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When soldiers are really hurting because
there are no new recruits, then we are get-
ting somewhere.

Speaker PELOSI is on record as saying
that she was not behind measure 1 100
percent. I think the American people
would be interested to know what per-
centage of her support the measure is
enjoying. But at least some political
leaders in San Francisco are speaking
out about these topics and decisions
and this type of attitude toward the
American soldiers.

Regarding the school board deci-
sion—and this took a lot of courage for
him to do it, I might add—San Fran-
cisco Mayor Gavin Newsom said:

This move sends the wrong message. It’s
important for the city not to be identified
with disrespecting the sacrifices of men and
women in uniform.

Yes, it is—especially now. Do we
really need to remind people that men
and women are fighting and dying be-
cause they heeded the call of their
country? Do we need to remind people
that families are grieving?

One wonders whether these activists
understand that the only reason they
have the freedoms to dedicate their
time and energy to opposing the U.S.
Armed Forces is because of the very ex-
istence of the U.S. Armed Forces. One
wonders whether they have ever real-
ized that the Armed Forces have dedi-
cated far more of their time and efforts
to establishing and ensuring the con-
tinuation of peace rather than launch-
ing wars. And when wars are fought,
they are done so at the behest of demo-
cratically elected civilian leaders.

If they have a problem with any spe-
cific policy, they should take it up
with the civilians who made the policy,
not the soldiers doing their duty and
carrying out that policy in the service
of their country.

They certainly should not take their
frustrations out on schoolchildren who
enjoy a structured, character-building,
afterschool program such as the
JROTC program. But they believe the
program exists to trick youngsters into
joining the military. School board
member Dan Kelly says the JROTC is
“basically a branding program, or a re-
cruiting program for the military.”
Well, Mr. Kelly, if that is the case, that
the JROTC is a recruiting vehicle, then
the JROTC should enjoy the same pro-
tections military recruiters receive.
This is what I am getting to now.

San Francisco’s measure 1, which
tells all military recruiters to stay
away from schools, was only symbolic
for a reason. San Francisco banned
military recruiters in their schools for
over a decade, until the No Child Left
Behind Act was passed into law in 2001.
Under provisions of No Child Left Be-
hind, schools can only prevent military
recruitment if they are willing to forgo
their Federal funding. Unfortunately,
the JROTC is not currently included in
the recruiting program under the act.
However, as board member Dan Kelly
admits, the JROTC program was
banned simply because it was perceived
as a recruiting program.
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Let’s make that perception a reality.
Let’s amend the appropriate laws and
give the JROTC the same protection
that military recruiters enjoy. The
program, as I have illustrated, is clear-
ly a valued program in many commu-
nities. It deserves our support. The
JROTC program in San Francisco, as
well as those in communities all across
the nation, deserve our support. Sadly,
they need our protection, too.

At this time I would like to announce
that I will soon be introducing legisla-
tion to afford the same protection to
the JROTC programs as the other mili-
tary recruiters enjoy. I look forward to
bipartisan support of that program.

————

U.N. GLOBAL TAXES

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, last ses-
sion of the Congress, I introduced a
bill, along with 30 other Senators, to
prevent the imposition of global taxes
on the United States. The bill would
withhold 20 percent of our contribu-
tions to the United Nations’ budget
should the organization continue in ad-
vancing its global tax goals.

There are a lot of things they do. I
know this body is divided in support of
the United Nations. I, frankly, don’t
see a lot of good that they do. In fact,
many of the things I find offensive all
get started in the United Nations. But
the fact is, there is an effort to get out
from under any type of supervision
from any of the member states of the
United Nations.

The current efforts of the United Na-
tions—and we are talking about orga-
nizations which are trying to replace
the dues system so that we can no
longer threaten to withhold 20 percent
of our dues and come up with some
type of a global tax independent fund-
ing system so they don’t have to an-
swer to anyone. The current efforts of
the United Nations and other inter-
national organizations to develop, ad-
vocate, endorse, promote, and publicize
proposals to raise revenue by insti-
tuting international taxes are unac-
ceptable.

Last year, United Nations Ambas-
sador John Bolton summarized the
U.S. position in stating that although
the U.S. fully supports increased devel-
opment assistance, ‘‘the U.S. does not
accept global aid targets or global
taxes.”

My bill is the latest development in a
decade-long struggle against the desire
of the United Nations to implement a
global tax regime.

First, to articulate openly the U.N.’s
movement toward global taxes was
none other than Boutros-Boutros
Ghali, and that was in 1996 in a speech
he made at Oxford University in which
he hopefully embraced the consent of
global taxes and authoritarian world
government. The then-Secretary Gen-
eral expressed the U.N.’s desire not to
“be under the daily financial will of
member states.” Now, what he is talk-
ing about is the United States.

This statement warranted and re-
sulted in congressional action, and I
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cosponsored Senator DOLE’s bill at that
time—this is 1996—to prevent TU.N.
global taxes, which passed both Houses
of Congress and became law.

