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SENATE—Monday, July 29, 1991

The Senate met at 11:30 a.m., on the
expiration of the recess, and was called
to order by the President pro tempore
[Mr. BYRD].

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
prayer will be led by the Senate Chap-
lain, the Reverend Dr. Richard C. Hal-
Verson.

Dr. Halverson, please.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, the Reverend Richard
C. Halverson, D.D., offered the follow-
ing prayer:

Let us pray:

Righteous God, the Word of Jesus
concerning the source of evil provides a
penetrating insight into human nature:
“* * * those things which proceed out
of the mouth come forth from the
heart; and they defile the man. For out
of the heart proceed evil thoughts,
murders, adulteries, fornications,
thefts, false witness, blasphemies.
* * *_Matthew 15:18, 19.

We take our intellects more seriously
than the deeper drives within us. We
think much about advancing our
knowledge, very little about maturing
the heart. Yet, as we hear these words,
we know instinctively they are right.
The evil we say or do is born from
within us.

Patient God, give us grace and wis-
dom to pay more attention to our con-
science that we may appropriate the
gracious gift of the Holy Spirit who is
able to generate within us “* * * ]Jove,
joy, peace, patience, gentleness, good-
ness, faith, meekness, temperance
* * % _Galatians 5:22, 23.

Help us to see ourselves as You see us
and to allow Your Spirit to do His
work in our hearts.

In His name who said, ‘‘Blessed are
the pure in heart.”” Amen.

———
RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
majority leader is recognized under the
standing order.

FIFTH ANNIVERSARY OF
TELEVISED SENATE PROCEEDINGS

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, today
marks the fifth anniversary of tele-
vision coverage of Senate proceedings
on a full-time basis. Since July 29, 1986,
Americans have had the opportunity to
watch gavel to gavel proceedings of the
U.S. Senate on television.

The successful effort to bring live
televised Senate proceedings into

(Legislative day of Monday, July 8, 1991)

American homes began with the work
of then-Majority Leader Howard Baker
of Tennessee.

In January 1981, Senator Baker intro-
duced legislation to provide for the
broadcast of Senate proceedings.

That set the stage for 5 years of de-
bate.

In 1986, after several prior attempts,
the Senate, under the leadership of
Senators BoB DOLE and ROBERT BYRD,
approved this legislation.

The legislation took the form of a
two-step trial process—first, to make
broadcasts available only to House and
Senate Office Buildings. A month later,
public broadcasts began on a trial
basis.

Finally, after these trial periods were
deemed successful, the Senate, by a
vote of 78-21, approved permanent tele-
vised coverage of its proceedings.

The 5 years of debate that preceded
television broadcasting explored vigor-
ously the changes that the medium
might bring to Senate proceedings. But
in a larger sense, those debates also ex-
plored the changes that the passage of
time had already brought to the insti-
tution.

Modern communications, the modern
Federal Government, and the demands
of both have made the Senate different
from the institution it was when it
first convened 200 years ago.

Today, the demand for public ac-
countability and open proceedings can-
not be denied. No institution that
wishes to preserve its credibility can
deny the right of those on whose behalf
it functions to see how it functions.

Americans, both as citizens and con-
sumers, expect to know how the insti-
tutions of government work. They ex-
pect to be able to hold those institu-
tions and the people in them to ac-
count.

American democracy, as a result,
today includes pressures and demands
undreamt of by the Founders of our
system. But the ability of our institu-
tions to meet the changing demands of
the people demonstrates, yet again, the
genius of the system they created.

The televising of Senate proceedings
is only a small part of this process of
change and growth. But this anniver-
sary marks a significant step in a
broad process that deserves to be
noted.

In that connection, I also wish to
commend the private industry efforts
which are part of the process by which
the operations of the Congress are
brought to the home screens of the peo-
ple.

C-SPAN, the privately funded net-
work which carries both House and
Senate broadcasts on separate cable
channels, reflects the unique kind of
private and public relationship which
our system nourishes. C-SPAN stations
provide more than 54 million Ameri-
cans with the ability to watch their
legislature in action.

Television is now a permanent fix-
ture in Congress. I hope through this
medium Americans continue to be edu-
cated about the legislative process.

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I re-
serve the remainder of my leader time,
and I reserve all of the leader time of
the distinguished Republican leader.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, the time of the two lead-
ers will be reserved.

THE JOURNAL

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, am I
correct in my understanding the Jour-
nal of the proceedings has been ap-
proved to date?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Chair will state it has not been ap-
proved.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Journal of
the proceedings be approved to date,

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under
the order, there will now be a period
for the transaction of morning busi-
ness, not to extend beyond the hour of
12 o'clock noon, with Senators per-
mitted to speak therein for not to ex-
ceed 5 minutes each.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
absence of a quorum having been sug-
gested, the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

FORCING ISRAEL TO GIVE UP
LAND FOR PEACE IS WRONG—
ADDRESS BY JAMES W. NANCE,
U.S. NAVY ADMIRAL, RETIRED

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, one of
my countless blessings during my near-
ly three score and 10 years on this
Earth has been my lifetime friendship

® This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor.
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with Bud Nance, now a distinguished
and brilliant retired Navy admiral. Ad-
miral Nance now lives in McLean, VA.
But both he and I are ‘““Monroe boys"
even though we are neither boys nor do
we now live in Monroe, NC.

I think both of us were adults before
it even occurred to me that his name is
not Bud Nance. It is James W. Nance. I
have many inspiring memories of Bud
Nance, but if I had to pick the one that
was the most inspiring, it was the day
that he completed his tour of duty as
skipper of an aircraft carrier, the
U.S.8. Forrestal, and in a ceremony at
Norfolk turned over the command of
that enormous ship to his successor.

Mrs. Helms and I were there to pay
our respects to a fine American, a true
patriot with whom I walked to gram-
mar school in Monroe years ago. Even
as a little boy, Bud Nance already had
the traits of character that signaled a
certainty that he would be a decent,
constructive, and courageous Amer-
ican. He is all that and more.

Bud Nance and I visit together fre-
quently, in person and by telephone. A
few months ago he mentioned in pass-
ing that he was preparing a speech that
he had been requested to make about
Israel.

Mr. President, some may wonder why
this native of Monroe, NC, who is
Scotch Presbyterian, a distinguished
Navy admiral who describes himself as
‘‘an  ultraconservative southerner,”
this deeply thoughtful citizen who in-
sists that he “‘feels no special relation-
ship toward any country except the
United States’”—why would Bud Nance
be asked to speak on the State of Is-
rael? It is a good question.

Mr. President, I will tell you why.
Bud Nance, because of his career in the
Navy, knows the Middle East like the
back of his hand. But more important,
Bud Nance is a deeply committed
Christian and a student of the Holy
Bible.

Bud told me about his speech, and I
asked him to send me a copy of his re-
marks, which he did. After I had read
it, the thought occurred to me that his
conclusions about the Middle East
peace process, now being pressed by
Secretary of State Baker, should be
made available to Senators and all oth-
ers who read the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD.

For that reason, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the text of the
recent address by Navy Adm. James W.
Nance be printed in the RECORD.

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

When we talk today about Middle East
peace and security, we accept as facts:

(1) We must solve the Arab-Israeli problem.

(2) We must solve the Palestinian problem.

(3) The only way we can accomplish the
first two objectives is for Israel to give up
land for peace.

We automatically accept these things as
being factual because the self-styled experts
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in the Administration and many in Congress
repeatedly tell us they are facts.

To assess these ‘‘facts” from a military
standpoint, Dr. Churba looked around for
someone with no emotional involvement in
the region—a Scotch Presbyterian, an ultra-
conservative Southerner, someone who feels
no special relationship toward any country
except the United States.

In essence, this is the reason Dr. Churba
asked me some months ago what I thought
of the “‘facts’ used in the Middle East peace
process now being orchestrated. In short, Dr.
Churba wanted an unbiased, unencumbered
assessment, and that is what I hope I have
done.

In looking at the problem, I started right
at the birth of the present state of Israel. On
November 29, 1947, the United Nations ap-
proved the partition of the British Mandate
of Palestine. The Arab states unanimously
rejected this action.

Upon the withdrawal of the British and the
establishment of Israel as a free state on
May 14, 1948, the armies of five Arab nations
invaded the new Jewish state on all fronts.
The Jordanian army conquered the area on
the western side of the Jordanian River
which was later to be identified as the West
Bank.

This area remained under Jordanian rule
for 18 years until the Six Day War in 1967.
(Incidentally, this annexation by Jordan was
recognized by only two nations in the
world—the U.K. and Pakistan. It was even
opposed by the Arab League.) Isn't it inter-
esting that the West Bank was never referred
to as ‘“‘occupied territory' until Israel took
it back from Jordan in 1967 after the Six Day
War? The question arises, if it wasn't “occu-
pied territory" when Jordan had it, why is it
now?

When we look at Israel, what are we really
talking about? How big is that place? Rel-
atively speaking, we know that West Ger-
many is about the size of Ohio, East Ger-
many is about the size of Indiana, Estonia
the size of Delaware, Lithuania about the
size of West Virginia, Poland about the size
of New Mexico.

So how big is Israel? The entire state of Is-
rael—including the West Bank, the Gaza
Strip, and the Golan Heights—is smaller
than the gunnery range at Nellis Air Force
Base. On this land, we have jammed 4% mil-
lion people. Israel expects a million more im-
migrants within the new few years.

In relation to its size, Israel has the long-
est border that it absolutely must defend of
any country in the world. With its pre-1967
borders or without the West Bank, Israel is
only 9 miles across at its center close to Tel
Aviv.

This is scarcely more than the distance
from the Pentagon to Mount Vernon. A mod-
ern tank can traverse this distance in about
15 minutes. (In airplanes I have flown, it is
impossible to make a standard rate turn at
altitude and remain within the boundaries of
Israel at this point.)

With the West Bank included, Israel is ap-
proximately 40 miles across at its mid-point.
The City of Atlanta is more than 40 miles
across. In this thin strip of Israel, running
along the coast west of the West Bank, we
have % of Israel’s Jewish population and 3
of their industry.

Now let's look at each of the occupied or
disputed territories. If Israel went back to
its pre-1967 borders, it would have to return
the Golan Heights to Syria. Before the Six
Day War in 1967, I went to a kibbutzim just
at the foot of the Golan Heights. With bin-
oculars, I looked up at Syrian tanks and ar-
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tillery. Since I knew at that distance the
Syrians could not tell a Gentile from a Jew,
I was very uncomfortable.

The wvalidity of my discomfort was well
demonstrated in the war in 1973. In this war,
hundreds of Syrian tanks succeeded in
breaching the Israeli lines of defense because
they had shelled and struck from the high
ground. Israeli troops were pushed to within
12 miles of the sea in this, one of the wider
parts of the country. Without the Golan
Heights, the vulnerability of the northeast
flank of Israel would be multiplied and the
loss of Israeli lives in defending the area
would also be multiplied.

Despite its relatively small size, the West
Bank is the prime strategic defensive real es-
tate in the area. Without the West Bank,
most of the major population and industrial
centers of Israel are easily within artillery
range.

Obviously, the major strategic advantage
of the West Bank to Israel is that it is a nat-
ural barrier to any attack on Israel from the
east. The Judean Mountains and Samarian
Ridge that run down the north-south axis of
the West Bank afford complete domination
of the area. Any attacking army from Jor-
dan would have to cross the Jordan River,
which is fordable in a tank in only a few
places. In addition, any attacking army
would have to climb from the lowest point
on earth (at the Dead Sea) and the rift valley
that runs along the Jordan River to the 3000
foot elevation of the West Bank Mountains.

With the West Bank, the Israelis have one
of the world’s best natural tank and armored
vehicle traps. As contrasted to the eastern
slopes of these mountains, which are very
steep, the western slopes fall gently down to
the heart of Israel. The kibbutzim and settle-
ments that the Israelis have now, and the
new ones being located on the West Bank,
are all strategically located to give advance
warning of attacks, allowing more time for
Israel to mobilize its reserves, thereby in-
creasing Israel’s security.

Incidentally, over 40 percent of the water
Israel has comes from underground aquifiers
in the West Bank.

With the West Bank in Israeli hands, the
border with Jordan is less than half what it
was before. There are now 750,000 Palestin-
ians living along the western slopes of the
West Bank. During the years that Jordan oc-
cupied the West Bank, 382 terrorist actions
were carried out from the area. This area
helps offset the Arab’s high numerical ad-
vantage in manpower, tanks, planes, and ar-
tillery.

The Gaza Strip is much less a strategic re-
guirement to the security of Israel than the
West Bank. However, before 1967, Israeli
counterterrorist border patrols had four
times the distance to cover than they have
today—183 miles compared to 456 miles. Dur-
ing the period of 1949 to 1956, in a T-year pe-
riod, 460 terrorist attacks were launched
against Israel from the Gaza Strip by some
of the 480,000 Arabs living there.

As I studied the Mid-East and Israeli secu-
rity, there were certain facts that stood out
and dominated my conclusions:

(1) Israel must win any war it fights. Ger-
many, Japan, France, England, Iraq, Egypt,
and almost every other country in the world,
have lost wars and survived. But if Israel
loses a war to the Arabs, Israel will no longer
exist. The Israelites lost a war 2,000 years
ago and they were scattered all over the face
of the earth. With the ability to kill that is
possessed today, if the Israelis lost, there
would probably not be any Israelis to scat-
ter. This very fact alone makes it more log-
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ical that the Israelis will use nuclear weap-
ons as one of several miracle cures in order
to solve their problem and preventing a loss.
It also makes it more logical that Israel will
engage in a preemptive strike if they per-
ceive that conditions of war are imminent.

(2) In studying this problem, I bought a
copy of the Koran. I have read its 114 books,
or chapters, twice in the hope that I could
find something that would give me the slim-
mest belief that there can be peace between
the Arabs and the Israelis. I also studied the
19 events that are listed as the major hap-
penings in the life of Muhammad from his
birth in 570 A.D. to his death on June 8, 632
A.D.: His mother's death, his marriage, his
victories in converting the Arabs to the
Islam religion are all listed. In addition,
three of the major events for Muhammad
were when the Jewish tribe of Al-Nadhir was
crushed and defeated in 626 A.D., when the
Jewish tribe of Qurayzah was raided and de-
feated in 627 A.D., and when the Jews of
Khaybar were put to the sword in 629 A.D.
Three of the 19 major events in Muhammad’s
life were when he slaughtered Jews. I do not
believe the Arab-Israeli dispute is over
land—land won't solve the problem. It is
much deeper than that. It dates back to
Abraham. The problem will not be solved by
anything material.

(3) There are too many people involved in
the conflict—especially the PLO, who do not
want the problem to be solved. They make a
living out of the conflict. This is obvious
from the fact that whenever the peace proc-
ess starts showing progress, a terrorist at-
tack will occur. A case in point is the four
Israeli women who were stabbed to death re-
cently when Jim Baker went to Israel., As
Abba Eban said, they never miss an oppor-
tunity to miss an opportunity. Another point
of interest is that far more moderate Arabs
have been killed on the West Bank by PLO
death squads than have been killed in con-
flicts with the Israelis. The radicals simply
won't let the moderates make any peace
headway.

There is simply no doubt that Israel would
give up a significant amount of its security
if the Israelis leave the disputed territories.
With this in mind, I looked at the situation
and asked myself, “What would we in the
United States do if we were in their posi-
tion?" Now let’s suppose the Russians made
some claim to Florida, Georgia, Alabama,
and Louisiana. That would be comparable to
the Palestinians’s claim to the West Bank.
What would be our reaction if we were told
we would have to get out and the Russians
were going to occupy these states? Do I need
to give you an answer?

