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sensitivity. So it requires, on our part,
the most enormous amount of sophis-
tication and sensitivity that we are ca-
pable of giving.

So, what, then, should we do? Mr.
President, we ought to get a clear and
consistent China policy and articulate
it. I wish the President of the United
States would make a statement of
where we stand. Yes, he has stated that
we continue to adhere to the Shanghai
communique, but he needs to make
that clear. We need to understand that
Taiwan is central to this issue of en-
gagement of the largest country in the
world in population and soon perhaps
to be the largest economy of the world.
And what does that mean? It means we
need to reassure the People’s Republic
of China that we will not be a party to
unilateral declarations of independ-
ence, that the Shanghai communique,
that the Nixon doctrine, that the
Reagan communique, that the Carter
communique are still our policy and
are not subsumed and superseded by,
but are consistent with, the Taiwan
Relations Act.

At the same time, we should con-
tinue to reassure Taiwan that we will
stand behind them when it comes to
any threat of invasion; that unification
needs to be peaceful. But that is what
we have said all along. That is what
China has said all along: One country,
two systems, peaceful reunification.
Now, what is wrong with that? And
why can we not articulate that clearly?

We need to treat their leaders with
respect and dignity. As I say, they are
enormously sensitive and we fre-
quently fail to recognize that this
country, the Middle Kingdom, as it has
been historically called, has not, in
fact, been treated with the proper re-
spect and dignity.

I do not believe that most Americans
know what is going on in China in
terms of the huge—not just huge
growth, but huge strides forward that
they are making. We need to recognize
the limitations that there are on
human rights. We just cannot give a
list of demands, as much as we want to
do so. We have to recognize those limi-
tations. That does not mean we do not
continue in the strongest way possible,
that can be effective, to stand up for
human rights and dignity all over the
world, but it means that we do so in a
way that is likely to be effective.

Mr. President, if we do those things,
then it will allow us to be more firm on
the missile treaty control regime. It
will allow us to be more firm on trade.
The problem is, when you have two
carrier battle groups steaming in the
Strait of Taiwan, then to invoke sanc-
tions on trade looks like a further step
toward containment and cold war and
makes it inappropriate to take the
kind of steps on trade or MTCR that
you ought to do.

So that, in effect, by dealing with
Taiwan in a traditional way that we
should, that is to reassure all parties,
one China, two systems, peaceful reuni-
fication—to reassure all parties that
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our policy allows us, then, to be more
firm in areas that are likely to make it
effective.

We have surely made our point. The
Chinese, I submit, have made their
point, that is, they are not going to
stand for a unilateral declaration of
independence. We have made our point
with not one but two carrier groups—
not one but two carrier battle groups.
We have made that point strongly. We
have stood up for Taiwan, our friend.

Now it is time for us to be more pa-
tient, to lower our voices, to have a
greater engagement with the People’s
Republic of China, to have high level
discussions and, most of all, to kill this
very ill-considered piece of legislation.

This piece of legislation, at this sen-
sitive time, could do more than any-
thing I know to put us at odds and put
us in a position of containment and
cold war with the largest nation on
Earth.

I yield the floor.

Mr. DOLE addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate majority leader is recognized.

————————

UNANIMOUS CONSENT
AGREEMENT—H.R. 3136

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I think we
have an agreement on the debt limit
which will be coming from the House
momentarily.

I ask unanimous consent that when
the Senate receives from the House
H.R. 3136, the debt limit bill, the bill be
read a third time and passed and the
motion to reconsider be laid upon the
table, all without any intervening ac-
tion or debate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. DOLE. I further ask unanimous
consent that the following Senators be
recognized for up to 10 minutes each
with respect to the debt limit any time
during the remainder of today’s ses-
sion: Senator GRAHAM of Florida and
Senator PRYOR.

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

INCREASING THE PUBLIC DEBT
LIMIT

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, today the
Senate considers H.R. 3136, a bill to in-
crease the public debt limit to $5.5 tril-
lion. The bill would also increase the
earnings limit for all Social Security
recipients as well as provide regulatory
relief for small businesses. The regu-
latory relief package mirrors S. 942,
which passed the Senate earlier this
month by a vote of 100 to 0. As of last
night, some details of that package
were still being finalized. Senator
BoOND, chairman of the Small Business
Committee, will explain that portion of
this bill. I will focus my remarks on
the Senior Citizens’ Right to Work Act
of 1996. However, before I do that, let
me spend a few moments on the need
for the debt-limit increase.
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Earlier this year, we passed two bills,
H.R. 2924 and H.R. 3021, to provide for
temporary relief from the current debt
limit. These two bills created new legal
borrowing authority not subject to the
debt limit for a short period of time.
Today we will act on the long-term ex-
tension. According to the Congres-
sional Budget Office, this increase
should be sufficient through the end of
fiscal year 1997.

Over the past decade, many have ar-
gued against raising the debt limit,
however, let me remind my colleagues
that last fall we passed a budget that
would have achieved balance in 7 years.
That legislation would have gone a
long way to reduce the amount of debt
limit increases which are always so
painful to enact. Unfortunately, as we
all know, President Clinton decided to
veto the Balanced Budget Act of 1995.

If we fail to concur in the action of
the House, or if President Clinton were
to veto this bill, we would find our-
selves in a fiscal and financial crisis.
The Government could not borrow and
bills would only be paid out of current
receipts, leading to defaults on interest
payments and payments to contractors
as well as an inability to make all re-
quired benefit payments. These de-
faults would also lead to higher inter-
est rates.

Congress has raised the debt limit 33
times between 1980 and 1995. Many of
these increases were short-term tem-
porary extensions. It is important to
remember that the increase of $600 bil-
lion included in this bill is the third
largest increase. The largest increase
was in the 1990 budget deal and the sec-
ond largest was in the 1993 Clinton tax-
increase bill.

I hope that the Senate expeditiously
enacts this critically important piece
of legislation to preserve the full faith
and credit of the U.S. Government.

Now let me turn to title I of this bill.
The Senior Citizens’ Right to Work Act
is a big step toward providing greater
economic opportunity and security for
America’s senior citizens.

Under current law, millions of men
and women between the ages of 65 and
69 are discouraged from working be-
cause they face a loss of their Social
Security benefits. If a senior citizen
earns more than a certain amount—the
so-called earnings limit—he or she
loses $1 in Social Security benefits for
every $3 earned. The current earnings
limit is a very low amount—only
$11,520.

Mr. President, this earnings limit is
unfair to seniors and is a barrier to a
prosperous economic future of all
Americans.

For today’s seniors, the earnings
limit can add up to a whopping tax
bite. According to both the Congres-
sional Research Service and the Joint
Committee on Taxation, seniors who
have wages above the earnings limit
can face marginal tax rates over 90 per-
cent, when one factors in Federal and
State taxes.

Mr. President, that is not right.
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