Our efforts were met with continued
resistance and arrogance on the part of
the United Nations. In that same year,
the concept of global taxes was fully
debated. That was after we passed our
legislation.

A little later, the U.N. Development
Programme Research Project resulted
in a push for the Tobin Tax, which is a
tax on international monetary trans-
actions to go directly to the United Na-
tions. This tax would net trillions of
dollars annually.

The 2001 Zedillo report concluded
that ‘‘there is a genuine need to estab-
lish, by international consensus, stable
and contractual new sources of multi-
lateral finance”’—world taxes.

Over the next few years, the U.N.
pushed for a tax on international arms
sales and military expenditures, taxes
on international airline tickets, taxes
on international trade through an
ocean freight tax, a global environ-
mental levy, and all other types of
global taxes.

The list goes on and on, but here are
just the most recent examples of this
movement: A 2004 United Nations Uni-
versity study on global taxation; the
U.N.’s 2005 book called ‘‘New Sources of
Development Finance’ edited by A.B.
Atkinson; a September 2005, United Na-
tions “Millennium Development
Goals’” meeting addresses international
airline ticket tax; Peter Wahl of the
German organization, WEED, says
international currency transactions
taxes are ‘‘ready,”; and International
Confederation of Free Trade Unions,
which is an affiliation of the AFL-CIO,
supports international taxes. The Clin-
ton, Ford, and Gates Foundations par-
ticipated in U.N. conferences pushing
global taxes. George Soros’s Open Soci-
ety Institute and Oxfam America met
at the “New Rules for Global Finance
Coalition.”

The U.N. is fascinated with these
global tax schemes. It would be an un-
precedented accumulation of power for
the United Nations. We cannot concede
any ground on this issue. Conceding on
even one of these initiatives will only
embolden the United Nations to go for
more.

The same rules that apply to bu-
reaucracies in the United States—grad-
ual accumulation of more and more
power and resources and coercive abil-
ity—apply to the United Nations in an
even more dramatic manner. The IRS
is a model of confidence, moderation,
and responsibility when compared to
the United Nations.

Unfortunately, the United Nations
enjoys support from another inter-
national bureaucracy which has en-
dorsed global tax efforts. It is the
Paris-based Organization for Economic
Cooperation and Development. In addi-
tion to its support of U.N. global tax
schemes, the OECD, which receives 25
percent of its budget from the United
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States, has used U.S. taxpayer money
in turn to encourage and support high-
er taxes on U.S. taxpayers.

Now, keep in mind, this is something
we are supporting, to encourage in-
creasing U.S. taxes. For these reasons,
I had the following language included
in the Foreign Operations appropria-
tions bill:

None of the funds made available in this
act may be used to fund activities or projects
undertaken by the Organization for Eco-
nomic Cooperation and Development that
are designed to hinder the flow of capital and
jobs from high-tax jurisdictions to low-tax
jurisdictions, or to infringe on the sovereign
right of jurisdictions to determine their own
domestic policies.

Of course, we know what has hap-
pened to the appropriations bills cur-
rently. It is very simple and straight-
forward. If you want to advocate for
higher taxes and global taxes on U.S.
taxpayers, U.S. taxpayers would not be
forced to foot the bill.

Let’s quickly 1look at some of the rea-
sons for this language and the case
against the OECD. The OECD has en-
dorsed and encouraged higher taxes,
new taxes, and global taxes no fewer
than 24 times in reports with titles
such as ‘“Toward Global Tax Coopera-
tion” in which the OECD identifies 35
nations guilty of harmful tax competi-
tion. I am quoting there: ‘“‘Guilty of
harmful tax competition.”

In other words, they want us to have
taxes as high as any of the other coun-
tries have.

They have advocated that the U.S.
adopt a costly and bureaucratic value
added tax, a 40-cent increase in the gas
tax, a carbon tax, a fertilizer tax, end-
ing the deductibility of state and local
taxes from federal taxes, new taxes at
the state level, and a host of other new
and innovative taxes on U.S. citizens.

It’s not only the recommending of
higher taxes which concerns us; the ul-
timate concern is the movement to-
wards undermining U.S. sovereignty.
Ecogroups such as the Friends of the
Earth want the OECD to declare that
dam building for flood control and elec-
tronic power is unacceptable as sus-
tainable energy. In May 2005, the OECD
ministers endorsed a proposal at the
UN to create a system of global taxes.

The OECD has stated explicitly that
low-tax policies unfairly erode the tax
bases of other countries and distort the
location of capital and services.

What we have here are Paris-based
bureaucrats seeking to protect high
tax welfare states from the free mar-
ket.

That’s why the OECD goes on to say
that free-market tax competition may
hamper the application of progressive
tax rates and the achievement of redis-
tributive goals. Clearly, free market
tax competition makes it harder to im-
plement socialistic welfare states. The
free market evidently hasn’t been fair
to socialistic welfare states. Well, it is
a good thing that they have the OECD
and nearly $100 million in U.S. tax-
payer money to protect them.