Now we are being told by many of our self-
styled experts that the Middle East is really
a peaceful, tranquil, wonderful area. How-
ever, there has been a temporary 2,500-year
interruption to all this peace with turmoil,
terrorism, mayhem, and war. As I said
though, this is only a temporary 2,500-year
interruption. The experts are telling us if we
could just get those Jews out of the Golan
Heights, out of the West Bank, and out of the
Gaza Strip, we could have peace again. I had
trouble figuring this out since we didn't have
peace when there was no Israel. There was
more fighting and unrest when Israel was not
in the disputed areas than there is now. Why
would giving up the disputed areas give us
peace we have not had for 2,500 years?

Because of time constraints, my conclu-
sions are only a brief summation. However, 1
can find absolutely no logical reason for Is-
rael to give up one inch of the disputed
areas. Quite to the contrary, I believe if Is-
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rael were to move out of the Golan Heights,
the West Bank, and the Gaza Strip, it would
(1) increase the instability in that area; (2)
increase the possibility of war; (3) increase
the necessity for Israel to preempt in war; (4)
increase the possibility nuclear weapons
would have to be used to prevent an Israeli
loss; and (5) increase the possibility the
United States would have to become in-
volved in a war in the area.

Short of a complete disestablishment of Is-
rael, giving up land will have no lasting ef-
fect on peace in the area. And even that
could be questioned.

It is not in the United States’s best inter-
est to have Israel leave the disputed areas
and we should not put pressure on Israel to
do so. We do not have to solve the Arab-Is-
raeli conflict because we can't. We do not
have to provide the Palestinians a homeland.
And Israel does not have to give up land for
‘“‘peace’’ because it would do no good.

THE REMARKABLE RAY BROOKS:
LAST OF “FLYING ACES" OF WWI

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, last week
I was saddened by the news that
reached me belatedly of the death of
one of America's heroes—a man whom
I never met but whom I nonetheless
considered a dear and personal friend.

Capt. Arthur Raymond Brooks was 95
when he passed away on July 17. I be-
lieve it is correct to identify Ray
Brooks as the last surviving flying ace
of World War I. He became a hero of
mine when I learned that in 1918 he was
one of the fine young Americans who
dared to fight the first war in history
in which airplanes were used in com-
bat.

A newspaper account says that at age
22, Captain Brooks was a fighter pilot
with the 139th and 22d Aero Squadrons.
He participated in 12 aerial battles and
was credited with 6 kills from June to
October 1918.

Mr. President, I will speak further
about Captain Brooks in a moment,
but first I perhaps should mention how
I became familiar with him and the
other surviving flying aces of World
War 1.

One of my good friends in North
Carolina is John Kent, a former chief
pilot with United Airlines. John is now
retired and lives in Durham. For many
years, John Kent kept in touch with
those flying aces—writing to them, vis-
iting with them, and doing thoughtful
things for them. In early 1984, John
just casually mentioned the flying aces
to me and furnished a list of their
names and addresses.

One day in the late summer of 1984,
John Kent told me that there was to be
a convention of surviving flying aces
right here in Washington. John re-
marked what a wonderful thing it
would be if those old gentlemen could
be invited to the White House. When I
next met with President Reagan, I told
him about these elderly gentlemen and
their upcoming convention. I did not
even have to suggest to the President
the possibility of inviting these gentle-
men to the White House.
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The President, as a matter of fact,
made a note of it, stuck it in his pock-
et, and on October 18, 1984, down they
went, these seven, I think it was, sur-
viving flying aces. They went to the
White House to visit their President.

President Reagan later told me that
it was one of the most emotional
things that had ever happened to him.
“There they were,” he said, ‘‘lined up
in their wheelchairs as I walked in.
Some had walking canes—a few stand-
ing erect and proudly. When I went
down the line, each insisted on strug-
gling to stand up, at attention and
then salute me.”

Just telling about it brought tears to
the President’s eyes. And, needless to
say, it was a meaningful occasion for
each of those old gentlemen.

Mr. President, because I had men-
tioned the convention to the President
and because they were invited to the
White House, I received a letter signed
by everyone of those flying aces. I have
it hanging on my wall. Their hand-
writing was shaky, but the letter was
warm and generous. The concluding
line in the letter read, ‘‘Senator, these
seven Old Eagles salute you. Go for it,
youngster.”

Mr. President, as I looked again at
that letter this morning, I found my-
self shaking my head in the realization
that, with the death of Ray Brooks, all
of them are now gone.

But, back to Ray Brooks: My friend,
John Kent, tells me that Ray Brooks
was Gen. Jimmy Doolittle's closest
friend. As a personal note, I am obliged
to mention that Jimmy Doolittle has
himself been a special hero of mine
since my boyhood. His picture is on my
wall, and we have corresponded on
many occasions.

Mr. President, let me now briefly re-
turn to Ray Brooks. The Newark, NJ
Star-Ledger of July 18 published a de-
tailed account of Ray Brooks' career,
and I think I can best describe this re-
markable man’s remarkable career
simply by asking unanimous consent
that the article be printed in the
RECORD.

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

[From the Newark (NJ) Star-Ledger, July 18,
1991]

CAPT. A. R. BROOKS, WORLD WAR I AIR ACE

Capt. Arthur Raymond Brooks, believed to
be the last surviving flying ace of World War
I, died yesterday at his home in Summit. He
was 95.

Mr. Brooks, who was predeceased by his
wife, Ruth, in 1967, died of natural causes.
Late yesterday funeral arrangements were
incomplete.

As a 22-year-old flier with the 139th and 224
Aero Squadrons, Brooks engaged in 12 aerial
battles and was credited with six ‘“kills”
from June to October 1918.

He flew missions into German-occupied
territory and achieved “‘ace” status—which
is awarded to pilots who shoot down more
than five planes—on Sept. 14, 1918.

In that battle in the French skies between
Metz and Fresnes, Mr. Brooks took on eight
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Fokker D-VII fighters, shooting down two,
forcing another two to limp home disabled,
and evading the remaining four before crash-
landing his bullet-riddled plane in a field be-
hind enemy lines.

His sixth and final air victory came on Oct.
9, 1918, during the Meuse-Argonne battle, an
intense Allied offensive, for which he was
awarded the Distinguished Service Cross.

He was awarded the Silver Medal of the
City of Paris in 1972 for his World War 1 con-
tributions.

The Spad 13 that Mr. Brooks flew with the
22d Pursuit Squadron, named the Smith IV,
was restored and is on display at the Na-
tional Air and Space Museum in Washington,
D.C.

Born in Framingham, Mass., Mr. Brooks
became interested in the workings of trains
that pulled up to his father's granary. He
soon began sneaking to the local roundhouse
to watch the massive engines being repaired.

He built rafts out of old railroad ties, and
when a nearby lake froze over in the winter,
Mr. Brooks constructed an ice boat that
zipped along the frozen surface at up to 60
mph.

In an interview last year, Mr. Brooks ad-
mitted being bitten by the flying bug as
early as powered flight became a reality in
1903.

“] loved airplanes. I was fascinated by the
thought of flying," he said.

Mr. Brooks graduated from high school in
1913 as class valedictorian and went on to the
Massachusetts Institute of Technology, with
which he had a lifelong association.

Upon graduating in 1917, he joined the
military and got his flight training with the
Canadian Royal Flying Corps in Toronto and
the U.S. Signal Corps in Hicks, Texas.

“1 was an eager beaver to die for this coun-
try. Don't ask me why, that's just the way I
felt,”” he said of his entry into World War L

“I had a guardian angel. Before I left for
Europe, a friend told me she would ask a nun
to pray for me. I owe it all to that nun and
my guardian angel,” he said.

After the war, Mr. Brooks stayed in avia-
tion. He designed and installed a set of bea-
con lights from Boston to old Hadley Field in
South Plainfield and south to Richmond,
Va., and west to Bellefonte, Pa. that were
used as the only means of navigation for U.S.
Mail planes on early airmail routes.

Mr. Brooks went on to Bell Labs in 1928,
working on the development of electronic air
navigation and air-to-ground navigation. He
also helped develop the first air-to-ground
telephone in the early 1930s.

Mr. Brooks retired from Bell Labs in the
1960s, but not from flying. Last year his
friends told of his continued skill for flight.

“When Ray was in his late 80s, we were fly-
ing home from Rhinebeck (N.Y.) and I let
him take over the controls of my Piper
Arrow,” said Jack Elliott, aviation col-
umnist for The Star-Ledger and a long-time
friend of Mr. Brooks. ‘I looked over and I
thought my instrument panel was broken be-
cause every single needle was dead center
and they never wavered. When anyone else
flies, the needles move back and forth con-
stantly, but not Ray. He was steady as you
can get.”

GAO CONTRA REPORT

Mr. REID. Mr. President, when Con-
gress appropriated money for the repa-
triation and resettlement of the Nica-
raguan resistance—the Contras—it re-
quired the GAO to report on the use of
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that money. In addition, Congressman
DuUNcAN HUNTER and I requested that
the GAO investigate the adequacy of
food and medical care provided to the
Contras and their dependents while
they were in Honduras awaiting repa-
triation.

The report was just published on
Thursday, July 25. If one reads the
‘“Results in Brief,"” one finds the fol-
lowing statement as the lead:

United States, Honduran, and Resistance
officials agreed that the U.N. repatriation
program successfully met its primary objec-
tive of repatriating as many demobilized
combatants and dependents from Honduras
as chose to be repatriated.

One would think from that summary
statement that all went well. One
needs to really get into this report to
find out what really happened, how-
ever. There were, in fact, high rates of
death among children, people without
food, and poor sanitary conditions.
People died.

This is clearly a report that has been
sanitized by the U.S. State Depart-
ment. Sentences are carefully worded,
and hard judgments are conspicuously
absent.

I had requested that particular
camps be looked into for child deaths.
These were the Las Vegas Camp and
the Yamales Valley. The report reads
as follows:

In response to complaints that children in
the Las Vegas Camp and in the Yamales Val-
ley were not receiving sufficient food, the
State Department requested the Centers for
Disease Control to send an expert to review
the nutritional status of both groups of chil-
dren. The expert evaluated a study of the nu-
tritional status of Resistance children in the
Yamales Valley done by the Honduran Red
Cross and reported in August 1990 that mal-
nutrition levels were actually below those
that could be expected among the general
populations of Nicaragua and Honduras. The
report also noted that malnutrition did not
seem to be a problem in the Las Vegas camp.

The expert from the Centers for Dis-
ease Control evaluated a study written
by the Honduran Red Cross. He did not
examine the children, he examined a
study written by an organization that
was accused of stealing the food. And
he comes to the conclusion that mal-
nutrition did not seem to be a problem
in the Las Vegas Camp. Of course, by
August, when he made this report, the
United Nations had already been there
several months and had gotten the
problem under control.

Former Gov. Mike O'Callaghan was
there earlier in the year, and reported
to the GAO that there were empty
warehouses in the valley and food
shortages when he visited. He even
showed them pictures. In two other
places in the report, it is stated that
‘‘death rates among infants and young
children living in UNHCR-assisted
camps were substantially above normal
expectations.” The expert from the
Centers for Disease Control states that
decreases in the death rate by July 1990
was partly due to that fact that ‘‘the
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most vulnerable segments of the popu-
lation die first.” In other words, the
babies had already died.

I recommend that my colleagues read
this report, but they should read it
carefully. Do not stop at the executive
summary.

I also want to make it clear that I do
not fault the GAO for this report, but
rather the State Department for mak-
ing it a whitewash. The GAO managed
to include a great deal of information
in the report, and I know that, through
their visits to the region, they were
able to get certain food rations in-
creased, and they should be com-
mended for that work.

It is only because certain people who
care—Gov. Mike O’Callaghan, the indi-
vidual investigators from the GAO,
DUNCAN HUNTER, and my staff among
them—that more people did not die. It
is my feeling that if these matters had
not been brought out into the open, not
much would have been done to change
them.

S. 250, THE NATIONAL VOTER
REGISTRATION ACT OF 1991

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, recently,
some of my colleagues on the other
side of the aisle criticized S. 250, the
National Voter Registration Act of
1991, because they claimed that the
costs were prohibitive; that this bill
would pass along unfunded Federal
mandates to the States. In fact, the
minority stated in the committee re-
port accompanying S. 250 that ‘‘State
after State has insisted that the costs
of S. 250 will be substantial and they
will have to curtail other programs
such as education or child nutrition to
come up with the funds needed to meet
the unfunded mandates in the bill."”

Mr. President, I am well aware of the
many cost estimates which have been
submitted and to which the minority
refers. The question that these esti-
mates raise, and which the minority
does not seem to address, is: What fac-
tors are being used to put these cost es-
timates together? I believe that many
of these estimates do not reflect the
true costs of the registration mechan-
ics required by the bill and many of
these estimates are inflated.

The cost estimates from these States
should not be accepted at face value.
Many of these estimates include the
costs for computerization. Mr. Presi-
dent, S. 250 does not require that
States computerize their wvoter reg-
istration rolls. In fact, in several of the
States where the motor-voter program
is currently operating, computeriza-
tion is not used. For example, the Dis-
trict of Columbia has instituted the
motor-voter program without comput-
erization and it has been effective in
increasing registration. If the District
of Columbia is capable of doing motor-
voter without computerization, I think
most States can as well.
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I know that many of the States are
using S. 250 as a means of urging auto-
mation of the registration process.
But, the reality of the situation is that
fully 92 percent of the registered voters
in this country are already on some
form of automated list—lists that can
be purchased by any Member of the
Senate.

One of the other problems which I
have with these cost estimates is that
many States are including other costs
not associated with the technical re-
quirements of the bill.

For example, during the Rules Com-
mittee consideration of the bill, the
committee received testimony from a
California county clerk, Mr. Tony
Bernhard. He testified that his cost es-
timate for California was $20 million.
But included in his cost estimate were
the costs for the general administra-
tion of the electoral process. Some of
the items that he included were voting
booths, ballot boxes, flags, signs, ta-
bles, additional rosters, and the costs
for staff at the polling place. His basic
argument was that since California was
going to experience an increase in its
registration rolls, the Federal Govern-
ment should pick up the tab for the
maintenance of a larger voter roll. But,
because the bill did not provide any
funding, States like California would
have to cut basic health and safety
budgets to pay for the costs of a larger
voting roll.

Mr. President, this argument is very
disturbing. What the opponents to this
legislation are arguing is that the Fed-
eral Government should pick up the
tab for a larger voter registration roll.
Mr. President, this is an admission
that this bill is going to increase the
number of registered voters. That is
the whole purpose of this legislation.
And the statistics show that registered
voters do vote. And that is a democ-
racy in action.

Mr. President, we have a cost esti-
mate for this bill. As my colleagues
know, the usual means of determining
the costs for a bill is through an analy-
sis by the Congressional Budget Office.
And CBO did a thorough analysis of the
costs associated with this bill, which
included contacting State and local
election officials to assess the impact
of the bill. In fact, one of the States
that CBO contacted was California. I
wish that some of my colleagues would
take a moment to read that cost esti-
mate, included in the committee report
accompanying S. 250, because I think
that they will find it very enlighten-
ing. I will ask unanimous consent that
a copy of the letter from CBO be print-
ed at the conclusion of my remarks.

