. I will go 
back to our statement, sir. 

Justice Goldberg said, ‘‘The over-
whelming evidence is that the free 
American society has shown deep re-
spect for the artistic integrity of the 
artist. Every attempt to interfere with 
that freedom has been met with vig-
orous opposition, not least from the ar-
tistic community * * * Artists are as 
susceptible to pressure as the next per-
son, but for every artist who capitu-
lates there is another from that unruly 
band to take his place, which the late 
Russell Lynes has described as the 
‘uncaptured, the disrespectful, and the 
uncomfortable searchers after truth.’ ’’ 

I don’t want to make any special case 
for work that has no real purpose, save 

to shock—although some work that 
shocks in one generation is revered in 
the next. We would be very wrong to 
forget that. Artists have always sort of 
known it. In 1939, one of the great 
American painters, John Sloan, one of 
those who organized the armory show 
of 1913 in Manhattan, which brought 
the postimpressionist French painters 
from the School of Paris to Manhattan, 
and it shocked everybody. Picasso was 
shocking, as were the others. But in 
very short order they came to be re-
vered. It took a generation, but it did 
happen. 

Sloan once said, in 1939—and he had a 
particular kind of humor in this re-
gard, also a kind of clairvoyance. He 
said: 

It would be good to have a Ministry of Fine 
Art. Then we would know where the enemy 
is. 

Indeed, I can recall an occasion when 
this subject was raised in a hearing be-
fore the Finance Committee and some 
witness, someone out of patience, said, 
‘‘All right, Senator, what would you do 
to have the Government encourage the 
arts?’’ I said, ‘‘Well, offhand, the only 
thing I can think to do would be for the 
Government to forbid them.’’ That al-
ways has a lively effect, as we can look 
around the history of the world and the 
history of the 20th century and find 
out. But what we are doing here is sup-
porting the arts. 

The National Endowment began as 
an effort to provide a living wage for 
musicians in a situation where, 
through no fault of their own, through 
the workings of the economic system— 
I mean the laws of economics, of pro-
ductivity change, they needed public 
support, and it has flourished. It was a 
very interesting fact that after Presi-
dent Kennedy’s assassination, the first 
thing this body did was to propose that 
a cultural center that was being dis-
cussed for the arts be named the John 
F. Kennedy Center for the Performing 
Arts. That was a center that needed 
public support to make it possible in 
the present day. Those resources were 
there, and that activity has become 
part of the life of our Capital. 

Nonetheless it remains the case, in-
evitably it is the case, that there are 
places where particularly intensive ac-
tivities in the arts occur—our third 
proposition at issue today. It is some-
how in the nature of creative work 
that it tends to concentrate in one 
place and bring people to it. It is the 
normal experience of the arts, particu-
larly large and expensive activities 
which involve musicians and per-
formers and composers, as well as audi-
ences. New York has been such a place 
since the beginning. 

It has been argued that it cannot be 
fair that one third of NEA grants go to 
six cities—with New York at the top. 
As it was when we examined this sub-
ject three decades ago, New York is the 
center of the arts—as it is of the visual 
arts, as it is of publishing—as it has 
been from the time we started our Na-
tion with New York as the Capital. 

The purpose of culture is not to serve 
the Nation, but we speak proudly of 
our role in the last two centuries. And 
to the extent that we do, we speak of 
the things that have happened, to an 
extraordinary degree, things that have 
happened in the city of New York by 
people who came from all over the 
country—and the world—to that center 
of creative activity. 

Some propose that we take money 
away from the city of New York and 
distribute it elsewhere. This idea is 
very different. The idea is to strike at 
the artistic activities and expressions 
which are found at the center of the 
Nation’s art world. There is something 
foreboding here. Do we break up the 
country into its competing parts? Do 
we want to go back to a time when 
those who had kept? They did not 
share—to reach out and bring to a 
place that did not have things they 
might need in health, in education, in 
standards of relations between labor 
and management—in a sense of sharing 
of common culture, of diffusing, and 
enriching of culture. I do hope not. 

It all began, sir—and I will conclude 
on this thought—at a time of promise 
in our Nation—great threat and dan-
ger, good God, yes, but promise, good 
spirits and creativity in Government. 
The Government thought through a 
problem that the public had, that the 
polity had, that the culture had, and 
came up with some answers. They have 
proven themselves powerfully impor-
tant in what has now been almost two 
generations. And I would hope that 
this moment of unparalleled pros-
perity, with the United States—we 
wrote of a third of the world ‘‘lan-
guishing under the banalities of Social-
ist realism,’’ all that gone, and could 
we not relax a little bit and do what 
the chairman and able committee 
wishes done and get on with the other 
matters of State. The arts will be there 
whether we wish them or not and, in 
the main, I think we do wish that they 
will be. 

Mr. President, I thank the Chair, I 
thank my colleagues for their cour-
tesy. May I ask unanimous consent, 
sir, that the text of Secretary Gold-
berg’s decision on the arts be printed in 
the RECORD at this point. 

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

[From the New York Times, Dec. 15, 1961] 
TEXT OF GOLDBERG’S STATEMENT URGING U.S. 

SUPPORT FOR PERFORMING ARTS 
WASHINGTON, Dec. 14.—Following is the 

text of Secretary of Labor Arthur J. Gold-
berg’s statement on ‘‘The State of the Per-
forming Arts,’’ which was included in his 
findings in the Metropolitan Opera dispute: 

The financial crisis of the Metropolitan 
Opera, which raised the prospect that the 
1961–62 season might not take place, may 
prove to have been an event of larger signifi-
cance in this history of American culture. 

In an age when we must accustom our-
selves to a welter of untoward and unwel-
come events, there are yet some things that 
are unthinkable. It was unthinkable that the 
Metropolitan Opera season should not take 
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place. Yet suddenly that very prospect faced 
us. Few events could have produced so in-
stant a national awareness that an artistic 
calamity of the first order was in the offing. 
The insistent, repeated warning of artists, 
critics and benefactors as to the financial 
crisis of the performing arts in America were 
confirmed in the most dramatic possible 
way. 

It is worth emphasizing that this situation 
was confirmed rather than discovered. The 
problem has been well known to and thor-
oughly expounded by any number of persons 
in responsible positions in cultural affairs. 
This, happily, is a positive factor in the 
present situation. 

We are fortunate in having the present cri-
sis brought vividly to the national attention 
without any actual loss—the Metropolitan 
Opera season is taking place. We are doubly 
fortunate that, confronted with the need to 
act, we have at hand an abundance of 
thoughtful, constructive proposals for ac-
tion. This is perhaps notably true in Con-
gress where legislators such as Senators Wil-
liam Fulbright and Jacob K. Javits, and Rep-
resentatives Frank Thompson Jr., of New 
Jersey and John Lindsay of New York have 
devoted a great deal of attention to this im-
portant public issue. 

PROBLEM OUTLINED 
It is not necessary to review the full range 

of information which is available on the fi-
nancial condition of the performing arts, nor 
to recapitulate the many valuable proposals 
that have been put forth to improve that sit-
uation. 

One central fact, however, is worth empha-
sizing. The problems of the performing arts 
in America today are not the problems of de-
cline. They are the problems of growth: A 
growth so rapid, so tumultuous, so eventful 
as to be almost universally described as an 
explosion. The specifics have no parallel in 
history. 

America today has some 5,000 community 
theatres—more theatres than radio and tele-
vision stations. There are better than 500 
opera-producing groups—seven times as 
many as fifteen years ago. Symphony orches-
tras now total 1,100—twice as many as only 
ten years ago, and fifty in the suburbs of Los 
Angeles alone. 

Resources such as these for the consump-
tion of artistic creation do not of themselves 
insure creativity, but one could hardly hope 
for a climate more receptive to the creative 
artist. An era of unequaled achievement may 
well be upon us. 

LONDON STATEMENT NOTED 
Recently the times Literary Supplement 

observed from England, ‘‘If neither a Bach 
nor a Michelangelo has as yet appeared in 
Detroit, a splendid mass of evidence has been 
assembled to point the way. Not only is the 
talent visible in ever-increasing quantity but 
the facilities for using it exist as nowhere 
else.’’ 

The American artistic scene today is alive 
and vibrant. At the same time, some of the 
foremost institutions of American culture 
are in grave difficulty. The Metropolitan 
Opera is not alone, Other opera companies, 
and a number of our leading symphonies, 
share in a substantially similar financial 
plight. The artists, moreover, are generally 
underpaid. The details may differ, but the 
general condition is the same. The problem, 
of course, is money. The individual bene-
factors and patrons just aren’t there, as they 
once were. Just as importantly, as we be-
come more and more a cultural democracy, 
it becomes less and less appropriate for our 
major cultural institutions to depend on the 
generosity of a very few of the very wealthy. 
That is a time that has passed, and the fact 
is evident. 

HOW TO SAVE IT 

The question before the nation, then, is 
how to restore the financial viability of 
these institutions and to promote the wel-
fare of the artists upon whom these institu-
tions in the final analysis do and must de-
pend. 

It is, to repeat, unthinkable that they 
should disappear at the very moment when 
they have achieved an unprecedented signifi-
cance to the American people as a whole. 
They are a heritage of the past. They are 
equally an earnest for the future: they stand 
as our expectation of the quality of the 
American creative artists whose works they 
will perform. 

The answer to this question is evident 
enough. We must come to accept the arts as 
a new community responsibility. The arts 
must assume their place alongside the al-
ready accepted responsibilities for health, 
education and welfare. Part of this new re-
sponsibility must fall to the Federal Govern-
ment, for precisely the reasons that the na-
tion has given it a role in similar under-
takings. 

The issue of Federal support for the arts 
immediately raises problems. Many persons 
oppose Federal support on grounds that it 
will inevitably lead to political interference. 
This is by no means an argument to be dis-
missed, and the persons who make it are to 
be honored for their concern for the freedom 
of artistic expression. In an age in which a 
third of the globe languishes under the pa-
thetic banalities of ‘‘Socialist realism,’’ let 
no one suppose that political control of the 
arts cannot be achieved. 

RESPECT FOR INTEGRITY 

The overwhelming evidence, however, is 
that the free American society has shown a 
deep respect for the artistic integrity of the 
artist. Every attempt to interfere with that 
freedom has been met with vigorous opposi-
tion, not least from the artistic community. 
Artists are as susceptible to pressure as the 
next person, but for every artist who capitu-
lates there is another to take his place from 
the unruly band which Russell Lynes has de-
scribed as ‘‘the uncaptured, the disrespect-
ful, and the uncomfortable searchers after 
truth.’’ 

The answer to the danger of political inter-
ference, then, is not to deny that it exists, 
but rather to be prepared to resist it. A vig-
orous, thriving artistic community, close to 
and supported by a large portion of the pub-
lic, need not fear attempts at interference. 
Let our writers and composers and per-
formers give as good as they get. Indeed, 
when have they done otherwise? The situa-
tion is no different from that of academic 
freedom in our colleges and universities: it is 
by defending their rights that our faculties 
strengthen them. This is ever the condition 
of freedom. 

This is not an area in which we are without 
experience or precedent. For many years the 
arts have received support from public funds 
in many different forms. Much experience 
supports the general proposition that public 
support is most successful when it represents 
only a portion of the total funds involved. 
The principle of matching grants has clearly 
proved its validity, and should be the basic 
principle of any Federal participation in sup-
port of the arts. The variations of this ar-
rangement are many, and perhaps as a gen-
eral rule it may be said that the more levels 
of government, institutions and individuals 
involved, the more likely it is that the art-
ists themselves will retain control over their 
work. 

6-POINT PARTNERSHIP 

The principle of diversity of support for 
the arts should accompany the principle of 

community responsibility. Our objective 
should be the establishment of a six-point 
partnership that will provide a stable, con-
tinuing basis of financial support for an ar-
tistic community that will at once be re-
sponsive to the needs and wishes of the pub-
lic and at the same time free to pursue its 
own creative interests 

I 

The principal source of financial support 
for the arts must come, in the future as in 
the present, from the public. Art is con-
sumed in many forms, by a vast and widely 
diverse audience. The essence of a demo-
cratic culture is that the artistic community 
should have a large audience, drawn from all 
areas of the society, which returns value for 
value in a direct and equal relationship. 

While, if anything, greater provision 
should be made for special children’s con-
certs and below-cost performances for spe-
cial groups, the general musical and theat-
rical public must expect to provide a greater 
portion of the costs of the performing arts, 
through devices such as season subscriptions 
and special associations for the support of 
particular activities. 

II 

The patrons and benefactors of the arts 
have a continuing and vital role to play. It is 
inevitable that in an age or esthetic cre-
ativity the interests and tastes of many of 
the best artists will run ahead of, or even 
counter to, the general standards of the 
time. Here the support of the enlightened pa-
tron can have the most profound and fruitful 
consequences. 

Similarly, there are many artistic forms of 
the past, of which opera is but one; which are 
simply too expensive to be supported en-
tirely by ticket sales or general purchases. 
In such instances the support of art patrons 
makes it possible to preserve for the present 
and future many of the most profound cre-
ative achievements of the past. 

