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high level of gun industry presence and
weak gun laws will continue to serve as
major suppliers for gunrunners who
traffic guns to states with tougher gun
laws—states like Michigan. We must
close the loopholes in our national
framework for firearms distribution by
among other things closing the gun
show loophole.

TRIBUTE TO THE SHANIN FAMILY

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, the
20th century story of the Shanin Fam-
ily portrays the success of immigrants
in America and the success of America
itself.

The naturalization papers of Freda
Mermorvich Shanin show that she
traveled from Lugansk, Russia and ar-
rived at Ellis Island on October 31, 1906,
with her two children, Lilli and Max,
enroute to joining her husband, Mor-
decai Shanin, in St. Joe, MO. The
Shanin Family grew with the addition
of five more children: Annie, Louie,
Rose, Albert, and Margaret. Mordecai
Shanin struggled to earn a living with
a variety of occupations including sell-
ing Singer sewing machines.

Lilli Shanin, later to become my
mother, told me about her father dying
in her arms form a heart attack in 1916
on the backstairs of the Shanin home
at 922 South Ninth Street. My grand-
mother, Bubbie Freda, told me she was
left a widow with seven children and
seven dollars. Deeply religious, proud
and independent, Freda Shanin raised
her children with the help of Lilli, who
left school to work in a tablet factory,
and the other siblings pitching in when
they became old enough to contribute
to the family’s support.

In 1917 Freda Shanin met a young im-
migrant, Harry Specter, who was buy-
ing dry goods and blankets at the
wholesale house for sales in his travels
to farms in Nebraska, Kansas, and Mis-
souri. Harry Specter asked Freda
Shanin if she had a daughter. ‘““Yes I
do”’ said the protective mother, “But
she’s too young for you.”

Harry Specter courted Lilli Shanin,
won her heart, went off to World War 1,
was wounded in the Argonne Forest,
and returned in uniform to St. Joe to
marry the beautiful 19-year-old red-
head in her resplendent white gown
carrying a large bouquet of roses. That
union produced Morton, Hilda, Shirley,
and ARLEN SPECTER, who in turn
brought Mordecai and Freda Shanin 10
great grandchildren, 25 great-great
grandchildren and 6 great-great-great
grandchildren.

The three sons, Max, Louie, and Al-
bert grew up in hard times in St. Joe
with Albert, who added a grand-
daughter to the family tree, becoming
a prosperous pharmacy owner who
spent much of his time and drugstore
medicines devoted to his ailing mother.
Annie, who wrote a book of Hebrew po-
etry in 1945, married a distinguished
chemist, Dr. Morton Kleiman, and they
in turn had Dr. Adina Kleiman, a noted
psychologist, and Dr. Jay Kleiman, an
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eminent cardiologist, who added two
more great grandchildren to the
Shanin family. Margaret ‘‘Mashie”’
Shanin married handsome Leslie Hoff-
man, who brought a truckload of wa-
termelons from the family produce
business in Waco, TX, to St. Joe. Mash-
ie added to the family tree with four
grandchildren and two great-grand-
children.

Rose Shanin left St. Joe at the age of
18 to live with her sister, Lilli, in Wich-
ita, where Rose became a high-powered
executive secretary for the Beyer Grain
Company. In 1930, at my birth, Tante
Rose intervened to save me from the
name ‘“‘Abraham’ with the suggested
“Arlen’” after the famous movie star,
Richard Arlen. Rose would later start
my brother Morton and me in the de-
velopment of our work ethics as mes-
sengers riding our bicycles all over
Wichita delivering bills of lading for
Beyer and other grain companies. Rose
married Julius Isenberg and added a
daughter and son to the growing family
tree.

Judaism has continued to be the
mainstay of the Shanin Family with
many, albeit not all, maintaining
strictly kosher homes, with a few emi-
grants to Jerusalem and Tel Aviv to
strengthen the State of Israel. The 70
descendants of Mordecai and Freda
Shanin have contributed to the values,
prosperity, and success of the United
States. Interspersed in the family tree
are Ph.Ds, LL.Ds, MDs, a Federal
judge, businesspeople, professionals,
and elected public officials.

Today, members of the Shanin Fam-
ily have assembled in Washington for a
Shanin Family reunion led by the ma-
triarchs of the family, Annie Kleiman
and Rose Isenberg and Joyce Specter,
who were privileged to meet with the
President today. The entire family vis-
ited the White House, the Senate, the
Washington Monument, the Jefferson
Memorial, the Lincoln Monument,
President Kennedy’s gravesite, and the
Secret Service headquarters.

America is the spectacular story of
immigrants who have come in search of
freedom and opportunity who have con-
tributed so much. The Shanin Family
is typical of the great contributions by
immigrants, who, along with native
Americans, have made the United
States the greatest country in the his-
tory of the world.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, | wanted to
say this to the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania. Not only is he proud of his fam-
ily, but certainly they should be proud
of him. He has rendered great service
to the State of Pennsylvania and to
this country. Even though we are in a
real quandary for time here, every
word he said | appreciate very much. |
understand the pride he expresses in
his family, as they should in him.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, | be-
lieve it is probably the case, although
we are not supposed to mention such
things on the floor, that the family
may be present. 1 welcome them and
congratulate the Senator on such a
fine progeny.
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Mr. SPECTER. | thank my col-
leagues for their very kind remarks.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, | join my
colleagues and say to the Senator’s
family what pride they should take in
you. | know of no Senator that has had
a more positive affect on the work of
the Senator than Senator SPECTER. |
am proud of him.