Mr. President, the CBO estimate
states that the average cost of the bill
for the first 5 years is $20 to $25 mil-
lion. But the CBO estimate dem-
onstrates that S. 250 will result in sub-
stantial cost savings.
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CBO estimates that the reduced post-
al rate, which is provided in S. 250, will
save local election officials $4 million
annually in lower postal rates. In fact,
the automatic updating of addresses
provided in the registration programs
of S. 250, as well as the list cleaning
procedures, will most likely ensure
that for each election, State election
officials are going to have more accu-
rate and up-to-date registration lists,
which will save local election officials
enormous time and money by eliminat-
ing mailings to people no longer reg-
istered to vote.

I am mindful that there are costs as-
sociated with the bill. But, as CBO
noted these costs will be offset by a re-
duction in the costs of part-time em-
ployees hired to handle the increased
workload associated with each reg-
istration deadline. Receiving registra-
tion forms over the course of a year,
rather than in one large rush just prior
to the registration deadline, has al-
lowed some States like Colorado and
Michigan to reduce their part-time
staff during election years. Because
local election officials would not be re-
quired to hire part-time employees,
these same local election officials
could expect to save $10 million in a
Presidential election year and $7 mil-
lion in a non-Presidential election year
in administrative costs.

Mr. President, if you look at the
methods that are used by the States to
update their registration lists, S. 250
provides further additional savings.
About 20 percent of the States canvass
all voters on the lists, while the re-
maining 80 percent do not contact all
voters, but target only those who did
not vote in a previous election. About
five States simply drop people from the
lists for failure to vote. Most of these
States send some type of notice.

S. 250 establishes standards for ad-
dress verification programs and specifi-
cally authorizes the use of the National
Change of Address Program [NCOA].
By permitting the States to use the
National Change of Address Program,
this will allow election officials to di-
rectly identify those who have moved
ancd send them a forwardable notice.
Although election officials would have
to pay a vendor licensed by the Postal
Service to do a computer match of reg-
istration lists and NCOA list, these
costs could be offset by reducing the
postage and printing costs that offi-
cials pay for less-focused canvassing. In
my own State of Kentucky, the sec-
retary of state recently stated before
the Subcommittee on Elections in the
House that the adoption of NCOA saved
Kentucky almost $800,000 in the cost of
a statewide list verification program.

Incidentally, Mr. President, I would
like to point out that during the Rules
Committee consideration of this meas-
ure last Congress, an amendment was
offered by the minority which would
have permitted States to use the Na-
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tional Change of Address Program. I
find it interesting that in the minori-
ty's so-called alternative, the use of a
proven costs saver, the National
Change of Address Program, is not
even encouraged.

Mr. President, the minority’s pro-
posal, 8. 921, authorizes an appropria-
tion of $25 million to be administered
by the Attorney General on a matching
grant, dollar-for-dollar, basis. And yet,
their proposal does nothing to make
registration systems cost efficient. I
previously mentioned that the District
of Columbia instituted motor-voter and
was able to create the program at the
cost of 6 cents a form. In New York
City, in-person registration costs the
taxpayer an average of $83.28 for each
new registered voter. This only dem-
onstrates, Mr. President, that S. 921 is
another classic example of Government
waste. Rather than implement a uni-
form national registration system, S.
921 would reinforce the current voter
registration systems which is the heart
of the cost problem.

Mr. President, voter registration
should not be a partisan issue. Unfortu-
nately, some Members have belittled
this bill as a bill that will benefit
Democrats. I deeply regret that the de-
bate has turned into a partisan issue.
The purpose of S. 250 is to make voter
registration uniform for all Americans.
The right to vote is not a partisan
right. It is an individual right. S. 250
will assure that all Americans quali-
fied to register will have the oppor-
tunity to register to vote in a manner
that is convenient. And S. 250 will
achieve this through cost-efficient
means, as demonstrated in the CBO
analysis.

I ask unanimous consent that the
letter from the Congressional Budget
Office referred to earlier be printed in
the RECORD.

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

U.S. CONGRESS,
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE,
Washington, DC, May 20, 1991.
Hon. WENDELL H. FORD,
Chairman, Committee on Rules and Administra-
tion, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The Congressional
Budget Office has prepared the attached cost
estimate for S. 250, the National Voter Reg-
istration Act of 1991. Enactment of S. 250
would not affect direct spending or receipts.
Therefore, pay-as-you-go procedures would
not apply to the bill.

If you wish further details on this esti-
mate, we will be pleased to provide them.

Sincerely,
ROBERT D. REISCHAUER,
Director.
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE—COST
ESTIMATE

1. Bill number: S. 250,

2. Bill title: National Voter Registration
Act of 1991.

3. Bill status: As ordered reported by the
Senate Committee on Rules and Administra-
tion, April 24, 1991.
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4. Bill purpose: S. 250 would create a na-
tional system of voter registration proce-
dures for elections for federal office. Respon-
sibility for implementing the system would
fall largely to the states, with the federal
government responsible for enforcement, as
well as some financial and technical assist-
ance.

Requirements for States: Under the na-
tional system of voter registration, most
states (except those with election day reg-
istration and those with no registration re-
guirement at all) would be regquired to pro-
vide the following methods of registration:

Motor/Voter: When someone applies for a
driver’s license (new, renewal, or change of
address) at the state motor vehicle author-
ity, the application procedure would have to
include the opportunity to register to vote.
An individual would have to decline in writ-
ing on an application form to avoid register-
ing by this means, or would have to sign an
attestation, under penalty of perjury, that
the individual is eligible to register to vote.

Mail Registration: Each state would make
available through wvarious sources a form,
prescribed by the Federal Election Commis-
sion (FEC), that applicants could complete
and mail to the election official to register
for federal elections.

Agency Registration: Each state would
have to designate some state and federal of-
fices as well as private sector locations (such
as public libraries, unemployment offices,
banks, fishing and hunting license bureaus,
or post offices) to distribute and collect ap-
plications for voter registration. Such loca-
tions would then forward the applications to
the appropriate election official.

Currently, the federal government has lit-
tle involvement with voter registration.
Each state has its own laws governing reg-
istration, and in practice, registration prac-
tices vary widely even among local election
jurisdictions within a state. 8. 250 would
mandate that states provide the specified
registration methods consistently in all ju-
risdictions.

In addition, S. 250 would mandate that any
state programs used to update voter reg-
istration lists shall be uniform and non-
discriminatory and may not remove someone
from the list for not voting. The bill would
permit a state, if it determines a voter has
moved, to remove the voter from the list
only after sending a forwardable notice with
a return card that would allow the voter to
confirm the correct address.

Finally, each state would have to des-
ignate a chief state official responsible for
izrﬁrép]ement.lng the state’s functions under 8.

Reguirements for the Federal Government:

S. 250 would require the U.S. Postal Serv-
ice to provide election officials with a postal
rate subsidy for any mailings that the bill
requires the officials to conduct, such as the
registration confirmation notice and the reg-
istration update notice. The bill authorizes
the appropriation of funds sufficient to reim-
burse the Postal Service for its losses in pro-
viding the subsidy. If the Congress does not
appropriate the necessary amounts, then the
Postal Service would no longer offer the sub-
sidy.

The bill also would require the FEC to pro-
vide information to the states regarding
their responsibilities and to report to the
Congress once every two years on the impact
of the registration procedures required by
the bill. The FEC also would have to develop
a uniform application form to be used by
states for mail registration.

In addition, S. 250 would authorize the At-
torney General to bring civil actions in court
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to enforce the provisions of the bill. Individ-
uals also would be allowed to ask the court
for relief from any violations of the bill's
provisions.
5. Estimated cost to the Federal Govern-
ment:
{By fiscal year, in millions of dollars)

1992 1993 1994 1995 1996
Payment to the Postal Service for rev-
enue forgone: AR R
Estimated authorization Jevel ... 40 40 45 45 45
Estimated outlays 40 A0 A4S A5 A5
Federal Election Commission:
Estimaled authorization level ... 02 02 02 02 02
Estimated oatlays ... 02 02 02 02 02
Bill total:
Estimated authorization
2 AE AT AT A7
Estimated outlays ... 42 42 41 47 47

The costs of this bill fall within budget
functions 370 and 800.

Basis of Estimate:

Based on the total number of change-of-ad-
dress actions filed with the Postal Service,
CBO expects the postal subsidy could
amount to no more than $3 million annu-
ally—probably in the vicinity of $2 million—
to cover a portion of the cost of mailing reg-
istration update notices. In addition, CBO es-
timates that officials would mail about 25
million voter confirmation notices, based on
election officials’ reports that the number of
registration applications amounts to 20 per-
cent of the total number of registered voters
in the jurisdiction. (There are about 120 mil-
lion registered voters nationwide). Assuming
an average subsidy of 7.3 cents per piece of
madil, subsidizing the mailing of these con-
firmation notices would cost about $2 mil-
lion annually at current rates. CBO assumes
that an increase in postal rates will occur in
1994, at which time the cost of this subsidy
would increase.

Based on information from the FEC, CBO
estimates that the additional staff and asso-
ciated expenses necessary to develop a mail
registration form and to provide assistance
to the states would cost approximately
$200,000 annually, beginning in 1992. The re-
quirements imposed on states and localities
would become effective beginning January 1,
1993, unless provisions in a state’s constitu-
tion conflict with implementing S. 250. In
such cases, a state would not have to comply
with S. 250 until January 1, 1994.

6. Pay-as-you-go considerations: The Budg-
et Enforcement Act of 1990 sets up pay-as-
you-go procedures for legislation affecting
direct spending or receipts through 1985. CBO
estimates that enactment of S, 250 would not
affect direct spending or receipts. Therefore,
pay-as-you-go procedures would not apply to
the bill.

7. Estimated Cost to State and local gov-
ernments:

S. 250 would require states to provide three
types of voter registration for federal elec-
tions beginning in 1993: motor/voter, mail-in,
and agency registration. The bill also would
mandate that states use a uniform and non-
discriminatory program for maintaining ac-
curate lists of eligible voters.

Consistent with CBO’s usual procedures for
estimating the cost effects of legislation,
this estimate compares the cost to states of
complying with the bill's provisions to the
cost of their current practices under existing
law. Few state and local governments cur-
rently employ all the methods required by
the bill for registering and maintaining vot-
ers on the rolls. In addition, without S. 250,
states and localities are unlikely to replace
their existing practices with those outlined
in the bill. Therefore, the costs states would
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incur in changing their registration proce-
dures would be directly attributable to en-
actment of the bill.

Summary of Costs:

Direct Costs: If the bill is enacted, state
and local governments would have to pay for
the cost of complying with the bill's reg-
istration provisions. For the additional staff,
postage, and printing expenses associated
with the expected increase in registrations,
especially through motor/voter, CBO esti-
mates that it would cost state and localities
an average of $20 million to $25 million a
year for the first five years of the program.
Added costs would be somewhat lower than
the average in federal election years, and
above the average in other years, since the
procedures required by the bill would have
the effect of smoothing the current election-
year peaks in registration costs. Some of
these expenses would begin in 1992, the year
before the bill's provisions take effect, as the
states prepare to offer the new registration
methods.

Although the bill would not directly re-
quire it, some states may decide to acquire,
expand, or upgrade computer systems to fa-
cilitate implementation of the bill. To the
extent that state and local governments
make such changes in computer technology,
their costs could increase further. For exam-
ple, we expect that one-time costs could
amount to $60 million to $70 million to com-
puterize the registration lists of all the juris-
dictions that currently do not have comput-
ers. We cannot predict how many jurisdic-
tions would do so, or how many that now
have computers would choose to change
their system.

Another provision that would require most
states to make a change from current prac-
tices affects the polling place where a reg-
istrant may be permitted to vote. Under S.
250, if a registrant has changed addresses
within a jurisdiction without notifying the
registrar, but the new and old addresses are
covered by different polling places, then the
registrant would have the option of voting at
the old or new polling place, or some other
polling place that has a list of registered vot-
ers. Election officials have indicated that
this requirement would be quite difficult to
implement without a computerized registra-
tion list. Without such a capability, it might
not be possible to fully meet this require-
ment, so the cost to election officials of this
provision cannot be estimated at this time.

Offsets to Costs: Because S. 250 would au-
thorize the Postal Service to provide a rate
subsidy to election officials for mailings re-
quired by the bill, state and local govern-
ments would be able to shift some of the
costs they incur now to the federal govern-
ment. 8. 250 would require officials to notify
registrants as to the outcome of their appli-
cation and to contact those whom the offi-
cials plan to drop from the rolls because of a
change in address. (Most officials already
take both of these actions.) CBO estimates
that the postal subsidy for these mailings
would total about $4 million annually. Thus,
upon enactment of S. 250, state and local
election officials would save approximately
$4 million annually in postage costs.

Other Costs: To the extent that S. 250 is
successful in increasing the number of reg-
istered voters in all jurisdictions, state and
local governments likely would face other
costs that are not directly associated with
implementing the bill's provisions. For ex-
ample, if more people are registered, then
presumably voter turnout during elections
would increase. Because election officials try
to maintain a certain ratio of voters per
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polling place, officials might have to add
new polling places, voting machines, and poll
workers. However, these officials would take
similar steps because of growth or migration
patterns, and it would be difficult to sepa-
rate the bill's effect on increased turnout
from other contributing factors.

Certain states with specialized election
laws would encounter some secondary effects
of the bill. California law, for example, re-
quires state and local officials to mail all
voters on the registration list a sample bal-
lot and an explanation of all ballot initiative
issues before each election. If enactment of
S. 250 results in more people registered, then
the cost of such special mailings will be
greater. On the other hand, the bill's provi-
sions that encourage improved list-cleaning
would result in more accurate voter registra-
tion lists, and election officials would save
money by not having to mail voting mate-
rials to or prepare polling places for people
who no longer would be on the lists, We have
not estimated the total costs or savings from
such effects in the various states, which
would depend in part on how successful this
legislation would be accomplishing its goals.
California, which has some of the most ex-
tensive requirements relating to commu-
nications with registered voters, has esti-
mated that it costs between $4 and 35 per
registered voter to print ballots, print labels,
mail sample ballots, and provide polling
places. Most other states have lower costs,
because they do not have all these require-
ments mandated by law.

Because S. 250 would allow individuals to
sue for relief from violation of the bill's pro-
visions, state and local governments and of-
ficials are potentially liable to pay fines and
court and attorney fees if they lose a law-
suit. Such costs would not result directly
from the bill, but rather from court cases
that CBO cannot predict.

Current Law: Under current law, each
state sets its own rules or guidelines for reg-
istering to vote in federal elections, and
many states allow a wide range in practice
among decentralized, local election jurisdic-
tions (usually counties or cities and towns).
Just over half the states already have mail-
in registration, and about one-fourth of the
states have some form of motor/voter reg-
istration. States and local jurisdictions pay
the costs of registering voters, and the fed-
eral government does not currently assist
them with these costs.

Data Collection:

Because voting registration practices vary
so widely, the incremental costs of imple-
menting new procedures in the nation’s
18,000 election jurisdictions is difficult to de-
termine. In preparing this estimate, CBO as-
sumed that local jurisdictions within a state
generally follow registration guidelines set
out by the state (even though there are some
variations). We then compared the states’
current guidelines with the requirements in
the bill. (CBO relied on state-by-state sum-
maries of registration practices prepared by
various election information clearing-
houses.)

In so doing, CBO surveyed the election offi-
cials in just over half of the states (as well
as about two dozen counties of varying
sizes). We collected cost information from
some states that already provide one or more
of the registration procedures mandated in
this bill. In addition, some states provided
CBO with the fiscal notes prepared for their
state legislatures when they were consider-
ing one of these options. We also contacted
about half of the 14 states that currently do
not offer any of the bill's registration meth-
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ods for their asessment of the bill’'s likely
impact.