III 

Private corporations must increasingly ex-
pand their support of community activities 
to include support for the arts. One of the 
hallmarks of American free enterprise is the 
remarkable extent to which business has vol-
untarily contributed to educational, chari-
table and health activities in localities 
throughout the nation. 

In line with the wider recognition of com-
munity responsibility for the arts, business 
corporations would do well to consider allo-
cating, as a matter of course, a portion of 
their total contributions to these activities. 
The Texaco-sponsored broadcasts of the Met-
ropolitan Opera, the television dramas spon-
sored by the Westinghouse Corporation and 
the makers of Hallmark Cards, and the insti-
tutional advertisements of the Container 
Corporation of America, using modern art, 
are good illustrations of another and impor-
tant form of support which business corpora-
tions can give to the arts. 

IV 

The American labor movement has a re-
sponsibility for support of the arts similar to 
that of American business. This has been 
recognized to some degree, as in the con-
tributions several unions have made to sup-
port children’s and other special concerts, 
but on the whole the community contribu-
tions of American trade unions have been di-
rected for activities similar to those which 
have attracted business support. A parallel 
adjustment is in order. 

V 

Local governments, and to a lesser extent, 
state governments are already providing a 
considerable measure of support for the arts, 
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in line with the clearly manifested interest 
of the American people in expanding the ar-
tistic resources available to the general pub-
lic. 

The support of art museums is already a 
general practice. Everyone accepts the fact 
that it is appropriate for a state or local gov-
ernment to provide housing and custodial 
support to such museums. The question nat-
urally arises why this support should not be 
provided for our operas and symphonies as 
well. Of course, the main source of public 
support for the arts should continue to arise 
from the spontaneous, direct desire of local 
and state governments to provide for the 
needs of their own communities. This is an 
ancient tradition in the arts, one on which 
we might draw more extensively. 

For example, the practice of universities of 
making provisions for artists-in-residence 
might profitably be adopted by municipali-
ties—one recalls that Bach for the last quar-
ter century of his life was the Municipal 
Cantor of Leipzig. 
VI 

The Federal Government has from its be-
ginning provided a measure of support for 
the arts, and there can be little question 
that this support must now be increased. 
This can and should be done in a variety of 
ways. 

The Federal Government may be a direct 
consumer of the arts, by commissioning 
sculpture, painting, and awarding musical 
scholarships. 

One of the most important, and perhaps 
most proper role of the Federal Government 
is to help state and local governments and 
private nonprofit groups build and maintain 
the physical plants required by the arts. 
Theaters, concert halls, galleries are the pre-
condition of many of the arts. Public support 
at all levels of government in the area of 
helping provide and maintain art facilities 
poses the minimum danger of Government 
interference with the arts themselves. A 
splendid example of such cooperation is the 
Lincoln Center for the Performing Arts, 
where city, state and Federal funds are all 
being combined to provide a magnificent cul-
tural center in New York. 

The concentration of public support upon 
providing physical facilities for the arts 
should not preclude programs of direct Fed-
eral subsidy for theatrical and musical per-
formances and similar activities. However, 
Federal subsidies of this kind should be 
granted on a matching basis, with much the 
larger proportion of funds provided by pri-
vate sources, or by other levels of govern-
ment. 

LARGER DUTY SEEN 
The Government has a larger responsi-

bility toward the arts than simply to help 
support them. President Kennedy observed 
not long ago that the Federal Government 
‘‘cannot order that culture exists, but the 
Government can and should provide the cli-
mate of freedom, deeper and wider edu-
cation, and the intellectual curiosity in 
which culture flourishes.’’ 

Our concern with the condition of the arts 
in America must ultimately and principally 
take the form of concern for the position of 
the artists. Our principal interest is that the 
American artist should remain a free man. 
Without freedom there is no art or life worth 
having. That there are more comfortable 
conditions than freedom has no bearing on 
the central fact. 

However, we may also legitimately con-
cern ourselves with the status of the artist 
in our society. An artist may be well fed and 
free at the same time. That an artist is hon-
ored and recognized need not mean he is any 
the less independent. America has a long 
way to go before our musicians, performers 

and creative artists are accorded and cre-
ative artists are accorded the dignity and 
honor to which their contribution to Amer-
ican life entitles them. 

The President and Mrs. Kennedy have 
greatly advanced this cause by the inclusion 
of artist and writers such as Pablo Casals 
and Robert Frost in a number of the most 
solemn as well as the more festive occasions 
of state. The proposal of the President to 
consider the establishment of a national 
honors system clearly presents an important 
area in which Artistic achievement can be 
further recognized by the nation. 

ADVISORY COUNCIL SOUGHT 
The most important immediate step which 

the Federal Government may take is the es-
tablishment of a Federal advisory council on 
the arts. Such a measure has been intro-
duced by Representative Frank Thompson 
Jr. and others, and is now before the Con-
gress. 

The functions of such a council would be 
fourfold: 

(1) Recommend ways to maintain and in-
crease the cultural resources of the United 
States. 

(2) Propose methods to encourage private 
initiative in the arts; 

(3) Cooperate with local, state, and Federal 
departments and agencies to foster artistic 
and cultural endeavors and the use of the 
arts both nationally and internationally in 
the best interest of our country, and 

(4) Strive to stimulate greater apprecia-
tion of the arts within the councils of Gov-
ernment. 

If it were composed in large part of work-
ing artists and artistic directors, it could 
have important influence on Government 
policies which have a direct bearing on the 
resources available for support of the arts. A 
number of proposals which have come to my 
attention are perhaps worth noting as in-
stances of a very considerable body of ideas 
that are worthy of consideration. 

TAXES DISCUSSED 
Mr. John D. Rockefeller 3d, has pointed 

out that under present Federal income tax 
law, a deduction for charitable contributions 
by an individual is limited to 20 per cent of 
his adjusted income, or in the case of gifts to 
churches, operating schools and colleges, and 
certain types of hospitals and medical re-
search organizations, the limitation is 30 per 
cent instead of 20 per cent. 

Congressman Keogh of New York has in-
troduced legislation which would extend this 
added 10 per cent to include libraries and 
museums of history, art or science. 

Senator Javits has proposed to add sym-
phony orchestras or operas to this list. 

Mr. Rockefeller has suggested it be further 
extended to include ballet, repertory drama 
and community arts centers. While it is not 
possible to forecast with any precision just 
how much extra support would be forth-
coming as a result of such a measure, it is 
obviously a matter worthy of the attention 
of an advisory council on the arts. 

Another tax matter which merits careful 
consideration is the problem of artists gen-
erally, and performing artists in particular, 
whose earnings are frequently concentrated 
in a comparatively short period of years, 
with the result that they are taxed at a 
much heavier rate than if their earnings 
were spread over a normal life employment 
span. 

This is a hardship to the artists, it is also 
a burden to the managers of theatrical and 
musical enterprises, who frequently are re-
quired to make up some of the difference by 
paying stars higher salaries than would be 
required if their tax payments were lower. 

Recently forty nations met in Rome to ne-
gotiate an international convention for the 

protection of performers, producers of 
phonograms and broadcasting organizations. 
Parts of this convention concern the protec-
tion of performing rights, which correspond 
for performing artists to the copyright pro-
tection now enjoyed by authors. These rights 
do not exist for performers under United 
States law. It would seem quite in order for 
this subject to be given careful consider-
ation. 

ROYALTY PROPOSAL GIVEN 
Mr. Robert Dowling has recently brought 

up to date a proposal introduced in Congress 
in 1958 by Senator Fulbright which would 
make it possible for the Federal Government 
to collect royalties on music which is now in 
the public domain, or becomes so in the fu-
ture. 

Senator Fulbright’s bill provided that ‘‘all 
music now or hereafter in the public domain 
shall be the property of the United States as 
copyright owner, and be used by it for the 
benefit of the public.’’ 

Although this is a new concept in the 
United States, the arrangement has been fol-
lowed for years in other countries, notably 
France. Senator Fulbright proposed that an 
administrative body be established which 
would be authorized to administer the licens-
ing of such music, utilizing the proceeds for 
the support of the arts, much in the manner 
of a private foundation devoted to this work. 

The sums involved in such an arrange-
ment, while not enormous, are nonetheless 
considerable. Mr. Dowling has estimated 
that the total potential income from royal-
ties on music in the public domain, cal-
culated on the same percentage basis as 
copyrighted material would be $6,520,000 an-
nually, distributed as follows: 
Popular music (records) ............... $1,100,000 
Sheet music (classical) ................ 3,420,000 
Classical music (records) ............. 2,000,000 

At this period when the entire body of 
copyright law is under study, it would seem 
appropriate to give further attention to this 
attractive proposal for supporting the arts. 

I commend these observations on the state 
of the arts to the earnest consideration of an 
advisory council on the arts, when con-
stituted, to the Administration, the Con-
gress, state and local governments and the 
public. 

CONCLUSION 
In concluding this award it would not, I 

feel, be inappropriate to make special note of 
the needs of the Metropolitan Opera itself. 
For years this grand institution had had the 
unfailing support of a great and varied num-
ber of New Yorkers and persons from all 
parts of the country. 

The generosity—the magnanimity—of such 
splendid benefactors as Mrs. August Belmont 
and Mrs. Lewis W. Douglas is matched only 
by the devotion of the everyday opera lovers 
who fill and overflow the galleries. Try as, 
everyone does, the deficit is always there, 
and somehow ever more difficult to meet. 

An outpouring of support for this great 
cultural resource would be an inspiring affir-
mation of the public interest in the preserva-
tion and encouragement of cultural activi-
ties throughout the nation. It would be an 
altogether appropriate, and most influential, 
beginning of an era of widely based and sus-
tained support for the arts in America. 

In his message of greetings and good wish-
es on the occasion of the opening of the 1961– 
62 Metropolitan Opera season in October, the 
President said: ‘‘The entire nation rejoices 
that this distinguished cultural asset in our 
national life will again be bringing the splen-
did performances of great artists to millions 
of American homes. For the music of the 
Metropolitan reaches far beyond the hearing 
of those gathered in this great hall. It en-
dures, captured and held by human memory, 
a pleasure and inspiration for years.’’ 
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For myself, I would wish to thank all those 

of both parties who have helped me with 
courtesy and assistance, and who have suf-
fered this entire undertaking with a deep and 
fully mutual devotion to the art of the 
opera. I am fully confident that relations be-
tween the orchestra and the opera associa-
tion can reach the level of confidence and co-
operation that this shared devotion entirely 
warrants. 

The difficulties of the present have proved 
the needed stimulus for a large and prom-
ising future. We look to the Met with high 
expectations for ever greater achievement in 
the musical arts. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. First of all, Mr. 
President, I want to thank the Senator 
from New York, the ranking member of 
the Finance Committee, for his excel-
lent presentation on the history of the 
Endowment. I think it is important 
that we dwell on that a while, or just a 
few minutes here anyway, because we 
have heard some rather severe con-
demnations of a program of which, in 
the final analysis, after review, would 
show has been very helpful in enhanc-
ing the availability of the arts in this 
Nation. I find it problematic that even 
though we seem to have eliminated all 
of the policies that have caused prob-
lems as part of the 1996 appropriations 
act, to some, they still seem to exist. 
Let me talk a little bit about that, 
after again, thanking the Senator most 
sincerely for that historical presen-
tation, which was most helpful. 

Back in 1996, when we passed the ap-
propriations legislation, we placed pro-
hibitions on policies that have caused 
difficulty with the Senator of North 
Carolina and others, on the utilization 
of funds from the Endowment. First, 
we placed a prohibition on subgranting. 
Now, subgranting was a practice in 
which the Endowment itself would give 
a grant to an institution and that in-
stitution would in turn make grants 
for other things or to individual per-
formances. An example of such a prac-
tice was raised with regard to a pro-
gram mentioned by the Senator from 
North Carolina with respect to the 
Whitney Museum. It is illustrative be-
cause it points out how far we would 
have to go in order to satisfy those who 
are concerned about painting the En-
dowment out to be making inappro-
priate grants—some time, some place, 
somewhere, some performance will be 
what someone might call pornographic. 
Most often, it is that subgrant or an-
other activity, separately funded, 
which was not issued by the Endow-
ment, like the example of a perform-
ance at the Whitney Museum. The 
Whitney Museum did get a grant for its 
building, but not for the performance 
that the Senator from North Carolina 
mentioned. Now, the Senator from 
North Carolina would say that because 
a performance was done in that build-
ing, which had received a grant for its 
construction, it should have been pre-
vented because it, in his determina-
tion, would have been offensive. That is 
an unrealistic standard and I would 
hate to think that of the programs that 
we fund in the United States, that we 

would go to the extent of censoring 
what people there participated in or 
what happens in our places of enjoy-
ment, museums, or any place else. 

Another thing we did to prevent 
some of the types of programming 
which had become offensive was to pre-
vent seasonal support. Institutions 
must now specify what specific projects 
they will support with the funds they 
receive from the Endowment. And also, 
even more important from the perspec-
tive of trying to prevent the kinds of 
performances which the Senator from 
North Carolina was pointing out, was 
to prevent grants to individuals. 