Noted economist Walter Williams
clearly sees the direction in which this
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is headed when he says that the bottom
line agenda for the OECD is to estab-
lish a tax cartel where nations get to-
gether and collude on taxes.

Treasury secretary Paul O’Neill sec-
onded that when he said that he was
troubled by the underlying premise
that low tax rates are somehow suspect
and by the notion that any country

. . should interfere in any other coun-
try’s tax policy.

And John Bolton argued that the
OECD represents a kind of worldwide
centralization of governments and in-
terest groups. Who do you think bears
the costs for all this? Mr. Bolton an-
swers and you probably guessed it—the
United States.

America’s proud history of independ-
ence was driven in no small part by the
desire for sovereignty over taxation
powers. In this context, it makes no
sense to relegate our sovereignty over
tax policy, in any way, to international
bureaucrats.

It’s very simple. U.S. taxpayers are
being forced to fund a bunch of inter-
national bureaucrats who write, speak,
organize, and advocate in support of
higher taxes, global taxes, and the
gradual erosion of American sov-
ereignty over its domestic fiscal poli-
cies.

If individual Americans want to give
their money to an organization which
is dedicated to raising taxes, they can.
It is called the Democratic Party. But
most Americans would be outraged to
learn that they are forced to subsidize
these types of activities with their tax
dollars.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
PRYOR). The Senator from Montana.

———

HONORING LES SKRAMSTAD

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I rise
today to pay tribute to a Montanan
who died Saturday night at his home in
Libby, MT. Libby is a small town up in
the northwest corner of my State.

Les Skramstad was not only an out-
spoken advocate for his town, which
was horribly wronged at the hands of
W.R. Grace, but he was also my friend.

I first met Les in Libby in the year
2000, shortly after news reports attrib-
uted hundreds of deaths to asbestos ex-
posure from decades of vermiculite
mining there.

We sat down in Gayla Benefield’s liv-
ing room. There were about 25 people
who were very ill. Over huckleberry pie
and coffee, the group explained to me
the horrific legacy Grace had left be-
hind. And although I had read the re-
ports and briefing papers on the situa-
tion, that was the first time I had seen
asbestos exposure up close. And, it was
gut wrenching. I will never forget it—
as long as I live.

They opened their hearts and poured
out unimaginable stories of suffering
and tragedy. I was absolutely stunned.
It was at that moment that I vowed to
myself that I'll do whatever it takes to
help Libby become whole again.
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Entire families—fathers, mothers,
uncles, aunts, sons and daughters are
all sick. Hundreds are dead.

They are bound together by one
thing: their exposure to tremolite as-
bestos, mined by W.R. Grace.

That night at Gayla’s, when I first
met Les, he watched me closely all
evening. He was wary and came up to
me after his friends and neighbors had
finished speaking.

Les said to me, ‘““Senator, a lot of
people have come to Libby and told us
they would help, then they leave and
we never hear from them again.”

“Max,” he said, ‘‘please, as a man
like me—as someone’s father too, as
someone’s husband, as someone’s son,
help me. Help us. Help us make this
town safe for Libby’s sons and daugh-
ters not even born yet.”

Les worked at the vermiculite mine
starting in 1959. He told me about the
dust he swept every day—off of three
separate floors at the mine. And al-
though company officials said the dust
was harmless, that’s what ultimately
took his life. And that dust is what has
made his wife and children sick, too.

You see, that dust was laden with
tremolite asbestos fibers. When he got
home, he would hug his wife. His kids
would jump up in his lap.

I think he was less worried about his
own fate. It was as if Les had accepted
that he was going to die. But the thing
that got to him most was that he
brought that dust home with him. He
wanted justice for his family and
friends. That night I told him I would
do all that I could. That I wouldn’t
back down. That I wouldn’t give up.

Les accepted my offer and then
pointed his finger and said to me, “I’'ll
be watching Senator.”

I knew Les would. I also knew he
didn’t have to because I had already
vowed to myself I would do all I could,
even without Les’ encouragement.

Over the years Les and I worked to-
gether to help Libby. We became
friends in the process. I counted on see-
ing him every time I went to Libby. I
have been up to Libby almost 20 times
since then. I talked to Les on the
phone. I visited him in the hospital.

Les is my inspiration in the fight to
get Libby a clean bill of health and jus-
tice for its residents. He is the face of
hundreds and thousands of sick and ex-
posed folks in this tiny Montana com-
munity.

Les—working with others in the com-
munity—became an outspoken advo-
cate for Libby. He put a personal face
on asbestos contamination. He pro-
vided a straightforward look into the
lives of people hurt by Grace and the
poisonous asbestos fibers they left be-
hind. Les was a true Western gen-
tleman. And he was very effective.

It has been 8 years since this tragedy
first came to light. We have made a lot
of progress in Libby.

We launched the Center for Asbestos
Related Diseases, which has screened
and provided health care to thousands
of Libby residents.
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