Assumptions: Based on this information
about the general registration practices in
each state and the steps each state would
have to take under S. 250, CBO makes the
following assumptions regarding implemen-
tation that could affect the costs to state
and local governments:

In most states, motor/voter would become
the primary method of registering voters.
Because most people have a driver’s license
and are required to renew it periodically, a
motor/voter system eventually would pro-
vide most people with a convenient oppor-
tunity to register, especially after a change
of address.

Although completing a driver's license ap-
plication at the state department of motor
vehicles (DMV) would be the most common
way people would apply for registration,
local election officials would remain largely
responsible for maintaining accurate voter
lists.

The several states with constitutional pro-
visions that would conflict with the bill,
such as requiring voters to sign an oath in
person in front of a registrar, would change
their laws to be consistent with 8. 250. Oth-
erwise, those states would have to maintain
separate registration rolls and conduct fed-
eral elections separate from other elections.
This estimate does not include any cost for
such separate elections.

Costs of Registration Provisions:

Motor/Voter— DMV Costs: S. 250 would re-
quire states to include a voter registration
application form as part of an application for
a state driver's license. The bill language
suggests that states use a consolidated form,
but also allows them the flexibility of using
two forms. CBO assumes that states could
use two forms if they desire, because the
committee’s report language emphatically
declares the committee's intent to allow this
option to states. Thus, states that already
have a two-form motor/voter process would
not have to change, and states that would
have to decide how to set up a motor/voter
process could have a choice.

Based on the experience of the states that
already have motor/voter, it appears that the

additional costs to states of implementing .

motor/voter registration would result mainly
from hiring additional staff to handle the
extra paperwork. For example, state DMVs
would need more employees at high traffic
locations to continue to process applicants

in the same amount of time as they cur-|

rently do. For the 34 states that do not how
have some form of motor/voter, the: costof
such additional employees and related ex-
penses could range from $20 million:to: §25
million annually during the first.five years
of implementation. Since most statiesire+

quire renewal of a driver’s license every four
years, costs would decrease in later -years,-
because most people would have had-an op:
portunity to register and only: those who:

move would have to update t.helr regiatra-
tion.

would forward a copy to the local election of-

ficial to process the registrationgas is cur-,

rent practice in the states that, now-have

motor/voter. While CBO expects that: offi-:
cials in sparsely populated jurisdictions.

would be able to absorb; smal] increases in
the number of applications, others:would
face increased costs. In.especially populous
jurisdictions, election officials would have to
hire more staff to handle the likely increase
in applications and to check for duplicate
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registrations (although some states with
motor/voter report these are less than they
had originally anticipated). Counties we con-
tacted report that the number of registra-
tion applications they handle annually
amounts to about 20 percent of the number
of registered voters in the county (there are
about 125 million registered voters nation-
wide). Based on information from counties in
states that curretnly have motor/voter, it
appears that the workload could increase by
20 percent because of people registering who
otherwise would not have registered, dupli-
cate registrations, and ineligible applica-
tions.

Assuming the incremental cost for a coun-
ty election office of handling an additional
application is $1.50, then local jurisdictions,
in aggregate, would have to pay an addi-
tional $5 million to $10 million annually.
Some of these costs!would only be incurred
during the first few years. Once most people
are on the rolls and the number of unregis-
tered voters decreases,’ useof the motor/
votor system would decrease ag' 'v‘otors only
register if they have moved.o/ ;

Such costs, however, would ‘be somewhm:
offset by a reduction’in the tost of patt-time:
employees hired [ to ‘handle the "inéreased
workload around 'each registered deadline.
Officials in some. states with motor/voter,
such as Colorado and Michigan, report that
receiving forms from' the DV A evenly ‘over
the year rather than in a last-minute’ pre-
election rush has7allowed ‘them to reduce:
their part-time hirés and ‘use théir full-time
staff more efficiently. Based on information!
from several localities that hire part-time
staff during eledtion’ years, 'we expect local
officials nationwide could save about $10 mil-
lion in‘a‘presidential election year and about
$7 million in non-presidential election years
by reducing part-time hires. (There would be
no'savings' in non-election years becauss no
part-time help is necessary.)

The 'total ‘costs ‘that election ofﬂcials
would face would be-offset further: by the
postal ‘rate 'subsidy authorized by S./250.
While the bill requires-election ‘officials to

. notify applicants of: the outconie of their reg-

istration application, it also would provide a
discouint of rabout: 43 percent for: notices:
mailed by third class. Because most 'states
already mail such notices to applicants,; the
notification requirement would not result in

- additional costs, but-the subsidy would shift .

about 32 millioniof postage costs currently
incurred by election ofﬁcia.ls t.o the: federa.l--
government: b W

Motor/Voter: Gamp:czer Coszs. Ra.ther r.hnn
forwarding an-application: fromthe DMV to’
a county: registrar, ‘a possible alternative,.
untested thus far, would 'be/to transmit the '
voter information electronically. The cost ofi v
adding registrants te:a -jurisdiction’s. -list
would helewer ifithe voter data were trans=
ferred to:computer by tape or other device
rather than entered by hand. SBome states:
have indicated that they would probably im-
plement. :the; motorivoter | requirement - by

|- switching their record-keeping from paper tol-|
Motor/Voter Election Ofriclal Cost.a Once- !
the DMV receives an application; it probably:

computers;! and' arranging. for: electronic’

‘transfep of data from the DMV :system to the'
nvoter registration system. Some state  offi=’

cials ~have osuggested | that record-keeping:
would be improved if electionvofficials used

|signature digitizers to!store wvotérs' signa-

tures on computier, but this-would cost extra.:

‘Although the bill would not mandate states
to .computerize, rin: some instances states or.

counties - might - decide -computerization

‘would: be. the tbest:action, even though -it
Jwould-require a significant ons-time :nvest.—
(smentin equipment. o olis
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CBO has no information on which to base
an estimate of how many counties would
computerize or how many more states would
create a statewide registration system. (Cur-
rently, 21 states have one.) Based on data
from Election Data Services, it appears that
jurisdictions already use computers to main-
tain lists for about 70 percent to 80 percent
of the registered voters in the country. Aside
from jurisdictions that might wish to change
their existing computer systems, jurisdic-
tions could potentially purchase new equip-
ment to computerize the remaining one-
fourth of the nation's voters.

We have examined the costs of existing
registration and election systems and have
determined that it costs between one dollar
and two dollars per voter record for a com-
puter system. Jurisdictions with small popu-
lations (less than 100,000) would have to pay
closer to two dollars, and jurisdictions with
larger populations would have to pay less.
For example, a county with 75,000 registered
voters could expect to pay in the neighbor-
hood of $150,000 for an elections system. A
state with 7 million registered voters would
pay about $7 million for a basic statewide
system. Computerizing the registration lists
for the 30 million to 35 million people in ju-
risdictions currently without computers
could cost up to $60 million to $70 million.

Mail-In and Agency Registration: Because
most voters (we assume 80 percent to 90 per-
cent) eventually would register through the
motor/voter system, mail-in and agency reg-
istration would serve as alternate means for
those few remaining voters who do not have
a driver’s license. In those states that cur-
rently provide one or both of these methods,
the number of registrations received from
these sources would decrease over time as
voters register instead through the DMV,
and would, after the first few years, eventu-
ally generate from $5 million to $10 million
in annual savings that would partially offset
increased costs of motor/voter. If all states
that currently do not have mail-in registra-
tion were to implement it along with the
other two methods, it would cost them about
$1 million to $2 million annually because
they would not use mail-in registration as
much as states that currently have mail-in
registration do.

Almost all states report that they have
some form of agency or satellite registra-
tion, which in some states means a voter has
to swear an oath in front of a deputy reg-
istrar at one of several county offices. S. 250
envisions a somewhat expanded type of agen-
cy registration in which forms are available
at a variety of locations where voters can
complete and submit them (or else take
them home and mail them in). Again, this
would not be a major source of registering
voters, and the costs are not expected to be
significant in aggregate, although some ad-
ditional training costs might be necessary to
expand the pool of people able to assist vot-
ers in completing the forms. Only those
states that currently have just a deputy reg-
istrar system would have to print extra
forms to be available throughout the juris-
diction, but these costs probably would be
offset by the reduced amount of work for the
registrars and clerks who would not have to
register as many voters in person.

Costs of Voter Confirmation Provisions:
Because voters usually do not notify election
officials of address changes, the names and
addresses of outdated registrants often accu-
mulate on the rolls. Election officials revise
registration lists to clean out those who
have moved, died, or are otherwise ineligible
to vote in that jurisdiction. S. 250 would pre-
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scribe that whatever method a state uses to
maintain accurate registration rolls, it
should be uniform and nondiscriminatory.
Further, the bill would prohibit states from
removing registrants from the list simply for
not voting.

Current Law: All states now employ some
procedure for updating at least once every
two years (except four states that review
lists every four years), though practices may
vary somewhat from county to county.
About 20 percent of the states canvass all
voters on the list. The remaining 80 percent
do not contact all voters, but instead target
only those who did not vote in the most re-
cent election (using not voting as an indica-
tion that an individual might have mowved).
Of these, about five states simply drop the
non-voters from the list without notice.
These states could not continue this practice
under S. 250.

Whether states canvass all those on the
list or just the non-voters, most send a no-
tice to assess whether the person has moved.
In about 30 states, election officials also pro-
vide voters with a way to update or prevent
removal from the registration list.

National Change of Address System: S. 250
suggests, but does not require, an approach
election officials can use to make sure that
their list cleaning method is uniform and
nondiscriminatory. Instead of using non-vot-
ing as an indication that a voter has changed
addresses, an election official could contact
only those who have actually moved, and at
their new addresses. By using the National
Change of Address (NCOA) system of the U.S.
Postal Service, election officials could di-
rectly identify those who have moved and
would send those people a forwarding notice
with a pre-addressed, postage paid card that
outlines the registration options available
and allows people to respond to the officials.
While an elections jurisdiction would have to
pay a vendor licensed by the Postal Service
to do a computer match of the registration
list and the NCOA list (costing from $2 to $8
per 1,000 addresses matched), these costs
probably would be offset by reducing the
postage and printing costs that officials cur-
rently pay for less-focused canvassing. Sev-
eral pilot studies of this system in California
and Oregon, sometimes called Project MAIL,
report that counties would save money by
significantly reducing the number of notices
sent out.

Postal Rate Subsidy: Whether election of-
ficials decide to use this NCOA approach or
choose their current or other method for list
cleaning (as long as it is uniform, non-
discriminatory, and does not drop for
nonvoting), their postal costs associated
with this process would decrease if S. 250 is
enacted. The bill authorizes a postal rate
subsidy for mailings associated with the list
cleaning requirement, thereby shifting costs
from the states to the federal government.
The ultimate amount of this shift would de-
pend on the number of notices mailed. We
have no data on the amount of mail election
officials currently send out to update their
lists. However, if most states adopt the
NCOA approach, the number of changes of
address, about 40 million annually, would
represent the maximum possible number of
matches between the registration rolls and
the NCOA list. With an average third class
subsidy of about 7.3 cents per piece of mail,
the cost of this subsidy is unlikely to exceed
$3 million annually. In fact, it is likely to be
less—probably in the vicinity of $2 million—
because not everyone on the NCOA list will
be on a registration list, some changes of ad-
dress are temporary only, and officials will
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update their lists through other methods
such as motor/voter. When voters move with-
in a state and get a new driver's license, they
also would be updating their voting registra-
tion, thereby reducing the number of voters
that officials will have to contact to deter-
mine whether they are recorded on the rolls
accurately.

8. Estimate comparison: None.

9. Previous CBO estimate: None.

10. Estimate prepared by: James Hearn.

11. Estimate approved by: C.G. Nuckols (for
James L. Blum, Assistant Director for Budg-
et Analysis).

FUTURES TRADING PRACTICES
ACT OF 1991

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, the clock
keeps ticking.

Three months ago, on April 18, the
Senate voted 90 to 8 to adopt S. 207, the
Futures Trading Practices Act of 1991.
This bill was the toughest futures re-
form package approved by this body in
decades and was a critical white-collar
crime initiative. Its primary purpose
was to address serious regulatory flaws
exposed by the indictments of 48 Chi-
cago futures traders in mid-1989 on
charges of cheating customers. Thirty-
two of those traders have so far been
convicted or pled guilty.

It took more than 2 years to bring S.
207 to the Senate floor. Now, having
passed it by a wide margin, we find the
bill once again trapped in legislative
limbo.

Congress acted quickly and deci-
sively when we learned in January 1989
that the FBI had conducted a major
undercover sting operation aimed at
the Nation’s two largest futures ex-
changes in Chicago. That summer, an
emergency in the Chicago soybean
market had raised a storm of concern
among farm producers. The result was
a stark crisis of confidence in these
markets which are so vital to our na-
tional economic well-being.

Hearings and investigations in the
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition,
and Forestry and by the General Ac-
counting Office revealed that strong
medicine was needed for the futures
trading pits: tighter enforcement by a
toughened Commodity Futures Trading
Commission; better audit trails; strict-
er policing by the exchanges, and more
public involvement in exchange deci-
sions.

The Senate Agriculture Committee
unanimously reported a bill to achieve
these goals in November 1989, but final
action on the legislation was blocked
last year by a turf fight—a battle over
whether to shift jurisdiction for stock-
index futures contracts from the CFTC
to the Securities and Exchange Com-
mission. This debate had stemmed
most recently from the stock market
free-falls of October 1987 and October
1989 and from the introduction of cer-
tain new financial instruments: index
participations, swaps, hybrids, and oth-
ers.
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The sharp divisions over this juris-
dictional issue produced a legislative
deadlock lasting more than a year.
Still, after months of diligent, hard
work, we were able to resolve it. The
Committee on Agriculture met in
March 1991 and unanimously reported
the trading practice reform package
from 1989 virtually unchanged and, at
the same time, adopted a compromise
on jurisdiction worked out between
Treasury Secretary Nicholas Brady and
CFTC Chairman Wendy Gramm. When
the bill reached the Senate floor in
April, we argued this issue at length.
Senator BoND and Senator WIRTH pre-
sented an alternative proposal on juris-
diction. We had a vigorous debate; we
voted our ideas up-or-down. We made a
decision and moved on.

Meanwhile, the House of Representa-
tives passed its own CFTC reform bill,
H.R. 707, on March 5, 1991, virtually un-
changed from the reform package
adopted by the House in the prior Con-
gress. The only step remaining on the
futures reform trail was to work out
the differences between the House and
Senate provisions in a joint conference
committee.

On May 14, the Senate chose con-
ferees to meet with the House.

It is now 3 months since the Senate
passed its CFTC reform bill, and 10
weeks since we chose conferees. Yet so
far, the other body has failed to ap-
point representatives to a House-Sen-
ate conference.

As a result, the process once again
has grounded to a halt.

There may well be reasons for this
delay. I know that many Members of
the House of Representatives, particu-
larly those members who worked dili-
gently and effectively on the develop-
ment and approval of H.R. 707, are fully
committed to reform. I understand
that the House faces a complex par-
liamentary situation with respect to
this bill. Three House committees po-
tentially have claims on seats at the
conference table. Each of these com-
mittees has a busy workload, as does
the House Parliamentarian.

But while we wait, the clock keeps
ticking. We will soon begin the August
recess. When we return in September,
both the House and Senate will face
very heavy agendas and a strong desire
to adjourn for the year.