In the House when the issue of some 
of these grants was raised, Jane Alex-
ander, the Chairman of the NEA—and I 
will make this a part of the RECORD— 
pointed out in the House definitively 
that they were not grants made by the 
NEA. Still, those are the ones that are 
used to condemn the NEA. 

I ask unanimous consent that a copy 
of the letter from Jane Alexander to 
Representatives in the House be print-
ed in the RECORD. 

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

NATIONAL ENDOWMENT FOR THE ARTS, 
Washington, DC, June 24, 1997. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: In recent days you 
may have received a videotape produced and 
distributed by the American Family Associa-
tion (AFA) which contains film scenes that 
the AFA says were supported by the Na-
tional Endowment for the Arts during my 
administration of the agency. 

The video apparently contains scenes from 
five specifically named films. I want you to 
know that the NEA did not in any way pay 
for the production of three of the films enti-
tled Access Denied, Coconut/Cane & Cutlass 
and Bloodsisters. The fourth film entitled 
Nitrate Kisses was supported by means of an 
NEA production grant to an individual 
filmmaker during the previous administra-
tion before I became Chairman. 

NEA did support production during my 
chairmanship of the fifth film, The Water-
melon Woman, by means of a grant to 
Woman Make Movies/Cheryl Dunye in 1995. 
For your information, The Watermelon 
Woman has been reviewed very favorably, 
and is showing to audiences in theaters and 
film festivals throughout the country. 

You should know that the NEA has not 
made any grants to individual filmmakers 
since 1996, because grants to most individual 
artists were abolished by Congress that year. 
We also have not supported the general dis-
tribution of films since 1996, because those 
grants fall into the category of general sea-
sonal operating support, which Congress also 
abolished in 1996. 

The AFA also criticized the agency for sup-
porting Fiction Collective 2 (FC–2), a small 
publisher at the University of Illinois, which 
has introduced some of our newest minority 
writers of quality to the American public. 
Over the years, FC–2 has sustained a com-
mitment to intellectual challenge, and some 
of America’s greatest writers have supported 
it. 

As you may know, the AFA has a long 
record of distributing purposefully inac-
curate information about the NEA. The fact 
remains that this agency has made more 
than 112,000 grants over the course of its 
thirty-two year history, and fewer than forty 
of them have caused some people some prob-
lems. That’s a record of excellence that any 

private business or government agency 
would envy. 

I hope you find this information helpful, 
and hope that I can count on your support. 

Sincerely; 
JANE ALEXANDER, Chairman. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I 
want to point out that we should not 
get off track of what the Senator from 
New York has attempted to do, and 
that is to remember why the Endow-
ment was created and what is the im-
portance of the arts, what is the impor-
tance of the Federal support for the 
arts. 

We have a huge Nation, a wonderful 
Nation, and a nation with diverse cul-
tures with wonderful things occurring 
from one coast to the other, from the 
North to the South. The arts help us 
understand life and the NEA help the 
Nation learn about the good things 
that are going on in the arts across the 
country—the good things that will help 
us understand where we are going, 
what our society is about, and what we 
need to do to be happy, to have a good 
life, and to be able to solve our prob-
lems. 

The purpose of the Endowment is to 
allow those areas—those things that 
are successful, those things that appeal 
to us, that make our culture rich—our 
art—to be shared from State to State. 
The Federal role encourages this ex-
change and supports all States by col-
lecting, disseminating, and allowing 
programs to tour all around the coun-
try, making sure that programs which 
are important and essential to edu-
cation or to assist those in depressed 
areas that are impoverished are shared. 

So I will be offering an amendment 
which will say that at this time in our 
Nation we recognize that we have two 
very serious problems, and they are 
very closely related: 

Education. We know that we must 
improve education in our Nation. It is 
essential that we do that. It is essen-
tial because in this day and age com-
petition from international economies 
has created real problems for us, with 
jobs in the thousands leaving this 
country and going to others, threat-
ening our Nation’s ability to compete 
right now. For instance, we have 190,000 
jobs in the technology area that are 
going unfilled because we do not have 
the young people or older people with 
the skills necessary to perform those 
jobs. We had one CEO who testified be-
fore the Labor Committee who said 
that he had seriously considered, like 
others are moving centers of their 
manufacturing from this Nation to 
other nations because people there 
have the skills, they are ready, they 
are available, and the cost is cheaper. 

So one of the purposes and an impor-
tant function of the Endowment is to 
try to see how we can help solve that 
problem of education. 

In addition to that, we also have the 
problem of welfare reform. Some of the 
greatest problems this Nation faces are 
in the inner cities with our poor, with 
violence, and with the incredible prob-
lems that people face trying to find di-
rection and meaning in their lives. 
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What can you do? How can you escape 
from the pressures that you have in the 
ghettos? 

I have traveled around this Nation 
and have observed education and wel-
fare programs. Many of these are pro-
grams were enhanced by programs put 
on or financed in part by the National 
Endowment for the Arts. Let me give 
you a few of those to demonstrate what 
I mean. 

The thing I would like to talk about 
first is education; and learning. It is so 
much easier to understand and to learn 
if what you are doing is relevant, or in 
some way relevant, to your life, mak-
ing it a little bit better, or giving you 
a way to make it a little bit better. 

Let me go through some of the pro-
grams that I have witnessed. These 
were funded by the Endowment, or as-
sisted by the Endowment. Let me take 
you to the inner city of New York City 
in the Hispanic area where some of the 
highest crime rates and some of the 
highest poverty rates exist. 

I visited Ballet Hispanico on a week-
end morning where young kids of 5, 6, 
7, or 8 years old received instruction in 
ballet, participating with all the en-
thusiasm that young kids can have, 
knowing that when they left there they 
were going to have just a little bit 
more hope. This program provided a 
way that they could see a window 
through all of the chaos that they live 
in to be able to take them to a better 
life. 

A more dramatic exhibition of that, 
also in New York City was a program 
that I visited—again, a program which 
was supported by the Endowment— 
where I saw these young children all 
drawing kind of frantically on the pa-
pers that were in front of them. I 
asked, ‘‘What is going on here?’’ The 
teacher informed me that each one of 
those children had lost a member of 
their family, by violence, that they had 
blocked off reality, and they could not 
communicate about what happened to 
them. But by drawing and by artistic 
expression they could let their feelings 
out, they could break through, there 
was hope for those children that their 
life could break away from this poverty 
and violence which they were in. 

Also, one only has to go to listen to 
the Harlem Boys Choir or so many 
other demonstrations of what has gone 
on with the individuals who have par-
ticipated in NEA funded activities. I 
also went out to San Diego, CA, and 
went to a school out there which was 
an incredible one, a music magnet 
school, but again in one of the de-
pressed areas of San Diego. This was a 
middle school of seventh, eighth, and 
ninth grades, where they had an or-
chestra, a band, a jazz band. Almost ev-
eryone in that school had arrived there 
in the seventh grade without any skills 
in music. When I listened to them play, 
it brought tears to my eyes. To think 
that these young people when they 
came to that school did not see a pur-
pose in life but perhaps now saw that 
there could be some beauty in their 
lives. I could go right here to Wash-
ington, DC. In Washington, DC, we 

have a school that is under the tute-
lage of the Kennedy Center. I was 
amazed with that one. I found they had 
artists there who were teaching, but 
they weren’t teaching art. They were 
teaching math, and they were teaching 
science. How were they doing that? I 
went, and I watched these young kids 
making little pianos. They were learn-
ing how to measure them, construct 
them, and learning their geometry. 
Then they learned how the sounds 
came out differently from the little 
thing they hit it with. They could 
make music. They understood why the 
frequencies were different and why the 
frequencies were made different by the 
lengths of those strings. 

What happened to those students? 
The math rates went up in that 
school—not so much for the reading 
scores, but the math rate went climb-
ing upward. 

So we know that using the arts, there 
are ways in which we can break 
through to things which are inter-
esting and relevant—music as well as 
the performing arts and the graphic 
arts. 

So we have a way to realize improve-
ment here. So that is why my amend-
ment would say that what we need in 
this country is to identify each of these 
programs all throughout the country 
and to let other people know in other 
States what programs are working, 
what are the ones that break through 
to those young kids who had suffered 
from violence and loss in their fami-
lies. Which ones broke through to help? 
Is there further evidence of how this 
could work? 

Statistics based on College Board fig-
ures, the organization that performs 
the SATs, show a difference between 
those students who participated in 
music and the arts as compared with 
students who did not. They found there 
was a dramatic difference. With those 
who had 4 or more years in music or 
art, verbal SAT scores went up almost 
60 points and math SAT scores went up 
over 40 points. To a young person who 
is hoping to break out of poverty, to 
not get caught on welfare, the thought 
that by participating in music and art, 
the window of opportunity could be en-
larged and the doors of college or uni-
versity could be opened wide to them 
gives you an idea of what can happen if 
we structure the NEA better so that it 
identifies, helps fund and allows us to 
share throughout this broad Nation of 
ours those successful programs. 

I have done a rough analysis and 
summary of just a few of the successful 
kinds of programs that we have like 
this in this country. They are very dif-
ferent. Some use the arts secondarily. 
Some in different ways teach math or 
science. Roughly 1 percent of our 
schools are good; 1 percent are doing 
the job; 1 percent of our students are 
getting that kind of education that we 
need. Ninety-nine percent need to learn 
from somebody, somewhere, or some-
how how they can improve their re-
sults. The way they can do it is by 
being able to know where those pro-
grams are, who has them, so that they 

can identify and look at them and rep-
licate them. 

I think the Endowment, by helping 
identify, perhaps in cooperation and 
coordination with the States and the 
Department of Education, can make 
those programs available for others to 
see and to utilize. 

One of the advantages of this great 
Nation is that we have people who are 
innovative, who can design and find 
ways to solve these problems. The dis-
advantage we have over foreign nations 
is that of replication, getting the peo-
ple who are in charge of the programs, 
who are trying to design these things 
well to become aware of successful pro-
grams that already exist. 

Let me give you an example of how 
we differ from other nations, and we 
have to analyze it as to whether we 
should be looking at this problem and 
see if we can correct it. I think we 
should. We have a program in the area 
of work force improvement called 
TECH PREP. It is in combination with 
the secondary schools and junior col-
leges or community colleges, and how 
they can work together and bring some 
of the courses down into the high 
school and to pull the students up to 
the level where when they graduate 
they will have the ability to get those 
jobs that I was talking about those 
$30-, $40-, $50-an-hour jobs paying 
$100,000 or $90,000 that are available in 
this Nation. 

Malaysia came over and took one 
look at our program, TECH PREP, and 
said this is a great idea. Look how well 
it is working. They went back and 
overnight Malaysia adopted our TECH 
PREP program. We are still at 1 per-
cent. About 1 percent of the schools in 
this country have the TECH PREP 
linkage with other higher educational 
institutions. 

Those are just examples of why it is 
necessary for us to have programs and 
methodology to be able to share those 
great things which are occurring 
throughout the Nation so that they can 
be available to all. Those things will 
not be readily located or identified or 
provided unless we have some way to 
collect, to identify, to evaluate, and to 
let others know about them. I believe 
the Endowment could help us immeas-
urably in that area. 

Mr. President, I have gone on longer 
than I wanted to. I suppose I will be 
back tomorrow when we take this up. I 
hope that my colleagues will share 
some other examples of NEA-funded 
programs that demonstrate the advan-
tage of a Federal system which tries to 
enhance the arts and our culture, en-
hances enrichment and educational ac-
tivities as well as to show what posi-
tive results can be achieved by giving 
young people, at an early age, an inter-
est in learning. The NEA has been suc-
cessful in these areas. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I want to 
make some comments about funding 
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the arts, and I rise in strong support of 
the amendment offered earlier today 
by my friend and colleague from Ar-
kansas, Mr. HUTCHINSON. I commend 
him for taking such an active role in 
the issue. It is an issue that people 
have very strong and very divergent 
feelings about. It is that divergence of 
opinion that brings me to the floor to 
support this amendment. 

In the House, it is my understanding 
that there is a majority in favor of 
eliminating funding. We will be voting 
on that, too. Senator HUTCHINSON is of-
fering an alternative. He has done a lot 
of research on funding equity to meet 
the purpose of arts, of getting it out as 
divergent as possible across the United 
States, and we have not been doing 
that with equity. 

During the course of this debate we 
have heard example after example of 
successful and valuable local projects. 
We hear about Shakespeare in the Park 
and we hear about traveling museums, 
we hear about folk festivals and cham-
ber music, and visiting artists. These 
are very worthwhile programs, and 
they yank at the rural heartstrings of 
both liberals and conservatives alike, 
but the survival of those activities is 
not the subject of this amendment. In 
fact, this amendment would strengthen 
those programs. 

The variety of approaches today 
alone for funding the arts shows that 
what we are doing has some major 
flaws, and there is a saying that if you 
keep on doing what you have always 
been doing, you are going to wind up 
with what you have, or less. 

Everyone in this Chamber is familiar 
with the past trouble surrounding 
funding for the national endowments. 
There are too many examples of poor 
judgment in the granting process, too 
many examples of taxpayers’ money 
wasted on projects with absolutely no 
redeeming social or cultural value. 
There are also those who argue that art 
is subjective, that Congress should re-
frain from limiting expenditures in 
order to foster freedom of expression. 

