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Senate
The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was

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

PRAYER

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

Lord, God, speak to us so that what
we speak may have the ring of reality
and the tenor of truth.

You have granted the Senators the
gift of words. May they use this gift
wisely today. Help them to speak
words that inspire and instruct. Keep
them from glibness—from easy words
that change little—or from harsh
words that cause discord. Enable them
to say what they mean and then mean
what they say, so that they are able to
stand by their words with integrity.
And since the world listens so carefully
to what is said here in this Chamber,
guide the Senators to differ without
denigration and communicate without
condemnation. May they judge each
other’s ideas but never each other’s
values. In this way, may the Senate ex-
emplify to the world how to maintain
unity in diversity and the bond of pa-
triotism in the search for Your best for
America. Dear God, help us to listen to
You and to each other. In Your all-
powerful name. Amen.

f

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Honorable CHUCK HAGEL, a
Senator from the State of Nebraska,
led the Pledge of Allegiance, as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

f

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING
MAJORITY LEADER

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HAGEL). The Senator from Pennsyl-
vania.

RECOGNITIONS
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, permit

me to comment about how good it is to
have Reverend Ogilvie back with us,
looking so well after his recent bout
with the doctors and the hospital, one
which he and I share. It is nice to have
Reverend Ogilvie back.

Let me compliment our distinguished
President pro tempore for opening the
Senate this morning so hale and hardy.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. I
thank the Senator very much.
f

SCHEDULE
Mr. SPECTER. On behalf of the lead-

er, I have been asked to announce that
the Senate will resume consideration
of the pending Nickles amendment on
the Labor-HHS bill regarding the So-
cial Security trust fund. It is hoped
that Senators who have filed amend-
ments will work with the bill man-
agers. What we propose to do is con-
tinue to alternate, and we are going to
seek time agreements of 30 minutes
equally divided so that we can move
ahead and complete the bill. We have
contentious amendments which are
pending on both sides. We are working
on the Republican side to try to have
these amendments considered with
very short time agreements, or reason-
ably short time agreements so that we
can proceed.

We have the obligation to finish this
bill, or at least the expectation of fin-
ishing this bill by the close of business
tomorrow. There are dinners both
Wednesday evening, this evening, and
tomorrow evening which will keep our
sessions not too long unless we estab-
lish a window, which we will have to
do. And if a window is established, that
means very late night sessions if we
are to recess from 6:30, 7 o’clock, 8:30 or
9 o’clock. That is something to be
avoided. We have culled down the
amendments, and we think we are in a
position to move ahead very promptly.

The leader has asked me also to an-
nounce that the Senate may consider

conference reports to accompany the
Agriculture appropriations bill and any
other conference reports available dur-
ing this week’s session of the Senate.

Until one or two other Senators ar-
rive, I would like to take a moment or
two to comment about another matter
of business, a very important matter,
and that is the Comprehensive Test
Ban Treaty.
f

COMPREHENSIVE TEST BAN
TREATY

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, the
President invited a number of Sen-
ators, both Democrats and Repub-
licans, to the White House last night
for dinner, including the distinguished
Senator from Nebraska, who is now
presiding. I had expressed a view pub-
licly before the dinner began that I
thought the vote on the Comprehensive
Test Ban Treaty should be deferred; it
should not be held on Tuesday. I have
stated that position because it is plain
that there are not enough votes in the
Senate to pass the treaty. I favor the
treaty. I said so publicly some time
ago. I think it is also not timely to
take up the treaty on the existing
schedule because of the complexity of
the issue.

Yesterday, the Armed Services Com-
mittee held 5 hours of hearings. I at-
tended part of them. The subject mat-
ter is very complicated. It is my judg-
ment that Senators are not really pre-
pared to vote on the matter and that
the vote may take on partisan over-
tones, political overtones, party par-
tisan overtones, which I think would be
very undesirable.

It has been reported publicly that all
45 Democrats are in favor of the treaty;
that there are only a very few Repub-
licans who are in favor of the treaty,
and that many Senators on both sides
have really not had an opportunity to
study the treaty in depth to have posi-
tions which might lead some to dis-
agree with the party position.
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It is my thinking that it would be ca-

lamitous—a very strong word, but I
think that is the right word—if the
Senate were to reject the Comprehen-
sive Test Ban Treaty. At the present
time around the world, many eyebrows
are raised because the Senate has not
ratified the treaty. But if the Senate
were to reject the treaty, then it would
be highly publicized worldwide. It
would be an open excuse for countries
such as India and Pakistan to continue
nuclear testing, which I think is very
undesirable, destabilizing that area of
the world, and give an excuse for rogue
nations such as Iran, Iraq, Libya, and
other rogue nations to test, and it
would be very undesirable.

It is a complicated issue because our
distinguished majority leader has
scheduled the vote under a unanimous
consent agreement with the minority
leader after very substantial pressures
have been building up with many floor
statements demanding a vote.

The majority leader gave them what
they asked for, and it was agreed to. It
is not an easy matter to have that
unanimous consent agreement vitiated.
Any Senator can object to the vote. We
will go ahead and schedule it. The ad-
ministration has expressed the view it
does not want to make a commitment
to have no vote during the year 2000.
The leader has propounded a substitute
unanimous consent agreement, as I un-
derstand it—I wasn’t on the floor at
the time—which would vitiate the
unanimous consent agreement on the
condition that no vote be held in the
year 2000.