Mr. President, Congress cannot for-
ever put off biting the bullet on CFTC
reform. U.S. financial markets will re-
main at risk from trading abuse and
sagging confidence until the reforms in
S. 207 and H.R. 707 become law.

Just in the time we have waited for a
conference, the case for reform has
continued to build. On May 15, 1991, the
CFTC charged seven additional floor
traders with customer fraud stemming
from its investigation of the New York
futures exchanges. On June 5, a Federal
grand jury indicted 2 firms and 3 trad-
ers on 60 counts of trading fraud on the
New York markets.
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The costs of not finishing our work
and enacting futures trading reforms
are high:

First, futures exchanges will not be
forced to install precise, tamper-proof
audit trail systems;

Second, dual trading will continue
unhindered;

Third, new conflict-of-interest rules
will not take effect. Exchanges will not
be forced to include 20-percent public
directors on their governing boards;

Fourth, customers will remain barred

from suing for punitive damages
against floor traders and brokerage
firms;
Fifth, there will be no Federal over-
sight of stock-index futures margins;
new financial products will remain
blocked;

Sixth, the CFTC will remain weak-
ened. Its budget will be open to attack
for lack of an authorizing statute. Its
credibility will be questioned for lack
of a congressional mandate.

In short, our failure to enact reforms
is virtually an engraved invitation to a
repeat of the futures trading scandals
which dominated the newspaper head-
lines in 1989. But when it happens the
next time, the fault will not lie solely
in Chicago or New York. Some of the
fault will be shared by those in Wash-
ington who failed to fix the well-docu-
mented defects in the regulatory sys-
tem.

The time has come to act on CFTC
legislation. I urge my colleagues in the
House to appoint conferees so that we
can resolve our differences and move
this legislation to the President's desk
this year.

TRIBUTE TO CLIFDALE
ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
would like to take this opportunity to
commend the students and faculty of
Clifdale Elementary School of
Spartanburg, SC. Clifdale Elementary
School recently won first place in the
elementary school division of the Con-
cerned Businessmen's Association of
America’s ‘“‘Set a Good Example’’ con-
test.

The competition, now in its fifth
year, challenges students to partici-
pate in antidrug projects which they
design themselves. This year’'s contest,
with the theme ‘‘Set a Good Example:
Don’t Use Harmful Drugs,”’ drew over
800 participants.

Clifdale Elementary School was the
first place winner for elementary
schools nationwide. The students of
Clifdale deserve the highest com-
mendation for this impressive achieve-
ment.

Clifdale’s students participated in
daily drug awareness projects empha-
sizing the harmful effects of drug
abuse. The students have indeed set a
good example for their peers, and it is
my sincere hope that the lessons they
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have learned will stay with them
throughout their lives.

I would also like to commend
Clifdale’s principal, Dr. Bob Glenn,
Clifdale’s dedicated faculty, and the
school’s community sponsor, Dr. Wil-
liam Bledsoe for their participation in
this worthy effort.

SPIRIT MOUND

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President,
South Dakota has many important his-
torical sites, including the Spirit
Mound located 6 miles north of Vermil-
lion.

According to David Lavender, author
of “The Way to the Western Sea,” ex-
plorers Meriwether Lewis and William
Clark first heard of the legend of Spirit
Mound at a meeting with the Oto Indi-
ans at Council Bluffs, IA. The Indian
legend of Spirit Mound said that evil
spirits in human form lived there.
These little devils were believed to be
18 inches high with large heads and
were armed with arrows that could kill
at a great distance. Meriwether Lewis,
William Clark, and other members of
their famous expedition on August 25,
1804, visited this hill in the middle of a
plain. From the top of the hill, the men
enjoyed a most beautiful landscape
that included numerous herds of buf-
falo.

Today, a group of concerned citizens
have formed the Lewis and Clark/Spirit
Mound Trust, which is dedicated to the
purchase, preservation and restoration
of the historical site. If any of my col-
leagues or readers of the RECORD are
interested in contributing to this his-
torical preservation effort, they can do
s0 by paying $10 for an annual member-
ship in the trust. More information
about Spirit Mound can be obtained by
writing to the South Dakota Preserva-
tion Office, 3 East Main, Vermillion,
SD 57069. Also, on September 22, 1991,
the Sixth Annual Spirit Mound Run
will be held. This run will follow Lewis
and Clark’s 9-mile historic trek from
Spirit Mound to their river landing.

I ask unanimous consent that addi-
tional information on Spirit Mound ap-
pear in the RECORD.

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

GROUP SEEKS TO ACQUIRE, PRESERVE SPIRIT
MOUND
(By Barbara Thirstrup)

Six miles north of Vermillion is a prom-
ontory which has had special significance for
Indians and early explorers.

Now it is being used for a cattle feeding op-
eration, and a silo has been trenched into its
side.

The site is Spirit Mound, where Lewis and
Clark spent a day on their Missouri River
journey, and where Indians feared to go be-
cause of legendary inhabitants.

A group of Vermillion citizens have formed
the Lewis and Clark/Spirit Mound Trust,
which is dedicated to the purchase, preserva-
tion and restoration of the historical site.
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Spirit Mound, a hill eight miles north of
the Missouri River, was visited by Lewis and
Clark on their journey of 1804-1806. The ex-
plorers were told that the Sioux Indians be-
lieved it was the home of “Deavels that had
remarkable large heads" and were a foot
tall.

““The legend began and still exists that the
Spirit Mound formation was established by
the Great Spirit and that the little people
were there to keep the Sioux in line so that
they didn't kill more buffalo than they could
eat,”” said Major General Lloyd Moses,
former director of the Institute of Indian
Studies at the University of South Dakota.

‘*We want to make it an historical and eco-
logical park,” said Larry Monfore, the
group's founder. “First we have to raise
about $290,000 to purchase the land, and then
we'll need about $200,000 to restore it, and
another $500,000 to maintain it so it can sur-
vive on the interest.”

Paul Putz, of the South Dakota Historical
Preservation Office, said, “*One of the rea-
sons we need to do it now is there is a feedlot
on the steepest side, and there is a trench
silo already. Erosion will soon deteriorate it
to where there will be nothing left.”

In order to acquire the 320 acres on and
around Spirit Mound, the group has begun a
fund-raising drive. “We're starting on a local
level, but we want to do a national mailing
to historians, educators and ecologists,” said
Monfore.

The group tried to get city, county, state,
and federal support for the project in its be-
ginning stages, but, as Monfore put it, “They
all thought it was a good idea, but they
weren't interested in providing financial sup-
port, so we decided to form our own private
group to raise money to buy the land.”

The restoration phase will involve planting
the area into native grasses, duplicating the
conditions existing when Lewis and Clark
visited. **We'd like to have a walking trail to
the top of Spirit Mound, where people would
be able to see the river valley. We'd have
signs identifying kinds of grasses and wild-
life, and we’d like to have a visitor's center,”
said Monfore. He said the area would have
pheasants, deer, antelope, and other prairie
wildlife.

The area would be available for environ-
mental studies and observations by students
and the public in general.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, was the
leaders’ time reserved?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Republican leader’'s time is reserved.

IRAQ NUCLEAR AMENDMENT

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, later this
week—hopefully sometime tomorrow—
the Senate will begin consideration of
the Defense Department authorization
bill.

I want to advise my Senate col-
leagues of my intention to offer to that
bill an amendment which would au-
thorize President Bush to use all avail-
able and appropriate means to accom-
plish the goal of eliminating Iraq’s nu-
clear capability.

I am pleased that the distinguished
Senator from Connecticut [Mr.
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LIEBERMAN] has agreed to join me in
offering this amendment. And I hope
that many other Senators from both
sides of the aisle will join with us over
the next couple of days in putting to-
gether this amendment.

The amendment will make clear that
we do not want to use force to accom-
plish this goal. It will further indicate
our hope that the President, should he
be forced to exercise a military option,
will take every possible precaution to
avoid or minimize civilian casualties.

But the amendment will not equivo-
cate on our determination to see that
Iraq’'s nuclear capability is wiped out,
once and for all, one way or another.
The risks of accidental civilian casual-
ties in accomplishing that goal, though
a cause of real concern, pales in com-
parison to the concern that all of us
have about the prospect of Saddam
Hussein acquiring nuclear weapons.

Mr. President, I invite all Senators
to contact me or my staff if they wish
to join us in crafting and offering this
amendment, at the appropriate time,
to the DOD authorization bill.

Mr. President, I reserve the remain-
der of my time.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, the Senator’s time is re-
served.

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is
there further morning business? If not,
morning business is closed.

FOREIGN RELATIONS AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT, FISCAL YEARS 1992
AND 1993

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senate will now proceed to the consid-
eration of S.1433, under the order,
which the clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A bill (S.1433) to authorize appropriations
for fiscal years 1992 and 1993 for the Depart-
ment of State, and for other purposes.

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill.

Mr. PELL addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. PELL].

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, the current
business is the consideration of the
Foreign Relations Authorization Act?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. S.
1433.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, the bill
which we are now considering author-
izes appropriations of $6 billion for fis-
cal year 1992 and $5.5 billion for fiscal
year 1993 for the Department of State,
the U.S. Information Agency, and the
Board for International Broadcasting.
The Foreign Relations Committee re-
ported this bill favorably to the Senate
on June 12 by a strong, bipartisan vote
of 18 to 0.
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In general, the authorizations for fis-
cal year 1993 are a straightline of the
fiscal year 1992 authorizations. How-
ever, the fiscal year 1993 authorization
for the State Department is $500 mil-
lion less than the fiscal year 1992 au-
thorization because the latter includes
a lump-sum for all arrearages owed by
the United States to the United Na-
tions and other international organiza-
tions.

Title I of the bill authorizes total ap-
propriations of $4.6 billion for fiscal
year 1992 for the State Department—an
increase of $970 million over the fiscal
year 1991 appropriated level. The larg-
est single spending category in the De-
partment's budget, the ‘‘Administra-
tion of Foreign Affairs, is authorized at
$2.7 billion. Within this category, $130
million is provided for the construction
of the new office building at the U.S.
Embassy in Moscow. However, the bill
does not specify which construction op-
tion—teardown or top hat—the admin-
istration should pursue.

The bill authorizes $1.3 billion for
International Organizations and Con-
ferences, the second largest spending
category in the State Department
budget. This authorization provides for
full repayment over the next 4 fiscal
years of arrearages of U.S. assessed
contributions to international organi-
zations. This authorization reflects the
committee’s strong support of the
President’s decision to pay U.S. con-
tributions as they come due and to
repay all U.S. arrearages.

The third largest spending category,
migration and refugee assistance, is
authorized at $600 million—an increase
of $110 million over the administra-
tion's fiscal year 1992 request. The
committee found the administration’s
request woefully inadequate to meet
the enormous and pressing needs of ref-
ugees throughout the world. The com-
mittee achieved this increase by de-
creasing the authorization for foreign
military financing and for the State
Department’s building account.

The bill also amends the State De-
partment Basic Authorities Act to cre-
ate a new title dealing with the foreign
relations of the U.S. historical series.
This title is based on legislation that I
introduced last year with Senators
BoOREN and HELMS. It is designed to en-
sure the accuracy and completeness of
the series.

Title II of the bill authorizes appro-
priations of $1.1 billion for fiscal year
1992 for the U.S. Information Agency.
This represents an increase of $58.1 mil-
lion over the fiscal year 1991 appro-
priated level. As one who has long been
a strong advocate of exchanges as a
means of improving international un-
derstanding, I am pleased that the
committee has seen fit not only to pro-
vide increased resources for existing
programs but also to establish new pro-
grams. These exchanges, particularly
those for the newly established democ-
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racies in Eastern Europe, are dollars
well spent. The fiscal year 1992 author-
ization for USIA also provides an in-
crease of $5 million for the National
Endowment for Democracy and funding
for the establishment of a USIA office
in Laos.

Title IT also mandates the establish-
ment of a USIA cultural center in
Kosovo, Yugoslavia. This provision,
which I sponsored, was a byproduct of a
trip I took earlier this year to Yugo-
slavia and Albania. Recent events in
Yugoslavia have confirmed my judg-
ment that a United States presence in
Kosovo, where the Albanian majority
is brutally repressed by the Serbian
minority, is critical.

Title III of the bill authorizes $218.7
million in appropriations for fiscal
year 1992 for the Board for Inter-
national Broadcasting for the oper-
ations of Radio Free Europe/Radio Lib-
erty. This authorization provides for
continued operation of Radio Free Af-
ghanistan.

Title IV, dealing with spoils of war,
places weapons captured by the United
States under existing laws governing
the transfer of U.S. military equip-
ment. Title V prohibits the issuance of
“Israel only"” passports for Americans
traveling to the Mideast. Title VI ad-
dresses various policy issues with re-
spect to Southeast Asia.

Title VII establishes an Office for the
Prosecution of Persian Gulf War Crimi-
nals in the State Department. This
title is identical to legislation passed
by the committee and the full Senate
earlier this year. I believe it is essen-
tial that Iraqi authorities be held re-
sponsible for actions which constituted
crimes against humanity and peace.

Title VIII deals with arms sales to
the Middle East and title IX includes
various miscellaneous foreign policy
provisions.

Mr. President, I believe that this is a
good bill. For the first time, this legis-
lation has been marked up at the sub-
committee as well as the full commit-
tee level. I would like to thank the sub-
committee chairman, Senator JOHN
KERRY, and the ranking minority mem-
ber of the subcommittee, Senator HANK
BROWN, for their good work and bipar-
tisan cooperation on this legislation
and the enormous contributions they
made during the full committee’s
markup.

Mr. HELMS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
REID). The Senator from North Caro-
lina.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, it is al-
ways a pleasure to work with the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Foreign Re-
lations Committee. He and I decided
last week that it would be appropriate
for the subcommittee chairmen on the
foreign aid bill, Senator SARBANES and
Senator MCCONNELL, to handle that
bill, and they did an excellent job.
However, 1 enjoy working with the
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chairman as minority floor manager, I
look forward to this afternoon’s work.

Mr. President, today the Senate con-
siders 8. 1433, the Foreign Relations
Authorization Act for fiscal years 1992
and 1993. The bill authorizes funds for
the State Department, international
organizations, the U.S. Information
Agency, the Board for International
Broadcasting, and a host of other enti-
ties.

The bill is the product of diligent
work, much of it by the International
Operations Subcommittee of the For-
eign Relations Committee. I look for-
ward to managing S. 1433 with the sub-
committee chairman, the Senator from
Massachusetts, JOHN KERRY. Let me
extend my personal thanks and high
respect for the ranking Republican on
the subcommittee, the Senator from
Colorado, HANK BROWN. Senator BROWN
is one of the most effective and person-
able freshman Senators with whom I
have served and he has left a mcior,
positive mark on this bill. Together
with other subcommittee members and
committee staff, a bill has been pro-
duced that has bipartisan support and
is broadly based.

The subcommittee deserves com-
mendation for holding the largest num-
ber of oversight hearings on agency
budgets in recent memory. Despite in-
creases in the committee’s own budget
which has been used for additional ma-
jority staffing, these hearings and the
bipartisan subcommittee process on S.
1433 were accomplished without addi-
tional committee staff.

Because of the consultations under-
taken by Senators KERRY and BROWN,
S. 1433 is unlikely to require numerous
amendments or extended discussion, as
have State Department authorizations
in recent years.