This is not a debate about censor-
ship. It is a debate about spending the 
people’s money. It is a debate about 
who gets to make the decisions. It is a 
debate about who can most encourage 
art participation and who should make 
those decisions. 

Is there any reason why national 
panels are more qualified to fund art 
than State or local panels? If the 
strongest justification for continued 
arts funding is the value of local pro-
grams, then we should recognize that 
and strengthen what works, elimi-
nating what does not. 

Last week the Senate took a historic 
step in the right direction when we 
voted to return K through 12 education 
spending decisions to the local school 
boards. That vote indicates a frustra-
tion we all feel with the abrogation of 
local decisionmaking authority, with 
the dissolution of American democ-
racy. Programming decisions, on pro-
grams such as education and the arts, 

must be subject to local sensitivities 
and needs. Federal bureaucrats have no 
accountability to people because no-
body lives at the Federal level. People 
live at the local level, people learn at 
the local level, and people appreciate 
and produce art at the local level. Even 
the Smithsonian, National Gallery, and 
the Kennedy Center produce and dis-
play collections of local art. So if we 
are going to fund our cultural re-
sources with taxpayers’ dollars, then 
let us give the taxpayers the oppor-
tunity and the responsibility to do it 
right. 

In my hometown of Gillette, for ex-
ample, where I served as mayor for 8 
years, we are particularly fond of 
Camplex—the Campbell County Arts 
and Activities Center. Representatives 
from all over northeastern Wyoming 
take advantage of the performances 
and exhibits offered at Camplex, and 
many of those productions are made 
possible using Wyoming Arts Council 
support to leverage additional match-
ing funds from local, State, and na-
tional sources. In fact, they leverage 
the resource about 10 to 1. That is local 
participation, local approval, and local 
decisionmaking. 

I understand the importance of arts 
and humanities funding in places like 
Wyoming. I know about the distances 
between small towns that would never 
get to participate in the arts if it were 
not for some funding that helps to get 
it to them over those distances. 

Seeing the arts encourages the talent 
that lives there. It brings out the tal-
ent of the kids, and we do have some 
very talented kids. Every Senator in 
this Chamber could point to some suc-
cesses in their States. There is some 
misconception out there that conserv-
atives do not appreciate the value of 
the arts and humanities in our society, 
but that is not an accurate view. This 
conservative Senator believes there is 
a place for arts funding, but that place 
is not in Washington. This is about an 
equal chance throughout the United 
States for equal funding in the arts. 

I congratulate the Senator from Ar-
kansas for his middle of the road ap-
proach, and I yield the floor. 

Mr. BROWNBACK addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas. 

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I 
rise in support of the Helms amend-
ment to the Interior appropriations 
bill. The Helms amendment, which 
abolishes the National Endowment for 
the Arts, is the only fiscally respon-
sible approach to the funding of the 
arts by the Federal Government. 

The Federal Government truly has to 
be downsized and more limited. Some 
on the Senate floor today have argued, 
and rightfully so, that the National 
Endowment for the Arts would func-
tion much better as a private endow-
ment funded with private dollars, and I 
agree. We cannot let the Federal Gov-
ernment continue growing unabated, 
swallowing up the private function of 

our society as it grows. We have been 
given stewardship over the public 
purse, and we cannot abdicate that re-
sponsibility just to placate some of the 
special interests in Washington. We 
cannot continue wasting taxpayer dol-
lars on the National Endowment for 
the Arts. 

NEA funding in this appropriations 
bill is over $100 million. I support the 
arts, but the simple truth is our Fed-
eral Government is broke. We simply 
cannot afford to keep on funding art 
when we are in this type of fiscal con-
dition and when we have other pro-
grams that do struggle which we 
should be funding. 

Before we vote on this issue, I simply 
ask my colleagues to consider a simple 
question. If your family was broke, if 
they were in a tough financial cir-
cumstances, if they were looking at an 
enormous mortgage on their house, 
enormous debt that they have, would 
they be out buying art? The simple an-
swer to that is no, they would not. 

We are in a similar situation here. 
We are still struggling to get the budg-
et balanced, and we are going to get 
there. But once we balance it, we are 
still over $5 trillion in debt. That is 
how big the mortgage is on the coun-
try. 

We are talking about a program that 
I just do not think can justify itself, 
given the financial conditions that we 
are in and given the role of a limited 
and focused Government. I do think we 
ought to support the arts, and that 
should be done privately. That can 
occur and should occur. But when we 
are in this type of fiscal condition, 
funding art is clearly not an essential. 
Subsidizing artistic endeavors, inspir-
ing artists is a worthwhile project but 
not for the Federal Government. The 
House has seen the wisdom to abolish 
this Government program. We should 
have the wisdom to do the same. 

In considering this amendment, there 
are a lot of things that it seems to me 
the Federal Government could do with-
out—a smaller, better focused Federal 
Government, a more limited Federal 
Government—and have a better Fed-
eral Government at the end of the day. 
Here is one clear example. It is one we 
do not need. It is one we have had ex-
tended debate about. It is not as if this 
is a new topic coming up. It is time to 
do it, and that is why I am supporting 
this amendment. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I 

suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I ask 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
EXCEPTED COMMITTEE AMENDMENT BEGINNING 

ON PAGE 96, LINE 12 THROUGH PAGE 97, LINE 8 
Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate 
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proceed now to the committee amend-
ment on page 96. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
NATIONAL ENDOWMENT FOR THE ARTS 

GRANTS AND ADMINISTRATION 
For necessary expenses to carry out the Na-

tional Foundation on the Arts and the Human-
ities Act of 1965, as amended, $83,300,000 shall be 
available to the National Endowment for the 
Arts for the support of projects and productions 
in the arts through assistance to organizations 
and individuals pursuant to section 5(c) of the 
Act, and for administering the functions of the 
Act, to remain available until expended. 

MATCHING GRANTS 
To carry out the provisions of section 10(a)(2) 

of the National Foundation on the Arts and the 
Humanities Act of 1965, as amended, $16,760,000, 
to remain available until expended, to the Na-
tional Endowment for the Arts: Provided, That 
this appropriation shall be available for obliga-
tion only in such amounts as may be equal to 
the total amounts of gifts, bequests, and devises 
of money, and other property accepted by the 
Chairman or by grantees of the Endowment 
under the provisions of section 10(a)(2), sub-
sections 11(a)(2)(A) and 11(a)(3)(A) during the 
current and preceding fiscal years for which 
equal amounts have not previously been appro-
priated. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1188 
(Purpose: To eliminate funding for programs 

and activities carried out by the National 
Endowment for the Arts) 
Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I 

send an amendment to the desk. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report. 
The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Missouri [Mr. 

ASHCROFT], for himself, Mr. BROWNBACK, and 
Mr. SESSIONS, proposes an amendment num-
bered 1188 to the committee amendment be-
ginning on page 96, line 12 through page 97, 
line 8. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
Beginning on page 96, strike line 14 and all 

that follows through page 97, line 8. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I 
want to thank Senator HELMS from 
North Carolina for having participated 
and spoken in advance about this 
amendment. This amendment relates 
to the funding of the National Endow-
ment for the Arts. It’s a means where-
by arts are subsidized by the Federal 
Government, where the citizens of this 
country are asked to participate in 
funding a variety of things which are 
designated as art or as worthy of being 
supported by the Government. I appre-
ciate the leadership of Senator HELMS 
in this matter. I thank him for his out-
standing remarks which he has made 
earlier today. 

On the tomb of English architect Sir 
Christopher Wren, there is an inscrip-
tion which reads, ‘‘If you would see his 
monuments, look around you.’’ Each 
day I am moved by the beauty of the 
monuments of this historic city, monu-
ments to Washington, to Jefferson, to 
Lincoln. They are emblematic of what 

is great in the art and architecture his-
tory of the United States. For years we 
will stand looking at these monuments 
as testaments to our faith. Further, 
they serve to remind us of the central 
role that artistic and scholarly expres-
sion can and should play in our lives. 

It is within this context that we 
must determine what involvement, if 
any, the Federal Government should 
have in the arts. It is my belief that 
arts and humanities funding is pri-
marily a matter for private and local 
initiatives. There are, however, some 
areas that do merit Federal assistance. 
For example, the Smithsonian plays an 
important part in transmitting the cul-
tural heritage of Americans from one 
generation to the next. We appreciate 
the fact that we can learn about what 
has happened in America by visiting 
the Smithsonian Institution museums. 
I think they are of great value. 

Conversely, a number of federally 
funded programs, from, one, for in-
stance, labeled ‘‘A Theater History of 
Women Who Dressed as Men,’’ to 
projects representing various mani-
festations of political correctness, are 
a waste of our taxpayers’ resources. 

Begun in 1965 as part of President 
Lyndon Johnson’s Great Society Pro-
gram, the National Endowment for the 
Arts was supposed to raise the level of 
artistic excellence and promote a wide 
variety of art. The agency’s budget 
reached a high of $176 million just 5 
years ago, in 1992, and it is slated to re-
ceive $99.5 million in fiscal year 1997. 
Although the NEA has funded some 
worthwhile programs around the Na-
tion, it has managed to create an un-
broken record of special favors and em-
barrassments. Year after year, the 
NEA has doled out money to shock art-
ists who produce obscene, antifamily, 
antireligious, so-called works. I will 
not say they are works of art. Nonethe-
less, President Clinton has continued 
his efforts to secure tax dollars for the 
NEA, requesting $136 million for the 
agency in his proposed funding for fis-
cal year 1998. 

Since the beginning of my tenure as 
a U.S. Senator, I have opposed Federal 
funding for the National Endowment 
for the Arts. I believe that Congress 
has no constitutional authority or 
valid role to play in funding the NEA. 
For example, during the 104th Con-
gress, I offered, though unsuccessfully, 
an amendment in the Senate Labor and 
Human Resources Committee to reduce 
authorization levels for the NEA by 50 
percent. 

On July 15 the House passed legisla-
tion eliminating, this year, funding for 
the National Endowment for the Arts. 
However, on July 22 our Senate col-
leagues in the Senate Appropriations 
Committee took a different approach 
from the House by providing $100.06 
million in funding for the NEA for fis-
cal year 1998. This reversed a trend of 
declining amounts from 1992, and sends 
the dollar amounts back up again. I 
was disappointed by this action. That 
is why I am here today. I am here 

today to attempt to persuade my col-
leagues to end funding for the National 
Endowment for the Arts. 

There are numbers of reasons why we 
should end funding for the National 
Endowment for the Arts. Earlier today, 
Senator HELMS eloquently discussed 
one of those reasons, that the NEA has 
consistently funded art that is 
antifamily, morally objectionable, and 
obscene. There has been much debate 
on this point, and this debate, I am 
sure, will continue. I would like now to 
discuss some of the other reasons why 
we should stop funding the NEA. 

In a time when we are paying the 
highest taxes in the history of the 
United States, why should we continue 
funding the National Endowment for 
the Arts? I think our priorities should 
be to balance the Federal budget as 
quickly as possible and deliver deep 
across-the-board tax relief to the 
American people. Another public gift 
to the NEA bureaucrats would be a slap 
in the face of millions of taxpayers who 
deserve tax relief but were told this 
year we just don’t have enough re-
sources to be able to accord you the re-
lief you deserve. Frankly, that is an in-
adequate response to individuals while 
we are funding a variety of art projects 
which qualify on the basis of their po-
litical correctness; art projects which 
would undermine the very things that 
parents are trying to teach their chil-
dren about the values that have made 
this Nation great. 

Second, Congress should not be in the 
business of making direct subsidies to 
free speech. I really question whether 
it is the proper role of the Federal Gov-
ernment to directly subsidize free 
speech as we do through the National 
Endowment for the Arts. 

Government subsidies, even with the 
best of intentions, are dangerous be-
cause they skew the market. They tend 
to allocate resources to something that 
would not be or could not be supported 
on its own. And they skew the market 
toward whatever the Government 
grantmakers prefer. It says that we 
think a certain kind of art is best and 
we will pay for that kind of art but we 
won’t pay for other kinds of art. It 
seems to me, to have the Federal Gov-
ernment as a giant art critic, trying to 
say that one kind of art is superior to 
another, one kind of speech is superior 
to another, one set of values is superior 
to another, is not something that a 
free nation would want to encourage. 

National Endowment for the Arts 
grants placed the stamp of official U.S. 
Government approval on funded art. 
This gives the Endowment enormous 
power to dictate what is regarded as 
art and what is not. Frankly, I believe 
they have made serious mistakes in the 
past, suggesting, of things that were 
nothing more than offensive, obscene 
material, that they were in fact art. 

The Los Angeles Times critic Jan 
Breslauer demonstrates that the NEA’s 
subsidization of certain viewpoints 
poses great problems. The Los Angeles 
Times critic writes: 
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[T]he endowment has quietly pursued 

qualities rooted in identity politics—a kind 
of separatism that emphasizes racial, sexual 
and cultural difference above all else. The 
art world’s version of affirmative action, 
these policies . . . have had a profoundly cor-
rosive effect on the American arts. . . . 