Mr. SPECTER. | thank my col-
leagues from Delaware for those very
generous comments.

FUNDING FOR THE ARTS IN
SOUTH DAKOTA

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, |
would like to briefly express my full
support for the funding contained in
the fiscal year 2001 Interior Appropria-
tions bill for the National Endowment
for the Arts (NEA). Yesterday, | joined
72 of my Senate colleagues—Repub-
licans and Democrats alike—in defeat-
ing an effort to cut the NEA’s budget.
The funding level approved in the Sen-
ate version of the Interior Appropria-
tions bill is $7 million above that ap-
proved by the House of Representatives
and represents a modest increase from
last year’s budget.

Opponents of the NEA claim that it
simply subsidizes a small number of
wealthy people in the big cities. The
truth is that the NEA supports public-
private art projects that benefit mil-
lions of people across our country;
young and old, rich and poor, rural and
urban. One needs to simply look at the
NEA'’s role in South Dakota to see how
a small percentage of our tax dollars
improve the lives of entire commu-
nities in our state.

Last year, South Dakota received
over $630,000 in grants from the NEA.
That equates to nearly one dollar for
every resident of our state. NEA grants
are coordinated by the South Dakota
Arts Council, and this successful fed-
eral-local-private relationship supports
programs like the L. Frank Baum Oz
Festival in Aberdeen. NEA funds were
instrumental in getting the Wash-
ington Pavilion of Arts and Sciences
constructed in Sioux Falls. In fact, the
Black Hills Community Theatre and
the Black Hills Symphony Orchestra
provide year-long entertainment as a
direct result of NEA funds. Residents
of Brookings benefitted from NEA
funding of the Brookings Chamber
Music Society, the SDSU-Civic Sym-
phony, and the Prairie Repertory The-
atre. Restoration of the Historic
Homestake Opera House in Lead has
been supported through the NEA. In
Pierre, NEA funds have allowed the
Capital City Children’s Chorus to en-
tertain area residents. Vermillion’s
historic Shrine to Music Museum re-
ceives NEA support for its annual pro-
grams, and Watertown’s Symphony Or-
chestra and Town Players theater
group also received NEA funds this
past year. | just returned from attend-
ing a performance of ‘‘Spiritscapes’”, a
South Dakota cantata, at the Sioux
Falls Washington Pavilion which was
financed in part by the NEA.
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However, it isn’t just the larger cit-
ies in South Dakota that benefit from
NEA funding. Last year, the South Da-
kota Arts Council funded over 220
weeks of Artists-In-Schools residencies
conducted by professional artists at
schools and other educational institu-
tions throughout our state. Some of
the communities that benefitted from
the annual Artists-In-Schools program
include: Arlington, Batesland, Belle
Fourche, Beresford, Box Elder, Bran-
don, Buffalo, Canton, Castlewood,
Cavour, Centerville, Chester, Clark,
Doland, Emery, Fairfax, Faulkton,
Garretson, Gettysburg, Harrold, Hart-
ford, Hitchcock, Huron, Kadoka,
Kimball, Leola, Madison, Martin, Mis-
sion, Mobridge, North Sioux City, Pied-

mont, Pollock, Porcupine, Revillo,
Sisseton, Tyndall, Valley Springs,
Wakonda, Waubay, Webster, White
River, Wilmot, Woonsocket, and Wor-
thing.

I am pleased to note that NEA funds
have been essential in helping to cul-
tivate art on South Dakota’s Native
American Reservations. Federal funds
have supported arts education at the
Tiospa Zina Tribal School, the St. Jo-
seph Indian School, the HVJ Lakota
Cultural Center, Lower Brule Elemen-
tary School, and throughout the
Wounded Knee School District. The
Northern Plains Tribal Arts festival
has also grown into the region’s pre-
miere Native American art show and
market, in large part to NEA funding.

The total NEA budget amounts to
one one-thousandth of one percent of
the federal budget. I believe that this
extremely modest investment in the
NEA is overwhelmingly well spent,
thanks to the leadership and creativity
of those within the South Dakota arts
community. While | am pleased that
the Senate was able to once again fight
off an attack on the NEA, | hope that
we will soon be debating expansion of
this federal-local-private partnership
with a proven record of success in
South Dakota.

FOREIGN DEVELOPMENT AID

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, since the
end of the Second World War, the
United States has provided billions of
dollars in development assistance
worldwide—foreign aid. The goal of
that aid has been to bring recipient
countries out of poverty.

That is an admirable goal, but in
those 40 years, aid has failed to even
come close to meeting it.

The most telling regional example is
sub-Saharan Africa, home to the great-
est number of aid recipients. The coun-
tries of the region have received over
$200 billion in aid from donors since
1980 and $27 billion from the United
States alone in the past 40 years.