Mr. President, I regret that this leg-
islation has, to a great extent, been
held hostage to the foreign aid author-
ization bill. The Foreign Relations
Committee reported the foreign assist-
ance bill, S. 1435, with provisions so ob-
jectionable to the administration that
President Bush has threatened to veto
it. Knowing the strong opposition of
U.S. taxpayers to the idea of foreign
aid, it was determined that the Foreign
Relations authorization, S. 1433 should
be delayed until the Senate had acted
on foreign aid.

Nevertheless, the Senate has, at last,
been able to bring up the Foreign Rela-
tions authorization. As we begin con-
sideration, let me outline a few key is-
sues in S. 1433 with which the Senate
will be dealing.

COST OF THE BILL

Mr. President, S. 1433 authorizes a
total of $5,987,370,000 for fiscal year 1992
and $5,484,071,000 in 1993. The 1992 fig-
ures represent an increase of
$1,190,199,000 over 1991 appropriation
levels, an increase of 21.7 percent. This
is probably enough to give most Sen-
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ators what car buyers call sticker
shock.

The committee has been assured that
this huge increase represents a number
of one-time authorizations. For exam-
ple, in accordance with administration
requests, the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee authorized 4 years worth of so-
called arrearages to the United Na-
tions. This is money the U.S. Govern-
ment correctly withheld during the
1980’s because of the abuse heaped upon
the United States combined with bloat-
ed U.N. bureaucracies and reckless
spending.

Overlooking the fact that the United
States has surely not received suffi-
cient good service to cover the United
Nation’s past sins, Congress responded
favorably to the President's request to
begin repayment of so-called arrear-
ages in the current fiscal year. Having
taken that pill, the administration
says it wants to ease the job of the For-
eign Relations Committee by sparing it
from authorizing these so-called ar-
rears for each of the next 4 fiscal years.

Let me say, Mr. President, this Sen-
ator, the ranking member of the For-
eign Relations Committee, is totally
opposed to dumping more money in the
United Nations and I do not think we
ought to pay the arrearages which oc-
curred in the first place because of the
incompetence and failures of the Unit-
ed Nations. But that is a decision made
by the majority and once again I am in
the minority.

In my case, Mr. President, the result
is a lump sum authorization of
$1,327,333,000 in authorization for inter-
national organizations this year, an in-
crease of $417,428,000 or 45.9 percent
over current year appropriations. In
1993, the committee recommends au-
thorization of $824,034,000. Judging
from the patterns of recent years, I
would not be surprised if the adminis-
tration comes back to Congress for
supplemental authority for 1993.

Let me say for the record right now
that I am far from convinced that the
United Nations is prepared to remain
faithful to zero growth budgets, such as
those produced in recent years.

Mr. President, authorization levels in
S. 1433 also reflect significant increases
for the State Department. The commit-
tee has authorized $2,629,935,000 for
1992. That represents an increase of 19.6
percent or $430,882,000 over 1991 appro-
priations, while the U.S. economy is in
such desperate shape and while the
Federal deficit is moving toward $4
trillion.

For example, the bill provides $1.743
billion for salaries and expenses at the
State Department, an increase of $141
million—or 8.8 percent over appropria-
tions levels for the current fiscal year.
That increase is more than twice the
rate of inflation and is largely caused
by enormous salary increases for Sen-
ior Foreign Service officers and mem-
bers of the Senior Executive Service.
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Many of these increases are as high as
22 percent. You can imagine how John
Q. Public feels when he learns about
things like that throughout this Fed-
eral Government.

Other significant increases in the
cost of S. 1433 for the State Depart-
ment include an added $162.468 million
for acquisition and maintenance of
buildings abroad, an increase of 71.4
percent over 1991 appropriations. Mi-
gration and refugee assistance has been
increased by $114,352,000 over last
year’s appropriated levels. That is an
increase of 23.5 percent. Mr. President,
there are even rumors to the effect
that even larger increases may be pro-
posed during consideration of this bill.
I support assistance to needy people,
but I am just as committed to offset-
ting increases within S. 1433, as was
done in subcommittee and committee.

There is, however, one vital area of
the State Department which is signifi-
cantly underauthorized. That is the Of-
fice of the Inspector General. Sherman
Funk has been an outstanding incum-
bent in that position and Congress
reposes much confidence in the gen-
tleman. In fact, S. 1433 requests or
mandates a number of studies to be
done by this highly effective office.
While quick to authorize new exchange
programs and costly increases in other
programs, I hope that the committee
will demonstrate equal zeal for the In-
spector General's Office today and in
conference.

Mr. President, the June-July edition
of State magazine, which is for employ-
ees to the State Department, features
an interesting interview with the
former Under Secretary for Manage-
ment, Ivan Selin. Senators should
know that the State Department has
convinced itself that it is operating
under a draconian budget, and so one
section of the interview has the head-
line, “‘forced penny-pinching."

I cannot help chuckling when I think
of a title like that referring to the ex-
penditures by the U.S. State Depart-
ment, for that matter any other De-
partment of the Federal Government.

Mr. Sélin is asked about the State
Department budget, *“Will it be the
same situation year after year?” Mr.
Selin begins his answer with a rhetori-
cal question and I think it was a good
one, ““Will we ever have enough money?
The answer is absolutely not."”

Diogenes can put out his lantern.
Here is an honest man.

Then Mr. Selin made some very per-
tinent observations, which ought to be
part of the RECORD as we consider this
bill. He said, ““No company would do
what we do. They would lay off people,
close unprofitable plants, take the hit
against earnings, and then operate
within their resources in the next few
years.”

Of course, Mr. President, but let me
continue to quote Mr. Ivan Selin.

Mr. Selin continued, ‘“‘although re-
sources are grossly inadequate, there’s
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still a lot of wastage. We can’t hit De-
fense Department standards, probably,
but they're at a much larger scale than
we are. No bureau that has ever been
founded in the State Department has
been abolished * * * staffing of embas-
sies has not really been seriously re-
considered since after the war. * * *

I guess he meant World War IIL.

Mr. President, I hope you will pay
close attention to the concluding com-
ment of Mr. Ivan Selin.

Mr. President, Mr. Selin concluded
with these comments, ‘‘But the answer
is that, No. 1, we don't have enough
money * * * and No. 2, we can get a lit-
tle more * * *. No. 3, we have the re-
sponsibility to do a lot better in using
the resources we have than in the past.
I'm just talking about identifying pri-
orities and getting rid of lower prior-
ities, so that adequate resources can be
put on the higher priorities. We do
have the tools to do that, and gen-
erally, we have the authority to do
that, and we're starting to do it."

During 2 years at the State Depart-
ment, Ivan Selin had taken some steps
to cut costs. Unfortunately, this Sen-
ator does not see substantial reduc-
tions reflected in the administration’s
budget request. And, despite successful
efforts of the International Operations
Subcommittee to keep Senate author-
ization figures below those of the
House of Representatives, rapidly in-
creasing State Department budgets
ought to be the central focus of cost
control efforts of the Foreign Relations
Committee in the future. In the short
term, Mr. President, the Senate should
hold the line on committee reported
numbers during conference delibera-
tions.

Ivan Selin has departed the State De-
partment to manage the Nuclear Regu-
latory Commission. The Washington
Post featured several recent comments
of Mr. Selin, as he compared the State
Department to rationally managed or-
ganizations—maybe the word ought to
be ‘“‘contrasted.'’ Commenting on his
new post, Mr. Selin said, ‘‘Compared to
State, where you have no confidence
that doing a better job will lead to bet-
ter performance, it's pretty straight-
forward.”” He was then asked if he
found his job at State difficult, and Mr.
Selin replied, ““The State Department
is easy, because standards of accept-
able management are so low."

Mr. President, in the letter received
from the State Department with com-
ments on S.1433 are a number of criti-
cal statements regarding the bill's atti-
tude toward State Department man-
agement and personnel policies. These
generally ask Congress to trust the
State Department, and to wait pa-
tiently for the State Department to re-
port—after the fact—what it has been
doing on these topics.

Ivan Selin's expert testimony does
little to instill congressional con-
fidence in the State Department. The
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traditional haughtiness of that Depart-
ment is fundamentally out of step with
the concerns of the American people,
this Senator believes, and of Congress,
this Senator hopes. The time has come
for the State Department to quit be-
having as an elitist club that can stand
above the U.S. taxpayer or the Con-
gress.

APPROPRIATIONS IN EXCESS OF AUTHORIZATION

Mr. President, in addition to my con-
cern about the size of the authoriza-
tions contained in S. 1433, 1 am con-
cerned that the authorization bill
passed by the other body (H.R. 1415) is
even more costly. Moreover, current
indications are that the Commerce,
Justice, State Department appropria-
tions bill, which will be considered
shortly, exceeds amounts authorized in
S. 1433.

At this point, I just want Senators to
be alerted to the possible disparity.
While some public figures are claiming
that deep cuts have been inflicted in
nondefense spending, the opposite is
the case. As the gap between cost-cut-
ting rhetoric and runaway spending
widens, I believe the American people
will have no choice but to resolve this
contradition.

TWO-YEAR AUTHORIZATION

Mr. President, this year the Foreign
Relations Committee departed from
past practice by writing a 2-year bill
for agencies and programs contained in
S. 1433. Senators KERRY and BROWN
sensibly reasoned that the past prac-
tice of 1-year authorizations have
placed the Senate at a competitive dis-
advantage with the other body during
conference deliberations. S. 1433
rectifies that problem and should
strengthen the Senate's position.

Mr. President, in a specific area—au-
thorization of appropriations for the
U.S. Information Agency—the Foreign
Relations Committee's endorsement of
a 2-year authorization is wise and nec-
essary. The House of Representatives
chose to authorize USIA for 1 year
only.

At issue is the question of inter-
national broadcast policy. The Foreign
Relations Committee strongly supports
independence of the Voice of America
and strengthening capacities of Radio
Liberty while retaining functions of
Radio Free Europe.

The other body may have no fear of a
radical change in U.S. broadcast pol-
icy, especially to Central and Eastern
Europe. Witnesses before the Foreign
Relations Committee have verified
that the new era of struggling govern-
ments, enjoying less control by Com-
munist parties, need the model and en-
couragement of American broadcasts.

Despite requests from Central Euro-
pean chiefs of State, there is some indi-
cation that U.S. broadcasts may be
scaled back. As a former journalist and
broadcaster myself, Mr. President, I
know that U.S. broadcasts provide im-
portant encouragement to govern-
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ments which have shaken off Soviet co-
lonial rule. In addition, free govern-
ments of the Baltic States and elected
governments in the Soviet Union need
the honest, professional broadcast serv-
ices that the Voice of America and
Radio Liberty provide.

A 2-year authorization for USIA is
one of the best ways to preserve strong
broadcast services to Central and East-
ern Europe and other places. The For-
eign Relations Committee has not hesi-
tated to encourage formation of new
broadcast services to underserved
areas, or to reaffirm strong support for
services such as Radio Free Afghani-
stan. A 2-year authorization must be
preserved in conference.

MOSCOW EMBASSY

Mr. President, this Senator's position
on reconstructing a secure new office
building at the U.S. Embassy in Mos-
cow are outlined extensively in the
committee report (S. Rept. 102-98).

Subsequent to filing the report, the
Subcommittee on Commerce, Justice,
and State of the Appropriations Com-
mittee approved funding levels suffi-
cient to tear down the current chan-
cery building and replace it on the
same site with a new, secure building.
Thanks to the enlightened leadership
of the Senator from South Carolina
[Mr. HOLLINGS] the Senate has a chance
to endorse the best Moscow construc-
tion option.

The fundamental issue in Moscow is
the national security of the United
States. It is well-known that the So-
viet regime has stepped up efforts to
spy on official Americans in the Soviet
Union. As numbers of U.S. officials in-
crease at the Moscow Embassy com-
plex, the need for a completely new
building increases as well.

Because Moscow Embassy construc-
tion is a national security issue, I do
not believe a debate about relative
costs should be the determining factor.
No Senator is more committed to sav-
ing taxpayer funds than the senior Sen-
ator from North Carolina. But being
penny-wise in Moscow will directly im-
peril vital U.S. national security inter-
ests. It is also important to recall that,
while hard estimates have been made
about the cost of tearing down the
Moscow chancery building, ballpark es-
timates are as close as the advocates of
the so-called top hat option can pro-
vide.

Since the Senate has no idea what
the actual financial cost of the top hat
construction option may be, arguments
that it is necessarily cheaper than the
teardown option must be discounted.
However, we do know that top hat en-
tails security costs. The top hat solu-
tion simply does not provide sufficient
secure space for the near future. There-
fore, if top hat is approved, Congress
will have to authorize additional new
secure space in just a few years.

In 1990, after a weak lobbying effort
by the State Department on behalf of
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the teardown option, the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee voted to postpone a
choice of construction options for Mos-
cow. Writing in the committee report
(S. Rept. 101-334) to accompany S. 2749,
the supplement authorization for the
State Department, majority authors
noted that, ‘‘the expenditure of more
than one-quarter of a billion dollars on
tearing down an existing building
would be an advertisement of American
incompetence * * *."

Mr. President, there is considerable
truth in that statement. But the time
has come to bypass issues of
unprosecuted malfeasance and misfea-
sance on the part of the State Depart-
ment and other agencies. Congress has
played a role by failing to force a con-
struction solution before now. The Sen-
ate can insist that the State Depart-
ment and other elements of the admin-
istration do the right thing by tearing
down the existing building and recon-
structing on the same site, or it can
save face for the State Department.

Mr. President, Americans are not in-
competent, but they are sick and tired
of inaction on the Moscow Embassy. A
member of the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee staff visited Moscow in May to
review the situation. He found a uni-
versal desire to end the impasse and by
tearing down the existing building. The
verdict tracks closely the general mes-
sage given to the Subcommittee on
International Operations in two classi-
fied hearings held before marking up S.
1433.

It is time for Congress to prove it can
decide between construction options
during the 102d Congress. Moreover, it
is my hope that the administration
will commit itself to completing the
project by the end of 1995—a target
which can be reached and which offers
the best chance of precluding further
Soviet undermining of our best efforts.

Mr. President, the correct action of
the Appropriations Subcommittee may
need the reinforcement of a strong vote
in favor of the so-called teardown op-
tion during consideration of S. 1433,
That could provide effective ammuni-
tion for the conference on this bill, and
could convince the other body—which,
on May 15, narrowly approved a provi-
sion delegating a decision back to the
State Department. If that action is rec-
ommended, this Senator from North
Carolina promises enthusiastic sup-
port.

U.N. SYSTEM FUNDING

Mr. President, my position on the
more than $1 billion in authorization
to be provided to the United Nations
and its affiliated agencies is outlined
in my additional views. At this point,
let me commend the International Op-
erations Subcommittee of the Foreign
Relations Committee for beginning se-
rious oversight efforts of U.N. system
funding. Chairman JoOHN KERRY and
ranking Republican HANK BROWN have
done more than has been done in recent
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memory to create a public record on
vital U.N. issues.

President Bush has determined that
the United States will pay assessed
contributions—25 percent of the gen-
eral budget and 30.7 percent for peace-
keeping activities—so-called arrear-
ages, and, of course, very generous vol-
untary contributions. The original ver-
sion of the Kassebaum-Solomon
amendment provided the administra-
tion and Congress with guidelines to
review U.N. compliance with fun-
damental budgetary, personnel, and or-
ganizational reforms. This year, a ver-
sion of the language which allows the
United Nations more leeway is con-
tained in S. 1433 and the companion
measure from the other body.

Mr. President, for the sake of legisla-
tive history, I believe that Congress
will insist that America's participation
in the U.N. budget process be trans-
parent—that is, that Congress know
why the United States makes the deci-
sions it does and how those decisions
are carried out.