Here is a critic, accustomed to evalu-
ating art, saying that the National En-
dowment for the Arts and its subsidies 
have had a profoundly corrosive effect 
on the American arts. All too fre-
quently, Government programs, even 
well-intentioned ones, have a reverse 
effect, an unintended consequence, an 
unanticipated impact. And that is what 
we have here. Critics, understanding, 
aware, in tune with what is happening 
in the art world, say that what we are 
doing with $100 million of taxpayers’ 
money is having a ‘‘profoundly corro-
sive effect on the American arts.’’ 

Here is how the Los Angeles Times 
critic says it is happening: 

. . . pigeonholing artists and pressuring 
them to produce work that satisfies a politi-
cally correct agenda rather than their best 
creative instincts. 

What the critic has really talked 
about here is that, instead of creating 
to express himself or herself, the artist 
ends up trying to create to express or 
impress Government. 

When you have a sale of what the 
communication is and a subsidy that 
reinforces the fact that someone is 
willing to sell their idea and to distort 
their idea for purposes of selling it, 
that is nothing more than a prostitu-
tion of the arts. It changes arts from 
their purity—from purity to pandering. 
It panders after the bureaucracy and 
has, according to this well-known crit-
ic, ‘‘a profoundly corrosive effect on 
the American arts.’’ 

Despite Endowment claims that Fed-
eral funding permits underprivileged 
individuals to gain access to the arts, 
it is important to look at what actu-
ally happens. The NEA grants offer lit-
tle more than a subsidy to the well-to- 
do. One-fifth of the direct NEA grants 
go to multimillion-dollar arts organi-
zations, $1 out of every $5 goes to the 
multimillion-dollar art organizations. 

Harvard University political scientist 
Edward C. Banfield has noted that the 
‘‘art public is now, as it has always 
been, overwhelmingly middle and 
upper middle class and above average 
in income—relatively prosperous peo-
ple who would probably enjoy art about 
as much in the absence of the sub-
sidies.’’ The poor and the middle class 
thus benefit less from public art sub-
sidies than do the museum- and sym-
phony-going upper middle class. 

Economist David Sawers of Great 
Britain argues that ‘‘those who finance 
the subsidies through taxes are likely 
to be different from and poorer than 
those who benefit from the subsidies.’’ 
In fact, the $99.5 million that funds the 
NEA also represents the entire annual 
tax burden for over 436,000 working- 
class American families. To say to 
nearly half a million American fami-
lies, everything you have as an annual 
tax burden will be taken and spent to 

subsidize art, or so-called art, or politi-
cally correct expression which has been 
distorted by the bureaucrats that have 
demanded that things be politically 
correct, is an affront to hard-working 
American families. I think we either 
ought to spend the money far more 
wisely or, preferably, we ought to say 
to those families, we will not tax you 
so we can demand and elicit from an 
art community politically correct 
statements in which they do not nec-
essarily believe but for which they will 
seek to alter their art in order to get 
the Federal funding. 

In short, the Government should not 
pick and choose among different points 
of view and value systems. Garth 
Brooks’ fans pay their own way, while 
the NEA canvasses the Nation for po-
litically correct ‘‘art’’ that needs a 
transfusion from the Treasury. 

If country music folks can spend 
their own money to enjoy the art they 
enjoy, I don’t know why those who 
would patronize the ballet or the sym-
phony or would somehow want to in-
duce the support of politically correct 
art can’t support their own version of 
what they enjoy in the field of art or 
performance. It is bad public policy to 
have these direct Federal subsidies of 
free expression. 

Third, Congress had no constitu-
tional authority to create or fund the 
NEA. 

Although funding for the NEA is 
small in comparison to the overall 
budget, elimination of this agency 
sends the message that Congress is 
taking seriously its obligation to re-
strict the Federal Government’s ac-
tions to the limited role envisioned by 
the Framers of the Constitution. No-
where in the Constitution is there any 
grant of authority that could reason-
ably be construed to include promotion 
of the arts. 

There has been a little debate about 
this. I would like to point out that dur-
ing the Constitutional Convention in 
Philadelphia in 1787, delegate Charles 
Pinckney introduced a motion calling 
for the Federal Government to sub-
sidize the arts in the United States. Al-
though the Founding Fathers were cul-
tured men who knew firsthand of var-
ious European systems for public arts 
patronage, they overwhelmingly re-
jected Pinckney’s suggestion because 
of their belief in limited, constitu-
tional government. Accordingly, no-
where in its list of the powers enumer-
ated and delegated to the Federal Gov-
ernment does the Constitution specify 
a power to subsidize the arts. It was 
considered and overwhelmingly re-
jected by the founders. 

Fourth, the arts receive funding from 
a variety of other sources, and they 
really don’t need the NEA money. The 
arts in America have traditionally 
been funded by the private sector. Up 
until the creation of the National En-
dowment for the Arts in the mid-1960s, 
the arts flourished in this country. As 
a matter of fact, from my perspective, 
I don’t think we have had a superior 

development of arts in America with 
Federal subsidies or Federal funding. 
And, if we can believe the criticism of 
federally funded art as being art which 
has been distorted in order to follow 
the dollars of the Federal bureaucrats, 
insincere art that comes as a result of 
an enticement to be politically correct 
and doesn’t really represent the expres-
sion of the artist, it can’t, by defini-
tion, be art which would be as sound in 
quality as art which would have ema-
nated from the conviction of one to 
convey what one believed. 

As a matter of fact, if one was to 
compare the art generated prior to the 
NEA to art that has come after NEA, I 
don’t think it would be any problem to 
see we have had great art throughout 
the history of the United States and 
worthy art for our consideration and 
our heritage in the absence of the sub-
sidy of the Federal Government. 

The growth of private sector chari-
table giving in recent years has ren-
dered the NEA funding relatively insig-
nificant to the arts community. Pri-
vate funding of the arts has been rising 
consistently since 1965. It is estimated 
that individuals alone will donate near-
ly $1 billion to the arts and humanities 
this year. That is the estimate of the 
House Committee on Education and 
the Workforce, Subcommittee on Over-
sight and Investigations. 

Overall giving to the arts in 1996 to-
taled almost $10 billion, up from $6.5 
billion in 1991, dwarfing the NEA’s Fed-
eral subsidy. This 40-percent increase 
in private giving occurred during the 
same period that the NEA budget was 
reduced by 40 percent from approxi-
mately $170 million to $99.5 million. 
Thus, as conservatives had predicted, 
cutting the Federal NEA subsidy coin-
cided with increased private support 
for the arts and culture. 

Let me make a point here. When the 
Government tries to elicit politically 
correct art through the NEA, it dis-
torts what happens in the artistic com-
munity. It distorts it in the favor of a 
few who would gain a majority in Gov-
ernment. When the private market-
place supports art based on the quality 
of the art, I believe that is a superior 
way to do it, and I believe it is superior 
for art. It is a way of promoting the 
arts through the private sector and the 
marketplace which doesn’t have the 
pernicious impact of promoting art 
which is not for art sake or not for 
communication sake, but is for the 
purpose of attracting from the bureau-
crats a Federal subsidy. 

So not only is it better to have in-
creasing funding coming from the pri-
vate sector, in terms of providing ade-
quate resources for the arts, but it pro-
vides the validity of which and the in-
tegrity of which I believe is much more 
to be desired. 

Let me give you an example. Na-
tional Endowment for the Arts funding 
is just a drop in the bucket compared 
to giving to the arts by private citi-
zens. In 1996, the Metropolitan Opera of 
New York received a $390,000 grant 
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from the Endowment. That is a Federal 
subsidy of $390,000. That amounted to 
less than three-tenths of 1 percent of 
the opera’s annual income of $133 mil-
lion, and it amounts to less than the 
ticket revenue of a single sold-out per-
formance. 

State and local governments out-
spend the NEA, and their funding of 
the arts has been increasing. The arts 
are a healthy industry, if you would 
call it such in this country. Employ-
ment and earnings of artists are rising. 
Art attendance is up in virtually every 
category, and the educational level of 
artists is rising, too. Ticket receipts 
for arts are rising. 

The National Endowment for the 
Arts is not operating in an efficient 
and effective manner. Let me just indi-
cate to you we have a lot of waste in 
this program. There is a lot of over-
head. There is a lot of ineffective 
spending here. The NEA is not subject, 
for example, to the Chief Financial Of-
ficers Act, the Government Corpora-
tions Control Act, or other strict ac-
counting standards. The NEA has not 
been subject to any outside reviews of 
its management or accounting proce-
dures. And—listen to this—the NEA 
has an unusually high administrative 
cost for a Government agency which 
now approaches 20 percent. 

We talked about whether or not the 
Endowment’s budget would carry fund-
ing to common, average people, wage 
earners. Twenty percent of it goes just 
to fund the salaries of bureaucrats in 
Washington, DC, who make the demand 
that politically correct art be produced 
by artists who would otherwise paint 
or otherwise provide other artistic 
work. 

We earlier learned that 20 percent of 
the budget goes to multimillion-dollar 
art agencies. So you have 20 percent 
that goes to the multimillion-dollar 
art agencies, another 20 percent that 
goes to the bureaucrats here in Wash-
ington, DC, and almost half the budget 
so far is in categories that clearly 
aren’t going to benefit people, even if 
the nature of the art produced was 
valid and had the integrity that art 
ought to have. Then you have art crit-
ics saying that the remaining 60 per-
cent is used to distort what would oth-
erwise be produced in the marketplace. 

The National Endowment for the 
Arts recently wasted millions of dol-
lars of taxpayers’ money on a failed 
computer upgrade. And according to 
the NEA’s own inspector general, a 
large percentage of grantees fail to 
document properly their use of Federal 
funds. So even when they send money 
out under the agenda of the bureauc-
racy and there are requirements there 
be documentation for the utilization of 
the funds, the NEA’s own enforcement 
office, the inspector general, says, 
‘‘Well, a large percentage of the people 
never really explain adequately how 
they use the resource.’’ 

The NEA is not operating in accord-
ance with congressional intent. Ac-
cording to its mission statement, the 

NEA is to foster the excellence, diver-
sity, and vitality of arts in the United 
States and to broaden public access to 
the arts. 

One-third of direct NEA grant funds 
go to six large cities. One-third of all 
the funds find their way to New York, 
Boston, San Francisco, Chicago, Los 
Angeles, and Washington, DC. The rest 
of the country is left holding the bag, 
having made these other locations sub-
stantial beneficiaries of the tax re-
sources of America. 

Those six cities really leave much of 
the country without. One-third of the 
congressional districts fail to get any 
direct NEA funding. We have 435 dis-
tricts. We have a lot of folks. So 140 
districts, basically, get nothing. And, 
there is a large disparity in the amount 
of funding in districts that do receive 
funding. One-fifth of the direct NEA 
grants go to multimillion-dollar arts 
organizations. I already said that. 

Moreover, the NEA continues to fund 
objectionable art, continues to do so 
despite the attempts by Congress to 
limit such funding. 

I support and I appreciate the arts. 
Anybody who spent as much time with 
his mother standing behind him 
breathing down his neck as he sat on 
the piano bench and she counted the 
music and insisted on practicing has 
developed some appreciation for the 
arts. I don’t play any of them well, but 
I manage to play three or four instru-
ments. I have had the privilege of cut-
ting a couple records and had a few 
people record songs I have written my-
self, but I never expected the Federal 
Government to come and subsidize 
what I do. Even the singing Senators 
don’t want a subsidy for what we do. Of 
course, no one, not even the National 
Endowment, would construe what we 
do as art. 

But I support the arts and I know 
that arts enrich our lives and make us 
better citizens, arts that are created 
and developed by individuals on the 
basis of their own sense of communica-
tion and not as a source of chasing 
Federal funding. 

I believe we are challenged by the 
creative efforts and the talents of art-
ists. Sometimes art doesn’t have to be 
magnificent in order to be challenging 
or inspiring. I have seen inspiring art 
by children. I have seen inspiring art 
by those who are less fortunate than 
most of us, by those who are handi-
capped, because it represented some 
sincere expression from them as indi-
viduals. That art can teach us, it can 
help us, it can shape us, and it can 
challenge us. 

No doubt, the abundance and variety 
of artistic expression in America plays 
a significant role in shaping our cul-
ture. My position in regard to elimi-
nating the NEA should not be inter-
preted as a repudiation of the arts. It 
should be interpreted as a means of 
supporting the arts. 

It must be clear that Congress should 
act pursuant only to its constitutional 
authority and not simply when Mem-

bers of this body believe that it is a 
good idea for Congress to support 
something. Amidst all the rhetoric and 
all of the accusation lies a central sa-
lient fact: that the U.S. Government is 
a profoundly poor patron of the arts, it 
is a poor judge of beauty and it is an 
even poorer judge of inspiration. If we 
had at our disposal all the money in 
the world, it would not change this re-
ality. 

Our resources should not be devoted 
toward subsidizing one kind of speech 
or expression over another, toward say-
ing your sense of creativity is superior, 
your idea is superior to another. Rath-
er, we should allow as many of those 
resources to remain in the hands of 
those who have earned them. When we 
have sought to elicit artistic achieve-
ment by governmental subsidy, accord-
ing to some of the very best critics, we 
have distorted and profoundly impaired 
the ability of artists to operate. They 
have called our impact a corrosive im-
pact on what would otherwise be art of 
greater integrity. 