As a percentage of Gross Domestic
Product, the average of current aid re-
cipient countries in the region far ex-
ceeds that of the beneficiaries under
the Marshall Plan—the intellectual
basis for modern development aid pro-
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grams and a resounding success for re-
cipients and donors alike. Those per-
centages are 13.2 percent to 2.5 percent,
respectively.

Yet almost every country in Africa
that has received aid—some of them
since the early 1960s—are no better off
now than when they began an aid pro-
gram. Some are considerably worse off
than at any time since their independ-
ence. Clearly, no positive link exists
between foreign aid—even massive
amounts of foreign aid—and bringing
recipient countries out of poverty and
off dependence on foreign donations.

We must come to the uncomfortable
but obvious conclusion that, although
very well intentioned in most cases,
aid has neither ended poverty on a rea-
sonable scale nor has it supported our
policy goals.

But why such a difference in results?

The World Bank itself has concluded
that development aid can be effective
only in an environment of sound eco-
nomic policies and good economic man-
agement. Economic freedoms, rule of
law, and governmental and regulatory
transparency are essential elements in
providing an environment in which aid
can reasonably be expected to promote
economic growth.

While many internal and external
factors contribute to poverty and qual-
ity of life for the people in recipient
countries, the governments of those re-
cipient countries determine the degree
of economic freedom, economic man-
agement, and regulatory and trans-
parency which dictate whether devel-
opment assistance can reasonably be
expected to help promote sustained
economic growth.

Foreign assistance can improve the
lives of individual recipients and insti-
tutions to which it is directly applied,
unless it brings about necessary
changes in the bigger picture, the econ-
omy and welfare of the recipients will
not change on a nationwide scale to
any meaningful degree.

Recipient countries which do not pro-
vide economic freedom, sound manage-
ment, and regulatory transparency do
not provide an environment where de-
velopment assistance can be expected
to eliminate poverty and promote eco-
nomic growth. In some cases, it can
even constitute a ‘“‘moral hazard,”
where it weakens pressures for nec-
essary changes by supporting institu-
tions or governments that should oth-
erwise be allowed to collapse and clear
the way for real reform.

Thus, the provision of development
assistance into unreceptive environ-
ments does not promote United States’
interests nor the people of recipient
countries’ welfare. Those efforts and
funding would thus be more effectively
committed elsewhere, or to programs
which, over time, will help the in-
tended beneficiaries (the citizens of the
countries) change their governments
and other factors that contribute to
the perpetuation of poverty and sup-
port American goals of democracy, eco-
nomic development and peaceful coex-
istence.
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Congress must be frank and recognize
that well-intentioned aid has not
worked, and that special interests and
those who depend on aid programs for
contracts and employment are a great
barrier to necessary change.

In recognition of the fact that for-
eign development aid has not reduced
poverty and has not made reasonable
progress toward America’s goals over-
seas, | will today introduce legislation
which aims to end our spending on pro-
grams which, over 40 years, have
achieved too little.

The legislation directs the Secretary
of State to establish an index of recipi-
ent countries which evaluates their de-
gree of economic freedom. The index
will be based on trade policy, including
the level of tariffs and other barriers to
foreign goods and services as well as
the extent of corruption in their cus-
toms service; taxation policy, includ-
ing individual and corporate earnings
tax rates; the degree of government
intervention in the economy; the coun-
try’s monetary policy; the degree to
which the recipient country allows for-
eign investment, including foreign
ownership of business, land, etc., and
the extent to which it allows the inves-
tor to use the earnings outside the
country; the recipient country’s bank-
ing policies; whether the country has
price controls; the degree of property
rights and rule of law and whether the
government retains ‘‘rights’” to seize
property without just cause and due
process; the regulatory environment
and whether it is just and truly de-
signed to protect consumers, the envi-
ronment, and economic freedom; and
the state of the black market and the
response by the recipient government.

The index will rate economic freedom
for each country and sets a timetable
to phase out or terminate accordingly
to governments who do not provide a
free environment for economic develop-
ment. It is constructed to provide in-
centives for reform and ends support
for the undemocratic and predatory
governments which often benefit from
our assistance.

In addition, Mr. President, the Sec-
retary will also have to provide a de-
scription of the total amount of assist-
ance the country receives from all for-
eign sources; the total revenues from
all sources; the total of its own reve-
nues each recipient government spends
on eliminating poverty; and the total
they spend on military expenditures
and whether a legitimate security
threat warrants them. From this and
the index, Congress will be able to
clearly judge the viability of countries
as recipients and the degree to which
the recipients share our priorities in
combating poverty.

This legislation will allow for a de-
gree of honesty about heavily defended
aid programs. It will allow Americans
to use those resources for other na-
tional priorities we know to be effec-
tive, or to simply relieve the burden on
taxpayers overall. It will set the stage
for testing new strategies to combat



		Superintendent of Documents
	2025-10-21T02:32:17-0400
	Government Publishing Office, Washington, DC 20401
	U.S. Government Publishing Office
	Government Publishing Office attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by Government Publishing Office