Certainly, President Bush's endorse-
ment of full funding does not—and
ought not—to be interpreted as a blank
check for the United Nations. In many
countries, the executive and legislative
branches are one and the same. But in
a country with a separation of powers,
involvement by the Congress is a must,
both for authorizing and appropria-
tions committees. Therefore, not every
recommendation may be greeted warm-
ly without specific justification.

U.S. MISSION TO THE UNITED NATIONS

At several points in S. 1433, Mr.
President, Senators will not references
to management and operations at the
U.S. mission to the United Nations in
New York City. Although these items
are in both legislative and report lan-
guage (S. Rept. 102-98), I cannot help
but express a sense of frustration that
important issues there remain unre-
solved, or unexamined, 3 years into the
Bush administration.

The mission to the United Nations is
a hybrid: a domestic division of the Bu-
reau for International Organization Af-
fairs that considers itself an overseas
post, a hardship location, and inde-
pendent of most routine supervision.
The mission is not and cannot be a law
unto itself.

The majority of mission employees
share none of the protections extended
to the civil service. These employees
are generally not in high-level posi-
tions. They are paid on a scale called
GG—exempted from the civil service.
Their best advocates within the State
Department are the civil service om-
budsman, John Byerly, and the inspec-
tor general of the State Department,
Sherman Funk.

Most U.S. mission employees are
civil servants, with job classifications
GG, GS, or GM. However, the mission
also contains a small contingent of
Foreign Service officers.
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Mr. President, an extraordinary
amount of top management time has
been devoted to recruiting and retain-
ing foreign service officers. The For-
eign Service personnel system seems
not to be prepared to create meaning-
ful noncash incentives to encourage of-
ficers to choose to the work at the New
York Mission. Many Foreign Service
officers who are used to five-star treat-
ment during an overseas posting feel
entitled to the similar perquisites if
they are assigned to the U.S. mission
to the United Nations.

For example, most Foreign Service
officers at the U.S. mission believe
they should live in close proximity to
the United Nations, while the civil
service employees reside throughout
the New York metropolitan area. The
Foreign Service seems to believe it is
indispensable to the U.S. mission, and
that special cash benefits should ac-
crue to them while they are there. Ex-
tending the possibility of cash benefits
to civil servants, Mr. President, does
nothing to resolve the underlying prob-
lem. Perhaps the numbers of Foreign
Service officers in New York should be
reduced, or the current practice of as-
signing additional Foreign Service offi-
cers to the U.S. mission during the
U.N. General Assembly should be ex-
panded.

All employees at the U.S. mission are
equally dedicated. Many are highly
skilled and effective. Yet the tendency
of the Foreign Service to be treated
with kid gloves is a threat to morale.
For example, after the State Depart-
ment’'s inspector general recommended
that the Administrative Counselor at
the mission be drawn from among com-
petent civil servants, mission manage-
ment insisted on putting a Foreign
Service officer in that position.

I have heard the complaints of For-
eign Service officers at the U.S. mis-
sion. They feel the U.S. Government,
and even the Congress, has let them
down by denying them compensatory
benefits to make service in New York
easier. Some concerns have merit. Mr.
President, 2 years ago the Senate con-
sidered the Foreign Relations Author-
ization Act. Since that time there has
been plenty of time for the Bureau of
International Organization Affairs,
working with Congress, to list agreed
problems at the U.S. mission and pro-
pose realistic solutions. Yet the im-
passe continues.

President Bush's increasing reliance
on the United Nations and other multi-
lateral organizations means that the
United States must have a highly mo-
tivated, effective mission to the United
Nations. The recommendations and
legislative history contained in S. 1433
seek to promote this kind of progress,
in part by signaling a congressional de-
sire for a partnership to make mission
improvements happen.
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NATIONAL ENDOWMENT FOR DEMOCRACY

Mr. President, section 208 of S. 1433
includes some relatively mild provi-
sions to get the attention of the Na-
tional Endowment for Democracy and
its affiliated institutes. With broad bi-
partisan support, these are attempts to
get the NED and its institutes to en-
gage in a confidence-building program
with Congress.

At a minimum, these provisions com-
municate the interest of Senators to be
included in the way the Endowment
and core institutes programs, audits
and evaluation public funds. This in-
cludes the senior Senator from North
Carolina and the minority staff of the
Committee on Foreign Relations.

Since 99 percent of NED funding
originates from the U.S. taxpayer,
there is sense of Congress legislation
urging the endowment to raise more
money privately. Congress intends that
the NED and core institutes become
less elitist and more transparent. Oper-
ating procedures seem inbred and se-
cretive, its self-evaluation of projects
may be biased. Programs and priorities
are all cleared by the State Depart-
ment. Only the NED and its institutes
can reconstruct confidence with the
Congress.

DEADLINE FOR RESPONSES TO CONGRESSIONAL

INQUIRIES

Mr. President, to establish some leg-
islative history on Section 127 of S.
1433, this section is based on an amend-
ment offered by the Senator from
South Dakota [Mr. PRESSLER] in re-
sponse to broad concern about delays
and nonanswers to proper committee
inquiries.

Oversight hearings, and especially
nomination hearings, require that the
committee obtain answers and docu-
ments to evaluate policies, practices
and employment histories. When com-
plete, timely answers are not received,
the Foreign Relations Committee and
other congressional committees are
forced to take actions to signal dis-
pleasure. Section 127 represents an at-
tempt to codify a reasonable procedure
whereby the executive branch and Con-
gress can cooperate more fully on these
key items of concern.

REIMBURSEMENT OF PRIVATE CITIZEN VISITS TO
THE U.N.

Section 143(b), if enacted, would set a
perilous precedent by permitting reim-
bursement of security costs associated
with protecting private citizens who
visit the United Nations or its affili-
ated agencies. Specifically, it could
permit the State Department to reim-
burse New York City for protecting Mr.
Nelson Mandela in 1990. But it could as
easily extend to visits of Mother The-
resa, the Dalai Lama, or many other
private celebrities.

If not stricken from the bill, it is the
hope of this Senator that this provision
be interpreted extemely narrowly and,
if possible, to apply to a single claim
only.
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STATE DEPARTMENT PERSONNEL STUDY

Four years ago, Mr. President, Con-
gress believed that the large number of
serious personnel problems within the
Foreign Service could best be remedied
by creating a special Commission of ex-
perts and relying on their rec-
ommendations. The result was the
Thomas Commission, which made its
written report in 1989. To date the
State Department has applied some of
the Commission’s recommendations se-
lectively.

Section 152 recognizes that problems
exist, and will continue to exist. By
creating a Commission of personnel ex-
perts, Congress intends to build an in-
formation base by which it may fine
tune personnel law and procedures in
the future. Following enactment of the
Thomas Commission the State Depart-
ment created a competitive Commis-
sion. Working simultaneously on simi-
lar issues to the Thomas Commission,
the duplicative Bremer Commission
clouded Thomas Commission rec-
ommendations and permitted the State
Department to pick and choose be-
tween recommendations depending on
which were less sweeping.

Mr. President, it is the intent of Con-
gress that a duplicative Commission
not be created once the Commission in
section 162 is set up. It is clear that the
State Department would rather have
no Commission at all. In-house person-
nel studies occur constantly, supple-
mented by independent recommenda-
tions of the Inspector General and civil
service ombudsman. The Commission
authorized in section 152 is not in-
tended to duplicate work, but should
provide useful recommendations to the
Congress and the State Department
about key personnel questions.

The State Department alleges that
in-house personnel studies are so nu-
merous and excellent that Congress
should rely on their results. However,
Mr. President, the persistence of per-
sonnel complaints and problems means
that Congress must have additional
and independent expert opinion in
order to make the best policy.

REPORT ON UNESCO

Mr. President, section 167 mandates
an update on the report of Unesco au-
thorized in Public Law 101-246. The ear-
lier study, a joint recommendation of
myself and the Senator from New York
[Mr. MOYNIHAN] produced a strong re-
port from the administration to the ef-
fect that Unesco practices and budget-
ing still are significantly out of step
with reform guidelines used by the U.S.
Government. From the credible infor-
mation I have received, this Senator
doubts that the report authorized in
this section will find more than cos-
metic and rhetorical reforms. However,
an updated study is worth the effort.

HOUSING BENEFITS

Section 170 of S. 1433 is similar to a
provision contained in the House-
passed authorization bill sponsored by
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Representative KASICH of Ohio, dealing
with the housing program for some em-
ployees of the U.S. mission to the Unit-
ed Nations. While some improvement
was made by virtue of an agreement
struck between the Appropriations
Committee and the former U.S. perma-
nent representative, General Walters,
persistent complaints continue.

A study of housing needs and prob-
lems, with recommendations to the
Congress for improvement, can finally
begin to resolve these issues. This Sen-
ator believes that problems have per-
sisted in large measure because of the
conviction by mission management
that it alone understood the needs and
has the best grasp on solutions. A
study conducted by the Bureau for
International Organization Affairs,
therefore, can be the cornerstone for a
long-term resolution.

BALTIC INITIATIVE

Section 903 represents continuing
slow progress in a direction that brings
diplomatic representation into line
with United States policy when it
comes to the illegally occupied Baltic
States of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithua-
nia. It represents the work of the Sen-
ator from South Dakota [Mr. PRES-
SLER], the Senator from Illinois [Mr.
SIMON], and the Senator from Colorado
[Mr. BROWN].

Soviet colonial forces have failed to
subjugate the noble, freedom-loving
peoples of these independent republics
after more than 50 years.

Despite American refusal to accept,
de jure, the legality of Soviet occupa-
tion, the State Department’s enthu-
siasm for the Gorbachev regime has
constrained its actions, de facto.

Mr. President, section 903 is a modest
attempt to promote consistent policy.
It is not enough to have ecircuit riding
diplomats working out of the St. Pe-
tersburg consulate or the Moscow Em-
bassy. Even regular, brief visits to the
occupied states will not establish the
kind of diplomatic presence Americans
demand. It is regrettable, Mr. Presi-
dent, that Iceland and a number of
other countries are engaged at a higher
diplomatic level in the Baltic Repub-
lics than is the United States.

FOREIGN RELATIONS OF THE U.S. HISTORICAL

SERIES

Finally, Mr. President, I am pleased
that the bill contains a section con-
cerning the foreign relations of the
U.S. historical series and the declas-
sification of State Department records
after 30 years.

I commend the chairman of the com-
mittee for his leadership on this impor-
tant matter which is of concern to all
Americans.

I hope that this legislation will con-
tribute significantly to informed public
debate about the foreign policy of these
United States in the years to come.

Those who come after us deserve to
know the truth about the foreign pol-
icy of their country.
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On October 19 of last year, the Senate
adopted S. 3225 which was similar to
the language of this section. I was a co-
sponsor of this legislation as was the
ranking member of the Intelligence
Committee, the distinguished Senator
from Maine [Mr. COHEN] and the chair-
man of that committee, the distin-
guished Senator from Oklahoma [Mr.
BOREN]. Needless to say, the Foreign
Relations Committee and the Intel-
ligence Committee closely collaborated
on this legislation and the staff of the
respective committees worked very
hard and very effectively on a biparti-
san basis.

Mr. President, foreign policy has con-
sequences of which peace and war are
the most important to the Nation.
Without a sound foreign policy, our Na-
tion cannot long remain secure.

Without informed public debate
about our foreign policy, our liberties
and our way of life cannot long remain
secure.

Without informed public debate
about our foreign policy, the checks
and balances envisioned by the Fram-
ers of the Constitution cannot perform
their intended function.

Mr. President, informed public de-
bate is a powerful check against the ex-
ercise of arbitrary power.

Mr. President, nothing is more im-
portant to informed public debate
about our foreign policy than public
access to historical records.

The Foreign Relations of the U.S.
historical series was first published in
1862 and has been regularly published
since. The series is a fundamental pri-
mary source of official documents
which provide legislators, scholars,
journalists, and private citizens with
critical information about the formula-
tion of the foreign policy of the United
States.

The legislation before us, for the first
time since the inception of the series,
creates a legislative charter for the De-
partment of State's published histori-
cal record. The Ilegislation requires
that the series be brought up to a 30-
year standard for the series after a 5-
year transition period and for the de-
classification of State Department
records after a 2-year transition period.

1 would have preferred a 15-year or
20-year standard. In my view, too much
about our foreign policy is hidden for
too long from public scrutiny. The first
volume of the series in 1862 published
documents that were 1 year old.

The legislation recognizes that there
may have to be certain exemptions
from declassification even after 30
years. Criteria for such exemptions are
stated. While these exemptions may
need to be applied in some cases it is
the intent of this legislation that they
will be used sparingly, on an item-by-
item and document-by-document basis.
These exemptions do not provide a jus-
tification for wholesale withholding of
entire categories or lots or records and
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let the record be very clear about this
significant point.

This Republic can ill afford to have
its foreign policy held captive by a self-
perpetuating power elite. For far too
long the foreign policy of these United
States has been unduly influenced by
and controlled by what has come to be
called the Eastern Establishment. This
complex concentration of financial and
intellectual power all but seized con-
trol of our foreign policy in the wake of
World War I and has maintained its
grip on the foreign policy decisionmak-
ing of this country ever since.

I hope that increased access to the
records of the Department of State will
provide a check to the exercise of unre-
strained power over our foreign policy
decisionmaking by the Eastern Estab-
lishment.

AMENDMENT NO. 876
(Purpose: To establish sanctions against the
use of chemical and biological weapons in
violation of international law and to estab-
lish sanctions against illicit chemical and
biological weapons related transfers)

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. PELL],
for himself and Mr. HELMS, proposes an
amendment numbered 876.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

At the end of the bill, add the following
new title:

TITLE X—CHEMICAL AND BIOLOGICAL

WEAPONS PROLIFERATION
SEC. 1001. SHORT TITLE.

This title may be cited as the ‘“Chemical
and Biological Weapons Control and Warfare
Elimination Act of 1991"'.

SEC. 1002. PURPOSES.

The purposes of this title are—

(1) to mandate United States sanctions,
and to encourage international sanctions,
against countries that use chemical or bio-
logical weapons in violation of international
law or use lethal chemical or biological
weapons against their own nationals, and to
impose sanctions against companies that aid
in the proliferation of chemical and biologi-
cal weapons;

(2) to support multilaterally coordinated
efforts to control the proliferation of chemi-
cal and biological weapons; and

(3) to urge continued close cooperation
with the Australia Group and cooperation
with other supplier nations to devise ever
more effective controls on the transfer of
materials, equipment, and technology appli-
cable to chemical or biological weapons pro-
duction; and

(4) to require Presidential reports on ef-
forts that threaten United States interests
or regional stability by Iran, Irag, Syria,
Libya, and others to acquire the materials
and technology to develop, produce, stock-
pile, deliver, transfer, or use chemical or bio-
logical weapons.
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Subtitle A—Measures To Prevent the Pro-
liferation of Chemical and Biological
Weapons

SEC. 1021. MULTILATERAL EFFORTS.