With that in mind, I thank Senator 
HELMS for his eloquent statement and 
his joining me in this amendment 
which would allow the Senate to join 
the House in declining to fund the Na-
tional Endowment for the Arts. 

Mr. BENNETT addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Utah. 
Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I have 

listened with great interest to the de-
bate this afternoon, hearing inter-
esting comments by the senior Senator 
from New York who, as he said, was 
present at the creation of the National 
Endowment, hearing now this eloquent 
and well-reasoned attack on the Na-
tional Endowment by the junior Sen-
ator from Missouri, I find myself com-
pelled to make a few comments from 
my own observation that I think will 
be a little different from some that we 
have heard. 

The Senator from Missouri talks 
about distorting the arts by virtue of 
Federal involvement and Federal sub-
sidization. I can only say that is not 
what happens in my State. The main 
impact of the National Endowment for 
the Arts in the State of Utah has been 
to spread the arts; that is, make them 
available in areas in rural Utah and in 
poorer school districts where they 
would not be available otherwise. 

I find no distortion of the arts when 
a Federal grant goes to support the es-
tablishment of string quartets playing 
Bach and Beethoven and Mozart in 
areas where the people would not of 
themselves be able to sustain that kind 
of musical organization coming into 
their community. I don’t think it is a 
distortion of good art to have this kind 
of spreading effect take place in the 
rural areas of our country. 

The Senator from Missouri makes 
the point that the vast amount of fund-
ing for the arts does, indeed, come from 
the private sector and that the amount 
of Federal contribution is so small as 
to be almost negligible, and he uses as 
his example the Metropolitan Opera. 
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I would be happy to stipulate that if 

the National Endowment for the Arts 
went away, the Metropolitan Opera 
clearly would not. The Metropolitan 
Opera has the ability and the visibility 
to raise the money necessary to stay 
viable if the NEA were to disappear. 

But I stand here as a supporter of the 
NEA not because I love the Metropoli-
tan Opera. I have been to a few per-
formances. I think it is fine. I would go 
to more if I had the opportunity to be 
in New York more often. It is the Utah 
opera I am concerned about and, yes, 
the Utah opera would probably survive 
without support from the National En-
dowment for the Arts, but the fund-
raising efforts of those who put on and 
produce the Utah opera would be ham-
pered. 

The National Endowment for the 
Arts is something like a ‘‘Good House-
keeping Seal of Approval’’ put on a 
local effort which allows the people 
who are running that local effort to 
then go out and do their fundraising 
and say, ‘‘You see what we have here is 
really a class operation. It’s something 
worthy of your support, worthy of your 
private contributions. Look. It’s good 
enough that the National Endowment 
for the Arts has put their seal of ap-
proval on it.’’ 

There are organizations in Utah that 
compete heavily for that seal of ap-
proval, not because they are involved 
in any distortion of what they are 
doing for purpose of seeking a Federal 
grant. 

The Utah Shakespearian Festival, for 
example, is not going to rewrite Shake-
speare’s plays just in an effort to get a 
Federal grant. But if they can get just 
enough seed money out of the National 
Endowment for the Arts that says to 
the people of southern Utah, ‘‘The Utah 
Shakespearian Festival has arrived, 
the Utah Shakespearian Festival is a 
first-class operation important enough 
to come to the attention of the Na-
tional Endowment for the Arts,’’ they 
can then take that statement, along 
with what little amount of money that 
came along with it, and redouble their 
fundraising efforts to make sure that 
the Utah Shakespearian Festival will 
thrive. 

If I may, for just a moment, talk 
about the Utah Shakespearian Fes-
tival. It started as almost a class 
project at the College of Southern Utah 
in Cedar City for something to do dur-
ing the summer. The founder of the fes-
tival would probably be a little more 
grandiose in his description of what he 
was getting started. This was roughly 
30 years ago. It has grown to be one of 
the top five Shakespearian festivals in 
the country. People come from all over 
the country to attend it. And we have 
a marvelous, marvelous cultural expe-
rience in southern Utah as a result of 
its existence. 

Do they need money from the Na-
tional Endowment for the Arts to sur-
vive? No, they do not. But they com-
pete for the money as often as possible 
even though they are now a multi-

million-dollar operation because they 
want the seal of approval that comes 
with the recognition by a centrally lo-
cated Government agency that says, 
‘‘You are quality. You have reached 
the point where you justify our kind of 
concern.’’ 

So those who are involved in the 
Shakespearian festival are grateful to 
me for speaking out in their behalf on 
behalf of the NEA. They are not seek-
ing to distort what they do. They are 
not, as I say, rewriting Shakespeare’s 
plays so some bureaucrat will love 
them. They are simply seeking the 
credibility that comes with association 
with the National Endowment for the 
Arts. 

I have talked to school districts 
around the State of Utah. In every 
case, they have the same story to tell. 
‘‘If we can just get a few hundred dol-
lars that has the NEA seal connected 
with it attached to our program, we 
can then raise far more easily the local 
money that we need.’’ 

No, the Utah Opera will not dis-
appear. The Utah Shakespearian Fes-
tival will not disappear. The Utah 
Symphony will not disappear. Ballet 
West will not disappear. These are the 
leading arts organizations in Utah. But 
the school music programs will be 
hurt. The orchestras—they are not 
even big enough to be orchestras. The 
school musical activities that go on 
throughout rural Utah will be hurt if 
the NEA disappears. I think that is 
something to be concerned about. 

The Senator from Missouri says, 
well, the art in this country was just as 
good before the NEA as it has been 
afterward. I will not dispute that. I do 
not think the NEA has funded the cre-
ation of a new Beethoven or a new Mi-
chelangelo or a new Shakespeare. But 
it has made it possible for people to 
enjoy the productions of the old Mi-
chelangelo and Beethoven and Shake-
speare in places where they had not 
had that opportunity previously. 

Of course, in my State there is a long 
history of public funding for the arts. 
This is, as people perhaps are beginning 
to get tired of being reminded, the ses-
quicentennial of the arrival of the Mor-
mon pioneers in Salt Lake Valley; 150 
years ago this group trekked across the 
plains, came in to found what is now 
the State of Utah. And there has been 
a great deal of national publicity about 
that, a great deal of discussion about 
the difficulties and hardships that they 
went through. 

In the context of this debate, I point 
out that within weeks after their ar-
rival in the Salt Lake Valley, which 
was about as inhospitable a place as 
they could possibly have arrived, they 
put on a production of the ‘‘Merchant 
of Venice.’’ In their total poverty, hav-
ing walked across the plains, now ex-
hausted, faced with the possibility of 
starvation because they were not sure 
they could get their crops in in time to 
get any kind of a harvest before the 
winter set in, in a hostile environment 
where no crops had ever been grown be-

fore, they turned their attention to put 
on a production of the ‘‘Merchant of 
Venice’’—public support for the arts. 

You say, ‘‘Oh, that was all private 
money.’’ Well, that is true. They did 
not have any Federal money. They did 
not have any money at all. And I am 
sure it was not the most wonderful pro-
duction of the ‘‘Merchant of Venice’’ 
that has ever been put on. But they fo-
cused on the renewing, enriching cir-
cumstance of the arts. Brigham Young, 
when he arrived in the valley, planted 
his cane in the ground and said, ‘‘Here 
we will build a temple to our God,’’ es-
tablishing his first priority, which was 
worship in the manner that they saw 
fit. That is why they went there, be-
cause they were prevented from wor-
shiping the way they saw fit when they 
had been in the United States. And so 
they went to leave the United States. 
When they started out for that part of 
the world it was part of Mexico. 

But the temple was 40 years in the 
building. Long before the temple was 
built, they had built the Salt Lake 
Theater. And they were having plays. 
They were supporting the arts with 
public funds. 

We recently passed a tax increase in 
Salt Lake County for one purpose, and 
one purpose only, to support the arts— 
public funding going for arts support. 
The Utah Symphony probably would 
not survive without that tax increase. 
And there was a recognition that what 
the Utah Symphony does for the school 
children of Utah, what the Utah Sym-
phony does for the cultural atmosphere 
of the entire State of Utah, the con-
certs they give all up and down the 
State that are attended free by school-
children and others is worth public 
funding for the arts. 

That is a precedent that I think we 
cannot lose sight of when we are hav-
ing this debate here on the floor and 
saying, ‘‘The public has no business 
funding the arts. Let the private people 
take care of it.’’ 

The public has an enormous stake in 
seeing to it that the arts flourish in 
our society, that if we ever get to the 
point where our schoolchildren have no 
appreciation for Shakespeare, have no 
sense of excitement when they hear the 
‘‘Ode to Joy’’ from the last movement 
of Beethoven’s 9th Symphony, because 
they have never heard it before—oh, if 
they live in a major metropolitan area 
they will hear it, if they live within the 
sound of public radio, which some of 
our colleagues in the House want to de-
stroy as well, they may hear it—but 
there is nothing quite like hearing it 
live in your own rural community, 
maybe badly played, put on by the 
local folk, and only a few hundred dol-
lars from the National Endowment for 
the Arts that made it possible, that 
started the ball rolling, but essential, 
vital, important to the lives of all of 
us. 

The public, as a whole, has a stake in 
seeing that the arts flourish. Those 
who would cancel any kind of Federal 
participation in the arts will be send-
ing a powerful message that the public 
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in the United States wants to turn its 
back on any kind of public involvement 
in disseminating the impact of the arts 
throughout our society. 

So, Mr. President, with all due re-
spect to my colleagues for whom I have 
great personal affection who are on the 
other side of this issue, I make it clear 
that I stand for funding for the Na-
tional Endowment for the Arts. 

Out of that general statement, let me 
make some specific comments about 
the debate we are having. 

Is the National Endowment for the 
Arts the perfect vehicle for this fund-
ing activity that I have just defended? 
Probably not. There are always im-
provements that can be made in the 
bureaucracy. 

Has the National Endowment for the 
Arts funded art with which I am dis-
appointed? Absolutely. There is no 
question that the sense of outrage that 
has been raised on the floor of this 
House and the other over the years 
about some things that have been fund-
ed by money from the Federal Govern-
ment is a legitimate sense of outrage. 

Unfortunately, we have ourselves in 
the circumstance where if you are for 
the arts you almost have to stand up 
for this appropriations, in the way the 
public perceives it. And if you think 
that there is a problem, you almost 
have to be with Senator HELMS and op-
posing everything. I would hope we 
could get away from that. And I know 
there are a lot of amendments on the 
floor. 

Senator HUTCHISON from Texas has 
one that I am almost tempted to vote 
for, maybe with some tweaking I might 
be able to vote for it. I wish we could 
be in the atmosphere where we started 
out with the amendment of the Sen-
ator from Texas and said, ‘‘OK, this is 
a description of where we want to be. 
Now let’s try to work from here to-
wards solution.’’ 

But unfortunately, the matter has 
been so polarized you almost have to 
pick a side and stand on that side and 
say, ‘‘Any movement away from this 
side opens me up to misinterpreta-
tion,’’ any movement away from a 
stand for the full amount approved by 
the subcommittee that Senator GOR-
TON chairs, and on which I serve, is a 
demonstration you are not in favor of 
the public support for the arts; or, on 
the other side, any movement away 
from total elimination is a demonstra-
tion that you are in favor of filthy art. 
I do not think either of those extremes 
is accurate in the legislative situation 
in which we find ourselves. 

I would hope that in this Congress we 
would pass the bill as it came out of 
the subcommittee—I voted for it in the 
subcommittee and support it strongly 
on the floor—and then move toward a 
more reasoned or, if you will, less emo-
tional analysis of what should be the 
future of funding for the arts, what 
should be the restructuring of the Na-
tional Endowment for the Arts. 

Could we perhaps combine the Na-
tional Endowment for the Arts and the 

National Endowment for the Human-
ities in a single endowment, overseeing 
both activities, and see if we can’t 
achieve some efficiencies in adminis-
tration, that some of the same admin-
istrative functions could take place to 
support both activities, and do that in 
a much less emotionally charged at-
mosphere that seems to surround this 
debate? 

For that reason, I will support the 
amendment by the chairman of the full 
committee, Senator STEVENS, that says 
once this is all over in this appropria-
tions bill, Congress should hold some 
hearings on this issue and see where we 
really ought to go. 

But in this emotionally charged at-
mosphere that we find ourselves, I find 
that those kinds of conversations get 
lost in the rhetoric and you have to 
chose either one side or the other. The 
highly polarized atmosphere of this de-
bate is, I think, unfortunate. 

But in that atmosphere I have made 
my choice, true to the traditions of the 
State that I represent, going back 150 
years. I have decided to support public 
funding for the recognition that it is 
the spreading of the arts throughout 
all of society that is the great benefit 
of the arts. 

It is not for the elite, who sit in the 
concert hall and listen to the Metro-
politan Opera, to say, ‘‘That is a mag-
nificent operatic experience’’; it is for 
the people in the small towns of Utah, 
who sing those operatic arias, usually 
rather badly, but are nonetheless in-
spired by the experience of coming in 
contact with that which the Metropoli-
tan Opera itself helps preserve for the 
Nation as a whole. 