The administration takes the posi-
tion if they were to agree to that, or go
along with it, that it would look as if
they were backing off the treaty and it
would be complicated for other world
leaders as to how the administration
would explain that kind of a position
when we were pressing other nations to
stop nuclear testing and to end pro-
liferation.

It may be the matter is really for the
Senate without the administration. We
set our own schedule. Perhaps a group
of Senators representing both Demo-
crats and Republicans could take the
responsibility to oppose a vote during
the year 2000.

Another idea which occurred to me
this morning was to have a vote in the
year 2000 but have it after the election
so the treaty does not become em-
broiled in Presidential politics. One of
the key Democrats expressed the view
that he would oppose considering the
treaty in the year 2000 because it would
become embroiled in Presidential poli-
tics and surely lose.

If a debate were to be scheduled by
mid-November and then a vote held in
November that could accommodate the
interests of not having it involved in a
Presidential campaign and still give
President Clinton an opportunity to
have the treaty decided upon during
his tenure as President with him being
in the position to advocate.

I make these comments because I
think with the schedule for debate on

Friday and then again on Tuesday and
a scheduled vote on Tuesday that time
is of the essence—in this case very
much the essence, not unlike that ex-
pression which has arisen in real estate
transactions—that there are very seri-
ous international implications.

I know many Senators will be fol-
lowing up on the dinner meeting of last
night by communicating with our dis-
tinguished majority leader and by com-
municating with people on both sides
to see if we can accommodate all of the
competing interests.

We are facing one of the most impor-
tant votes of our era. It will set back
arms control and nonproliferation very
substantially if this treaty goes down.
If after study and deliberation and an
adequate time for debate the treaty is
rejected, so be it. That is constitu-
tional process. But to have it go down
with the kinds of pressures to schedule
it, and a schedule which has been en-
tered into knowingly with leaders on
both sides having unanimous consent
agreements all the time, and any sug-
gestion that there is any inappropriate
conduct on anybody’s part is totally
unfounded. That is the way we operate.
But, as I view it, it is an unwise course
for the reasons I have stated.
f

DEPARTMENTS OF LABOR,
HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES,
AND EDUCATION, AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 2000

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now
resume consideration of S. 1650, which
the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
A bill (S. 1650) making appropriations for

the Departments of Labor, Health and
Human Services, and Education, and Related
Agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2000, and for other purposes.

Pending:
Nickles amendment No. 1851, to protect So-

cial Security surpluses.
Nickles amendment No. 1889 (to amend-

ment No. 1851), to protect Social Security
surpluses.

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

ator from Nevada.
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I have some

housekeeping.
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I still

have the floor.
I ask my distinguished colleague, the

assistant majority leader, if we could
propound a unanimous consent request
to consider the pending sense-of-the-
Senate resolution.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I say to my
friend, the manager of the bill, we are
going to have to do that now. It would
be appropriate if the debate started. We
are in the process of checking to see
who wants to speak against the pend-
ing amendment.

I say in response to my friend’s state-
ment earlier that we want to move this
along. The staff has worked very well
the last several days since we had our

break. We are down now to about 16
amendments, give or take a few, both
Democratic and Republican amend-
ments. We have on our side agreed. We
have time agreements on most of
ours—not all of them but most of
them. I think we can move forward on
that basis.

I also say to my friend that I saw the
Senator from Pennsylvania coming
into the White House as I was leaving
last night. I was invited down for a
meeting. I should say to my friend that
I had orange juice and some nuts. I see
that he was served dinner. That is
something I have to check into.

Mr. SPECTER. If the Senator and I
had been there at the same time, we
could have solved this problem.

Mr. REID. Over dinner.
Mr. SPECTER. The fact that I was

arriving as the Senator from Nevada
was departing led to the inability to
solve it. If we had been there together,
we would have had a very abbreviated
meeting. We could have concentrated
on dinner instead of debate.

Mr. REID. I think maybe the Sen-
ator’s great skills in debates may have
had something to do with the Senator
being served dinner and me getting by
with just orange juice and a bowl of
nuts.

Anyway, I think we should proceed
on this pending amendment and move
forward with it. If the Senator from
Pennsylvania has someone speaking on
it, we will try to get people lined up to
speak against it and try to move along
as quickly as possible.

We called some of our people to come
over and offer amendments. We could
set that aside and move on to some of
these amendments on which we have
time limits.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I
would be agreeable to setting the
amendment aside. I have secured the
agreement of the proponent of the
sense-of-the-Senate resolution, Senator
NICKLES, to 30 minutes equally divided.
It is a sense of the Senate. It does not
have the import of some of the other
amendments which involve real money
and not confederate money. The next
amendment would come from the other
side of the aisle. If somebody is ready
to offer an amendment, I would be
agreeable to setting this amendment
aside until we can reach a time agree-
ment.

Let me yield now to my colleague
from Georgia.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, it
is my understanding that several from
our side of the aisle are coming to
speak on this, and Senator NICKLES
will return at 10.

While they are assembling their
amendments, we might talk on this for
the next few minutes and then get a
time agreement with Senator NICKLES
and I for 30 minutes equally divided. He
has indicated he will do that. We have
a few minutes before they are ready to
present their amendment. We might
continue to discuss this amendment.
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