Would I like to have more money for 
my State out of the National Endow-
ment? Of course. What politician would 
not, but not at the expense of disman-
tling the great artistic organizations 
that are at the core of the spreading of 
art throughout our society as a whole. 

So I look forward to the passage of 
Senator STEVENS’ amendment, for the 
coming of some kind of hearings for 
the examination of the particulars of 
how we deal with this. But I repeat 
again, in the polarization that has oc-
curred here where you have to ulti-
mately say you are on one side or the 
other, I have chosen the side that I 
have been on. And I wish to make that 
clear. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I was 
particularly moved by the remarks of 
the Senator from Utah and decided I 
would come to the floor at this time 
and add my own thoughts, which are in 
support of the funding for the National 
Endowment for the Arts. 

Mr. President, support for the arts 
and the humanities, in my judgment, 
characterizes a civil society. It estab-
lishes in many respects that Nation’s 
place in history. We read so much 
about wars and politicians, but I find 
that the search for the arts is what 
really leaves the strongest impression 

about a Nation’s contribution to man-
kind. 

Throughout our Nation’s history, the 
arts have held a very valued place in 
our country. I listened earlier to our 
good friends and colleagues speak, and 
I went over to my reception room and 
lifted this volume entitled ‘‘The Art in 
the United States Capitol.’’ Would it 
not be hypocrisy for those who feel so 
inclined to no longer help the commu-
nities have their own arts, would it not 
be somewhat hypocritical for us, since 
we live in and work in this collection 
of buildings, amidst one of the greatest 
collections of art in the world, and we 
are so proud that we put this book out? 

Let me read the preface. It is 1976, 
the year of our bicentennial. 94th Con-
gress of the United States, concurrent 
resolution. 

Resolved by the House of Representatives, the 
Senate concurring, That there be printed with 
black and white and color illustrations as a 
House document, a volume entitled ‘‘Art in 
the United States Capitol,’’ as prepared 
under the direction of the Architect of the 
Capitol; and that there be printed 36,400 addi-
tional copies of such document, of which 
10,300 will be for the use of the Senate, 22,100 
copies will be used for the House of Rep-
resentatives, and 4,000 copies for the use of 
the Architect of the Capitol. 

It is a beautiful volume, Mr. Presi-
dent. I urge those who enjoy, as I do, 
these magnificent paintings in this 
great institution to get a copy, if we 
can find it for them, and place it in 
their reception room. As the visitors 
come from all across my State, and in-
deed from other States, this is the vol-
ume which they pick up and go 
through with great pride. I am aston-
ished we would enjoy what we have and 
at the same time not try to take the 
proper steps to provide for the rest of 
the country a comparable enjoyment. 

As my distinguished colleague said, 
while we may not have, thus far, with 
the NEA created a Michelangelo, per-
haps we have instilled in men to study 
his works. I often take time to go 
through our galleries and museums all 
across this country to enjoy the great 
contributions of those in our Nation 
who have placed in history this Na-
tion’s contribution to the arts. 

I feel it would be a sad contradiction 
were Members of Congress to turn their 
back on funding for the arts at the 
same time we work among this mar-
velous collection of art and buildings, 
some of the most priceless pieces of art 
work in the country and enjoyed by 
millions of visitors every day to the 
Capitol of the United States. 

The Rules Committee, of which I am 
a member, has oversight responsibility 
for these buildings and the works of art 
proudly displayed. We have a curator, a 
very knowledgeable individual with 
whom I have had many, many, enjoy-
able conversations. Each day our own 
collection is checked. Often it has to be 
refurbished. The Capitol Building itself 
is one of the finest examples of 19th- 
century neoclassical architecture, and 
it is noted in the hallways and 
throughout some 540 rooms of the Cap-
itol that there are over 677 works of 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 22:14 Oct 24, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00027 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\1997SENATE\S15SE7.REC S15SE7m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
5T

P
T

V
N

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 S
O

C
IA

LS
E

C
U

R
IT

Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES9330 September 15, 1997 
art, including portraits, major paint-
ings, statutes, reliefs, frescoes, murals, 
sculptures, and other miscellaneous 
items. 

The National Endowment for the 
Arts and the National Endowment for 
the Humanities were founded some 30 
years ago with the passage of the Na-
tional Foundation on the Arts and Hu-
manities Act of 1965. Since their incep-
tion, the NEA and the NEH have fund-
ed numerous museums, symphonies, 
and projects of historical and cultural 
significance. 

In my State, the economic wealth of 
Virginia has been the beneficiary of 
many of those contributions. 

In addition, the NEA and NEH grants 
served as a catalyst for organizations 
by assisting them in fundraising efforts 
in their own communities. 

How often have I attended these 
events. And the fact that the National 
Endowment for the Arts in Wash-
ington, DC, recognizes that this par-
ticular entity in Virginia is eligible for 
a grant has enabled them to raise addi-
tional funds. It is a force multiplier in 
the all-important work of raising pri-
vate contributions. 

Have the NEA and the National En-
dowment for the Humanities made mis-
takes? Oh, yes, Mr. President, very, 
very serious errors in judgment and 
mistakes. But show me any other de-
partment or agency of the Federal Gov-
ernment that has not likewise made se-
rious mistakes in the course of their 
history. We learn by our mistakes. I 
was here at the time a very serious 
problem arose with the National En-
dowment, and I say to my good friend 
from North Carolina—and I am privi-
leged to sit in front of his desk, a dear 
and valued friend—how properly he 
brought that to the attention of the 
American people. That was a serious 
example. But I am convinced we have 
learned from these mistakes, and they 
shall not be repeated. Fundamental 
change, nevertheless, is needed, Mr. 
President. 

In July, the Senate Labor and Human 
Resources Committee, of which I am 
privileged to be a member, had the op-
portunity to review, mark up and re-
port legislation reauthorizing the NEA 
and the NEH. 

This measure, the Arts and Human-
ities Amendments of 1997 (S. 1020) 
makes progress toward the structural 
reforms many of us believe need to be 
made. It focuses the mission of the 
agencies, while broadening the popu-
lations served. It reduces bureaucracy, 
while increasing accountability. And it 
sets in motion a process by which a 
true endowment can be established. 

This reauthorization bill represents 
the bipartisan work of the committee 
with jurisdiction. During markup, 
there were three areas of the measure 
that I believed merited the commit-
tee’s attention. I put forth three 
amendments, all of them being adopt-
ed. 

First, I expressed concern with the 
authorization levels contained in this 

bill. Given the current climate, work-
ing toward a balanced budget, which I 
support, we need to provide a realistic 
authorization level for the NEA. I of-
fered an amendment to reduce author-
ization level for the NEA from $175 to 
$105 million, which was successful. 
Granted, I recognize that permanent 
reauthorization of these agencies is un-
likely at best. But we must be real-
istic. 

I am pleased that the Appropriations 
Committee has likewise come to a 
similar level of funding. 

Second, I stated that the NEA’s advi-
sory panels need to be more geographi-
cally representative. Currently, mem-
bership on the panels is concentrated 
in two States: New York and Cali-
fornia. Again, I offered an amendment 
to ensure that no more than 10 percent 
of panel members were from one State. 
We need to ensure that America’s geo-
graphic diversity is represented on 
these panels, for it is they who deter-
mine which works are funded. 

Finally, I remain convinced that ad-
ministrative costs must be limited. 
Every dollar saved on administrative 
costs is another dollar available for 
grantmaking activities. This panel rec-
ognized that fact last Congress, when it 
favorably reported a reauthorization 
bill with a 12-percent cap on adminis-
trative expenses. We need to get to 
that level. I outline these points sim-
ply to illustrate that the reported 
measure, represents, in my view, a bal-
anced, thoughtful approach to the di-
lemma of the NEA. As I said, at the 
hearing before the Labor Committee 
nearly 2 months ago, I want to express 
my support for the arts and the main-
tenance of a national presence. But I 
also wish to express my strong support 
for a thorough review of the agency 
policy. 

The Labor and Human Resources 
Committee put forth a bipartisan con-
sensus predicted on the hearing and 
amendment process. The framework of 
S. 1020 represents a solid basis for han-
dling these issues on this bill. I hope 
that the leaders of both committees of 
jurisdiction can set forth a consensus 
that builds on the work done in the 
Labor Committee and can come to-
gether and craft a measure to be put in 
this bill that reflects and takes into 
consideration, I think, the very con-
structive considerations that have been 
offered by many of my colleagues this 
afternoon, and can put together a 
framework predicated on the founda-
tion set in S. 1020. 

I understood the desire to report 
from the Senate Labor Committee and 
from the Senate the most favorable bill 
possible from the agencies’ perspective. 
However, presenting the most realistic 
measure possible will ensure that our 
priorities are preserved. 

As a new member of the Senate 
Labor and Human Resources, I was 
pleased to work with Chairman JEF-
FORDS and other members of the com-
mittee to craft this proposal. This 
measure meets the need for structural 

reform, provides appropriate funding 
levels, and maintains our commitment 
to the arts. 

It is my hope that the work of the 
committee will be recognized and in-
corporated in the final legislation 
funding these agencies. 

One thing that this debate makes 
clear is the need for a thorough revamp 
of this process. I would support funding 
for 1 more year with the commitment 
to evaluate, through hearings before 
the Labor Committee, appropriate pol-
icy changes. It is my hope that a com-
prehensive review of Federal funding of 
the arts and the proposed alter-
natives—several of which have been of-
fered on the floor—will resolve this an-
nual debate. 

The United States is the world’s lead-
ing economic and military superpower, 
and as we enter the second millennium, 
I believe we have a special obligation 
to ensure that the arts are not ne-
glected. 

Mr. President, we are approaching 
the millennium. It would be tragic, I 
think, for the United States of America 
to begin to celebrate the millennium 
having abandoned public support for 
the arts and, yet, we in the Capitol will 
still remain in this magnificent set of 
buildings containing this magnificent 
art, which were contributions of pre-
vious generations. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Wyoming. 
Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I ask unani-

mous consent to be recognized to speak 
as in morning business. 

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

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I thank the 
Chair. 

(The remarks of Mr. ENZI pertaining 
to the introduction of Senate Resolu-
tion 122 are located in today’s RECORD 
under ‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills 
and Joint Resolutions.’’) 

THE BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 
Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, with 

all of the discussions that have oc-
curred in recent weeks regarding the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs [BIA], it 
seems that every year about this time, 
we in Congress scratch our heads and 
wring our hands over how to improve 
efficiency with this most cumbersome 
of Federal bureaucracies. I want to 
share with my colleagues an experience 
that one of my constituents recently 
had with the BIA. It deals with Hodges, 
Inc., a small construction firm with 
home offices in Sandy, UT. This is a 
case with a long and complicated his-
tory, but I want my colleagues to have 
a better understanding of what it is 
like for a small contractor to conduct 
business with the BIA. 

On June 20, 1994, the BIA awarded to 
Hodges, Inc., a contract for the renova-
tion of the Taos Pueblo Day School in 
New Mexico, in the amount of $649,541. 
According to this agreement, the ren-
ovation work was to have been com-
pleted within 120 days from July 5, 1994. 

The first problem occurred when the 
architect of the project was also se-
lected to be the contracting officer’s 
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representative [COR] creating several 
built-in conflicts of interest. When 
Hodges, Inc., the primary contractor, 
pointed out several deficiencies in the 
design, the COR unfortunately inter-
preted these comments as personal at-
tacks. Problems escalated as the COR 
visited the job site only three or four 
times, and failed to take into account 
differing site conditions, changes, and 
payment clauses of the contract. The 
COR never attempted to determine if 
the work was satisfactorily completed 
at the time of invoice preparation. 

Unfortunately, the COR and the con-
tracting officer also failed to under-
stand the significance and importance 
of issuing change orders to the con-
tractor. Numerous incidents occurred 
during the renovation when change or-
ders were issued to the contractor, di-
recting him to perform a specific repair 
and to submit a proposal for that work. 
Under the terms of the original con-
tract, Hodges, Inc., had no choice but 
to perform these tasks as directed and, 
in return, the contracting officer was 
to pay the contractor an equitable ad-
justment, covering any increased costs 
and recognize the additional contract 
performance time as a result of the di-
rected change. 

However, the BIA did not always 
agree with the invoices submitted by 
Hodges, Inc., and arbitrarily deter-
mined the amount it would pay with no 
attempt to negotiate the payment or 
understand the nature of the expenses 
incurred by the contractor. 

Mr. President, competent architects 
and engineers know that renovation of 
an existing building is frequently far 
more complicated than new construc-
tion projects. Consequently, extra care 
should be taken to ensure the accuracy 
of the contract documents. The number 
of complications during renovation of 
the Taos Pueblo Day School that can 
be traced to defects in the plans and 
specifications led to significant 
changes to the contract. Singularly, 
these defects might not have been sig-
nificant, but the considerable number 
of defects hindered the contractor’s 
ability to perform in a timely and cost- 
efficient manner. 

Throughout all the performance 
process, there was no sense of urgency 
on the part of the BIA in responding to 
several concerns raised by the con-
tractor, with delays in answering crit-
ical correspondence of up to 45 days. 
The BIA’s failure to respond to re-
quests for clarification or direction in 
a timely manner impacted Hodges, 
Inc.’s ability to perform its contractual 
obligation. By September 1994, the an-
tagonistic relationship between the 
BIA and Hodges, Inc., was so strained 
as to make any sort of amicable solu-
tion very difficult. Rather than having 
meaningful discussions to resolve the 
differences, the remaining performance 
period became a nonproductive paper 
war. 

The contract was terminated for de-
fault by the BIA on April 6, 1995. In ac-
cordance with the disputes clause of 

the contract, Hodges, Inc., appealed the 
termination for default to the Interior 
Board of Contract Appeals [IBCA] on 
June 6, 1995. In October, Hodges, Inc., 
filed a complaint with the IBCA alleg-
ing they were delayed in performing 
the contract by the BIA’s improper ad-
ministration of several contract 
clauses. Hodges, Inc., filed claims 
against the BIA in the amounts of 
$16,627.39 for improper administration 
of payments during contract perform-
ance, $82,394.53 in documenting costs 
because of equitable adjustments to 
the contract under the changes clause 
of the contract, and $573,398.28 request-
ing termination for convenience costs. 

In December, BIA agreed to a termi-
nation for convenience rather than the 
termination for default, with an effec-
tive date of April 6, 1996. On December 
12, 1996, the BIA and Hodges, Inc., set-
tled the termination for convenience 
costs with a payment due to Hodges, 
Inc., in the amount of $495,000.00. Dur-
ing the course of the negotiations the 
parties agreed that payment would be 
made by the middle of January 1997, 
the because the project was not yet 
completed by the construction con-
tractor performing on behalf of the 
bonding company, the costs that the 
bonding company incurred would be 
paid directly to them by BIA. 

To almost no one’s surprise, BIA did 
not fulfill its obligation of paying by 
mid-January. Only after my office con-
tacted the BIA in behalf of Hodges, 
Inc., and with the oversight of the De-
partment of the Interior, were pay-
ments made. The first $145,000 payment 
was received on April 2, 1997, a second 
$300,000 payment was received on April 
16, 1997, and a third $50,000 payment 
was received on May 6, 1997. All pay-
ments were made well after the con-
vened date, causing undue hardship on 
the contractor who had made arrange-
ments with its subcontractors in order 
to clear its own debts. 

Unfortunately, chapters in this 
strange saga continue to be written. 
BIA has denied the contractor claim to 
recover interest penalties owed them, 
and because the bonding company has 
not received payment from BIA for 
work beyond the conversion, they have 
been forced to withhold Hodges, Inc.’s 
performance and payment bonds with 
the Small Business Administration. As 
a result, Hodges, Inc., is limited on the 
size of contracts it can bid, hindering 
its ability to do business. 

Mr. President, this whole episode has 
escalated the cost of the renovation of 
the Taos Pueblo Day School from 
about $650,000 to $1.1 million—$500,000 
over the original amount awarded. 
That is a half a million dollars that 
could better be spent improving edu-
cation, law enforcement or housing. 
And we wonder why things don’t seem 
to be getting any better for the tribes 
over the years. 

In the coming days, we will discuss 
the future of tribal funding. As this de-
bate is conducted, I ask my colleagues 
to also keep in mind that no matter 

how funding formulas are changed, fail-
ure to force BIA to improve efficiency 
will only hinder efforts to improve con-
ditions for the tribes. A new funding 
formula administered by an old, ineffi-
cient, and unresponsive bureaucracy is 
the equivalent of putting new wine in 
old bottles. I encourage my colleagues 
to seriously consider the need to re-
structure BIA in addition to the need 
to restructure current funding for-
mulas. 

THE GRAND STAIRCASE-ESCALANTE NATIONAL 
MONUMENT 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, as my 
colleagues know nearly a year ago, on 
September 18, 1996, President Clinton 
announced the creation of the Grand 
Staircase-Escalante National Monu-
ment under the authority of the Antiq-
uities Act, declaring 1.7 million acres 
in the State of Utah as a national 
monument. The majority of the citi-
zens in southern Utah were understand-
ably distressed that they were left out 
of the designation process. Today, 
those local citizens continue to be 
alarmed by the potential negative im-
pact this designation may have on 
their counties’ economies. While we 
may not wish to reverse the Presi-
dent’s designation, we must ensure 
that the Grand Staircase-Escalante Na-
tional Monument is sufficiently funded 
and managed in a way that ensures the 
integrity of the public comment proc-
ess. 

I have included specific language in-
cluded in the committee report accom-
panying H.R. 2107 represents the first 
opportunity we have to appropriate 
funds for this monument. I would like 
to express my appreciation to the 
chairman, Senator SLADE GORTON and 
the distinguished ranking member, 
Senator ROBERT BYRD, for working 
with me to address the immediate 
needs of the monument. 

The language included in the com-
mittee report identifies $6,400,000 in 
funding for the monument. This 
amount, rather than been consolidated 
in a single line item, has been distrib-
uted among 20 different subaccounts 
within the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment’s budget under ‘‘Management of 
Lands and Resources’’ account. Be-
cause these funds are appropriated 
through so many separate budget func-
tions, it is extremely important that 
the moneys allocated for the monu-
ment be clearly listed in the report by 
line item, so that funds are not di-
verted to other agency programs. In 
order to ensure that sufficient re-
sources are available during this plan-
ning stage, the report language man-
dates that all of the funds designated 
in this bill are to be allocated to the 
Utah BLM office and the on-ground 
field office. I thank the chairman for 
his help in this matter. 

Mr. President, it is also important 
that Congress provide maximum flexi-
bility at the field office level to utilize 
these funds in most effective way. The 
report language expresses the expecta-
tion that funds will be relocated as 
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needed, with an emphasis on the provi-
sion of visitor services. On this matter, 
the committee directs the BLM to 
work cooperatively with Kane and Gar-
field Counties and the State of Utah in 
accommodating the diverse range of 
visitor expectations. The agency 
should look first to the capabilities and 
expertise of local citizens, private and 
government entities in addressing the 
issue of safety, access, and mainte-
nance of the areas visited by the pub-
lic. The two impacted counties have al-
ready signed cooperative agreements 
with the BLM outlining the goals, ex-
pectations and deliverables and defin-
ing the counties’ participation in the 
planning process. The reports I have re-
ceived of this cooperative effort have 
been encouraging. 

The committee is appropriating 
ample funds to continue the develop-
ment of a management plan and allow 
the continuation of the existing coop-
erative agreements with Kane and Gar-
field Counties. However, the committee 
has expressed that the cooperative re-
lationship must not be limited to the 
management plan, as it has been al-
ready expanded to include some short- 
range search and rescue and other re-
lated concerns. 

Mr. President, regarding the ever 
critical matter of schools, President 
Clinton assured the people of Utah that 
‘‘the creation of this monument will 
not come at expense of Utah’s chil-
dren’’ and that once land exchanges 
were underway, ‘‘the differences in 
valuation will be resolve in favor of the 
school Trust.’’ However, the committee 
rightly so, has expressed its concern 
that the Department of Interior may 
be undervaluating school trust lands 
within the monument. We have been 
very specific in our instructions to the 
BLM that this is unacceptable. 

In closing, I would like again to 
thank my distinguished colleagues, 
Senators GORTON and BYRD and their 
staff for their assistance in forging the 
directives that will guide the BLM and 
the Department of Interior in the plan-
ning and management of the Grand 
Staircase-Escalante National Monu-
ment in the next fiscal year. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that there now be a 
period for the transaction of morning 
business with Senators permitted to 
speak therein for up to 5 minutes each. 

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

THE VERY BAD DEBT BOXSCORE 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, at the 
close of business Friday, September 12, 
1997, the Federal debt stood at 
$5,415,082,668,733.48. (Five trillion, four 
hundred fifteen billion, eighty-two mil-
lion, six hundred sixty-eight thousand, 
seven hundred thirty-three dollars and 
forty-eight cents) 

One year ago, September 12, 1996, the 
Federal debt stood at $5,216,902,000,000 
(Five trillion, two hundred sixteen bil-
lion, nine hundred two million) 

Twenty-five years ago, September 12, 
1972, the Federal debt stood at 
$436,267,000,000 (Four hundred thirty-six 
billion, two hundred sixty-seven mil-
lion) which reflects a debt increase of 
nearly $5 trillion—$4,978,815,668,733.48 
(Four trillion, nine hundred seventy- 
eight billion, eight hundred fifteen mil-
lion, six hundred sixty-eight thousand, 
seven hundred thirty-three dollars and 
forty-eight cents) during the past 25 
years. 

f 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 

Messages from the President of the 
United States were communicated to 
the Senate by one of his secretaries. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 

As in executive session the Presiding 
Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations 
which were referred to the appropriate 
committees. 

(The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.) 

f 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 

The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 

By Mr. ROTH, from the Committee on Fi-
nance, without amendment: 

S. 343. A bill to authorize the extension of 
nondiscriminatory treatment (most-favored- 
nation treatment) to the products of Mon-
golia (Rept. No. 105–81). 

S. 747. A bill to amend trade laws and re-
lated provisions to clarify the designation of 
normal trade relations (Rept. No. 105–82). 

f 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. LAUTENBERG (for himself and 
Mr. TORRICELLI): 

S. 1175. A bill to reauthorize the Delaware 
Water Gap National Recreation Area Citizen 
Advisory Commission for 10 additional years; 
to the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources. 

By Mr. THOMAS (for himself and Mr. 
CRAIG): 

S. 1176. A bill to guarantee that Federal 
agencies identify State agencies and coun-
ties as cooperating agencies when fulfilling 
their environmental planning responsibilites 
under the National Environmental Policy 
Act; to the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works. 

By Mr. WARNER: 
S. 1177. A bill to prohibit the exhibition of 

B–2 and F–117 aircraft in public air shows not 
sponsored by the Armed Forces; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. ABRAHAM (for himself, Mr. 
KENNEDY, Mr. HATCH, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. 
MURKOWSKI, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. STE-
VENS, Mr. REED, Mr. GORTON, Mr. 
INOUYE, and Mr. TORRICELLI): 

S. 1178. A bill to amend the Immigration 
and Nationality Act to extend the visa waiv-
er pilot program, and for other purposes; 
read twice. 

f 

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 

The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. ENZI (for himself, Mr. ABRA-
HAM, Mr. AKAKA, Mr. ALLARD, Mr. 
ASHCROFT, Mr. BENNETT, Mr. BIDEN, 
Mr. BINGAMAN, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. 
BREAUX, Mr. BROWNBACK, Mr. BRYAN, 
Mr. BURNS, Mr. BYRD, Mr. CAMPBELL, 
Mr. CHAFEE, Mr. CLELAND, Mr. COATS, 
Ms. COLLINS, Mr. CONRAD, Mr. COVER-
DELL, Mr. CRAIG, Mr. D’AMATO, Mr. 
DASCHLE, Mr. DEWINE, Mr. DODD, Mr. 
DOMENICI, Mr. DORGAN, Mr. FAIR-
CLOTH, Mr. FEINGOLD, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, 
Mr. FORD, Mr. GLENN, Mr. GORTON, 
Mr. GRAMM, Mr. GRAMS, Mr. GRASS-
LEY, Mr. GREGG, Mr. HAGEL, Mr. 
HATCH, Mr. HELMS, Mrs. HUTCHISON, 
Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mr. INHOFE, Mr. 
JEFFORDS, Mr. KEMPTHORNE, Mr. 
KENNEDY, Mr. KERRY, Mr. LAUTEN-
BERG, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. LOTT, Mr. 
LUGAR, Mr. MACK, Mr. MCCAIN, Mr. 
MCCONNELL, Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN, 
Mr. MURKOWSKI, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. 
NICKLES, Mr. REED, Mr. ROBB, Mr. 
ROBERTS, Mr. ROCKEFELLER, Mr. 
ROTH, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. SHELBY, Mr. 
SMITH of Oregon, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. 
SPECTER, Mr. STEVENS, Mr. THOMAS, 
Mr. THURMOND, Mr. TORRICELLI, and 
Mr. WELLSTONE): 

S. Res. 122. A resolution declaring Sep-
tember 26, 1997, as ‘‘Austrian-American 
Day’’; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

f 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. THOMAS (for himself and 
Mr. CRAIG): 

S. 1176. A bill to guarantee that Fed-
eral agencies indentify State agencies 
and counties as cooperating agencies 
when fulfilling their environmental 
planning responsibilites under the Na-
tional Environmental Policy Act; to 
the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works. 

THE STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT 
PARTICIPATION ACT OF 1997 

Mr. THOMAS. Madam President, I 
come to the floor to introduce a piece 
of legislation which I will submit. It is 
called the State and Local Participa-
tion Act of 1997. 

What I would like to do, Madam 
President, is to introduce a bill that 
would provide for the opportunity for 
State, local, and county agencies to 
participate in the National Environ-
mental Policy Act [NEPA]. This bill is 
to guarantee that local agencies have 
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