(a) MULTILATERAL CONTROLS ON PROLIFERA-
TION.—It is the policy of the United States to
seek multilaterally coordinated efforts with
other countries to control the proliferation
of chemical and biological weapons. In fur-
therance of this policy, the United States
shall—

(1) promote agreements banning the trans-
fer of missiles suitable for armament with
chemical or biological warheads;

'(2) set as a top priority the early conclu-
sion of a comprehensive global agreement
banning the use, development, production,
and stockpiling of chemical weapons;

(3) seek and support effective international
means of monitoring and reporting regularly
on commerce in equipment, materials, and
technology applicable to the attainment of a
chemical or biological weapons capability;
and

(4) pursue and give full support to multi-
lateral sanctions pursuant to United Nations
Security Council Resolution 620, which de-
clared the intention of the Security Council
to give immediate consideration to imposing
“appropriate and effective’ sanctions
against any country which uses chemical
weapons in violation of international law,

(b) MULTILATERAL CONTROLS ON CHEMICAL
AGENTS, PRECURSORS, AND EQUIPMENT.—It is
also the policy of the United States to
strengthen efforts to control chemical
agents, precursors, and equipment by taking
all appropriate multilateral diplomatic
measures—

(1) to continue to seek a verifiable global
ban on chemical weapons at the 40 nation
Conference on Disarmament in Geneva;

(2) to support the Australia Group’s objec-
tive to support the norms and restraints
against the spread and the use of chemical
warfare, advance the negotiation of a com-
prehensive ban on chemical warfare by tak-
ing appropriate measures, and to protect the
Australia Group's domestic industries
against inadvertent association with supply
of feedstock chemical equipment that could
be misused to produce chemical weapons;

(3) to implement paragraph (2) by propos-
ing steps complementary to, and not mutu-
ally exclusive of, existing multilateral ef-
forts seeking a verifiable ban on chemical
weapons, such as the establishment of—

(A) a harmonized list of export control
rules and regulations to prevent relative
commercial advantage and disadvantages ac-
cruing to Australia Group members,

(B) liaison officers to the Australia Group's
coordinating entity from within the diplo-
matic missions,

(C) a close working relationship between
the Australia Group and industry,

(D) a public unclassified warning list of
controlled chemical agents, precursors, and
equipment,

(E) information-exchange channels of sus-
pected proliferants,

(F) a “denial” list of firms and individuals
who violate the Australia Group's export
control provisions, and

(G) broader cooperation between the Aus-
tralia Group and other countries whose po-
litical commitment to stem the proliferation
of chemical weapons is similar to that of the
Australia Group; and

(4) to adopt the imposition of stricter con-
trols on the export of chemical agents, pre-
cursors, and equipment and to adopt tougher
multilateral sanctions against firms and in-
dividuals who wviolate these controls or
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against countries that use chemical weap-
ons.
SEC. 1022. UNITED STATES EXPORT CONTROLS,

(a) IN GENERAL.—The President shall—

(1) use the authorities of the Arms Export
Control Act to control the export of those
defense articles and defense services, and

(2) use the authorities of the Export Ad-
ministration Act of 1979 to control the ex-
port of those goods and technology,
that the President determines would assist
the government of any foreign country in ac-
quiring the capability to develop, produce,
stockpile, deliver, or use chemical or biologi-
cal weapons.

(b) EXPORT ADMINISTRATION ACT.—Section
6 of the Export Administration Act of 1979 (50
U.8.C. App. 2405), as amended by the preced-
ing provisions of this Act, is further amend-
ed

(1) by redesignating subsections (m)
through (s) as subsections (n) through (t), re-
spectively; and

(2) by inserting after subsection (1), as
added by section 302 of this Act, the follow-
ing:

“(m) CHEMICAL AND BIOLOGICAL WEAPONS.—

‘(1) ESTABLISHMENT OF LIST.—The Sec-
retary, in consultation with the Secretary of
State, the Secretary of Defense, and the
heads of other appropriate departments and
agencies, shall establish and maintain, as
part of the list maintained under this sec-
tion, a list of goods and technology that
would directly and substantially assist a for-
eign government or group in acquiring the
capability to develop, produce, stockpile, or
deliver chemical or biological weapons, the
licensing of which would be effective in bar-
ring acquisition or enhancement of such ca-
pability.

‘(2) REQUIREMENT FOR VALIDATED LI-
CENSES.—The SBecretary shall require a vali-
dated license for any export of goods or tech-
nology on the list established under para-
graph (1) to any country of concern.

‘(3) COUNTRIES OF CONCERN.—For purposes
of paragraph (2) and section 10(r), the term
‘country of concern' means any country
other than—

““(A) a country with whose government the
United States has entered into a bilateral or
multilateral arrangement for the control of
goods or technology on the list established
under paragraph (1); and

‘'(B) such other countries as the Secretary
of State, in consultation with the Secretary
and the Secretary of Defense, shall designate
consistent with the purposes of the Chemical
and Biological Weapons Control and Warfare
Elimination Act of 1991.”.

SEC. 1023. SANCTIONS AGAINST CERTAIN FOR-
EIGN PERSONS.

‘(a) AMENDMENT TO EXPORT ADMINISTRA-
TION AcT.—The Export Administration Act
of 1979 is amended by inserting after Section
11B the following:

“'CHEMICAL AND BIOLOGICAL WEAPONS
PROLIFERATION SANCTIONS

‘‘SEC. 11B. (a) IMPOSITION OF SANCTIONS.—

‘(1) DETERMINATION BY THE PRESIDENT.—
(A) Except as provided in subsection (b)(2),
the President shall impose both of the sanc-
tions described in subsection (¢) if the Presi-
dent determines that a foreign person, on or
after the date of the enactment of this sec-
tion, has knowingly and materially contrib-
uted—

*{A) through the export from the United
States of any goods or technology that are
subject to the jurisdictdion of the United
States under this Act, or

‘(B) through the export from any other
country of any goods or technology that
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would be, if they were United States goods or
technology, subject to the jurisdiction of the
United States under this Act,

to the efforts by any foreign country de-
scribed in paragraph (2) to use, develop,
produce, stockpile, or otherwise acquire
chemical or biological weapons.

“(2) COUNTRIES RECEIVING ASSISTANCE.—
Paragraph (1) applies in the case of—

‘(A) any foreign country that the Presi-
dent determines has, at any time after Janu-
ary 1, 1990—

**(i) used chemical or biological weapons in
violation of international law;

*Y(ii) used lethal chemical or biological
weapons against its own nationals; or

““(ii1) made substantial preparations to en-
gage in the activities described in clause (i)
or (ii); or

‘YB) any foreign country whose govern-
ment is determined for purposes of section
6(j) of this Act to be a government that has
repeatedly provided support for acts of inter-
national terrorism.

‘'(3) PERSONS AGAINST WHICH SANCTIONS ARE
TO BE IMPOSED.—Sanctions shall be imposed
pursuant to paragraph (1) on—

‘(A) the foreign person with respect to
which the President makes the determina-
tion described in that paragraph;

“(B) any successor entity to that foreign
person;

*(C) any foreign person that is a parent or
subsidiary of that foreign person if that par-
ent or subsidiary knowingly assisted in the
activities which were the basis of that deter-
mination; and

‘(D) any foreign person that is an affiliate
of that foreign person if that affiliate know-
ingly assisted in that activities which were
the basis of that determination and if that
affiliate is controlled in fact by the foreign
person.

*(b) CONSULTATIONS WITH AND ACTIONS BY
FOREIGN GOVERNMENT OF JURISDICTION.—

*(1) CONSULTATIONS.—If the President
makes the determinations described in sub-
section (a)(1) with respect to a foreign per-
son, the Congress urges the President to ini-
tiate consultations immediately with the
government with primary jurisdiction over
that foreign person with respect to the impo-
sition of sanctions pursuant to this section.

**(2) ACTIONS BY GOVERNMENT OF JURISDIC-
TION.—In order to pursue each consultations
with that government, the President may
delay imposition of sanctions pursuant to
this section for a period of up to 90 days. Fol-
lowing these consultations, the President
shall impose sanctions unless the President
determines and certifies to the Congress that
that government has taken specific and ef-
fective actions, including appropriate pen-
alties, to terminate the involvement of the
foreign person in the activities described in
subsection (a)(1).

“(3) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—The President
shall report to the Congress, not later than
90 days after making a determination under
subsection (a)(1), on the status of consulta-
tions with the appropriate government under
this subsection, and the basis for any deter-
mination under paragraph (2) of this sub-
section that such government has taken spe-
cific corrective actions.

*“(¢) SANCTIONS,—

**(1) DESCRIPTION OF SANCTIONS.—The sanc-
tions to be imposed pursuant to subsection
(a)(1) are, except as provided in paragraph (2)
of this subsection, the following:

‘(A) PROCUREMENT SANCTION.—The United
States Government shall not procure, or
enter into any contract for the procurement
of, any goods, or services from any person
described in subsection (a)(3).



July 29, 1991

“(B) IMPORT SANCTIONS.—The importation
into the United States of products produced
by any person described in subsection (a)(3)
shall be prohibited.

‘(2) EXCEPTIONS.—The President shall not
be required to apply or maintain sanctions
under this section—

“(A) in the case of procurement of defense
articles or defense services—

“(1) under existing contracts or sub-
contracts, including the exercise of options
for production quantities to satisfy United
States operational military requirements;

/(i) if the President determines that the
person or other entity to which the sanctions
would otherwise be applied in a sole source
supplier of the defense articles or services,
that the defense articles or services are es-
sential, and that alternative sources are not
readily or reasonably available; or

“(iii) if the President determines that such
articles or services are essential to the na-
tional security under defense coproduction
agreements;

“Y(B) to products or services provided under
contracts entered into before the date on
which the President publishes his intention
to impose sanctions;

*(C) to—

“‘(i) spare parts,

‘(i) component parts, but not finished
products, essential to United States products
or production, or

**(iii) routine servicing and maintenance of
products, to the extent that alternative
sources are not readily or reasonably avail-
able;

‘(D) to information and technology essen-
tial to United States products or production;

or

‘E) to medical or other humanitarian
items.

‘(d) TERMINATION OF SANCTIONS.—The
sanctions imposed pursuant to this section
shall apply for a period of at least 12 months
following the imposition of sanctions and
shall cease to apply thereafter only if the
President determines and certifies to the
Congress that reliable information indicates
that the foreign person with respect to which
the determination was made under sub-
section (a)(1) has ceased to aid or abet any
foreign government in its efforts to acquire
chemical or biological weapons capability as
described in that subsection.

“(e) WAIVER.—

“(1) CRITERION FOR WAIVER.—The President
may waive the application of any sanction
imposed on any person pursuant to this sec-
tion, after the end of the 12-month period be-
ginning on the date on which that sanction
was imposed on that person, if the President
determines and certifies to the Congress that
such waiver is important to the national se-
curity interests of the United States.

“(2) NOTIFICATION OF AND REPORT TO CON-
GRESS.—If the President decides to exercise
the waiver authority provided in paragraph
(1), the President shall so notify the Con-
gress not less than 20 days before the waiver
takes effect. Such notification shall include
a report fully articulating the rationale and
circumstances which led the President to ex-
ercise the waiver authority.

‘(f) DEFINITION OF FOREIGN PERSON.—For
the purposes of this section, the term ‘for-
eign perscn’ means—

‘(1) an individual who is not a citizen of
the United States or an alien admitted for
permanent residence to the United States; or

‘*(2) a corporation, partnership, or other
entity which is created or organized under
the laws of a foreign country or which has its
principal place of business outside the Unit-
ed States.".
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{b) AMENDMENT TO ARMS EXPORT CONTROL
AcT.—The Arms Export Control Act is
amended by inserting after chapter 7, the fol-
lowing:

“CHAPTER 8—CHEMICAL OR BIOLOGICAL
WEAPONS PROLIFERATION
“SEC. 81. SANCTIONS AGAINST CERTAIN FOREIGN
PERSONS.

‘‘(a) IMPOSITION OF SANCTIONS.—

‘(1) DETERMINATION BY THE PRESIDENT.—
(A) Except as provided in subsection (b)(2),
the President shall impose both of the sanc-
tions described in subsection (c) if the Presi-
dent determines that a foreign person, on or
after the date of the enactment of this sec-
tion, has knowingly and materially contrib-
uted—

“(A) through the export from the United
States of any goods or technology that are
subject to the jurisdiction of the United
States,

“(B) through the export from any other
country of any goods or technogy that would
be, if they were United States goods or tech-
nology, subject to the jurisdiction of the
United States, or

*(C) through any other transaction not
subject to sanctions pursuant to the Export
Administration Act of 1979,

to the efforts by any foreign country de-
scribed in paragraph (2) to use, develop,
produce, stockpile, or other-wise acquire
chemiecal or biological weapons.

“(2) COUNTRIES RECEIVING ASSISTANCE,—
Paragraph (1) applies in the case of—

*(A) any foreign country that the Presi-
dent determines has, at any time after Janu-
ary 1, 1980—

“(i) used chemical or biological weapons in
violation of international law;

“(ii) used lethal chemical or biological
weapons against its own nationals; or

“(iii) made substantial preparations to en-
gage in the activities described in clause (i)
or (ii); or

“(B) any foreign country whose govern-
ment is determined for purposes of section
6(j) of the Export Administration Act of 1979
(50 U.8.C. 2405(j)) to be a government that
has repeatedly provided support for acts of
international terrorism.

“(3) PERSONS AGAINST WHICH SANCTIONS ARE
TO BE IMPOSED.—Sanctions shall be imposed
pursuant to paragraph (1) on—

“(A) the foreign person with respect to
which the President makes the determina-
tion described in that paragraph;

“(B) any successor entity to that foreign
person;

*(C) any foreign person that is a parent or
subsidiary of that foreign person if that par-
ent or subsidiary knowingly assisted in the
activities which were the basis of that deter-
mination; and

(D) any foreign person that is an affiliate
of that foreign person if that affiliate know-
ingly assisted in the activities which were
the basis of that determination and if that
affiliate is controlled in fact by that foreign
person.

*(b) CONSULTATIONS WITH AND ACTIONS BY
FOREIGN GOVERNMENT OF JURISDICATION.—

“(1) CONSULTATIONS.—If the President
makes the determinations described in sub-
section (a)(1) with respect to a foreign per-
son, the Congress urges the President to ini-
tiate consultations immediately with the
government with primary jurisdiction over
that foreign person with respect to the impo-
sition of sanctions pursuant to this section.

*(2) ACTIONS BY GOVERNMENT OF JURISDIC-
TION.—In order to pursue such consultations
with that government, the President may
delay imposition of sanctions pursuant to
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this section for a period of up to 90 days. Fol-
lowing these consultations, the President
shall impose sanctions unless the President
determines and certifies to the Congress that
that government has taken specific and ef-
fective actions, including appropriation pen-
alties, to terminate the involvement of the
foreign person in the activities described in
subsection (a)(1).

“(3) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—The President
shall report to the Congress, not later than
90 days after making a determination under
subsection (a)(1), on the status of consulta-
tions with the appropriate government under
this subsection, and the basis for any deter-
mination under paragraph (2) of this sub-
section that such government has taken spe-
cific corrective actions.

“(c) SANCTIONS.—

/(1) DESCRIPTION OF SANCTIONS.—The sanc-
tions to be imposed pursuant to subsection
(a)(1) are, except as provided in paragraph (2)
of this subsection, the following:

“(A) PROCUREMENT SANCTION.—The United
States Government shall not procure, or
enter into any contract for the procurement
of, any goods or services from any person de-
scribed in subsection (a)(3).

“(B) IMPORT SANCTIONS.—The importation
into the United States of products produced
by any person described in subsection (a)3)
shall be prohibited.

‘(2) EXCEPTIONS.—The President shall not
be required to apply or maintain sanctions
under this section—

‘*(A) in the case of procurement of defense
articles or defense services—

‘(i) under existing contracts or sub-
contracts, including the exercise of options
for production quantities to satisfy United
States operational military requirements;

*(ii) if the President determines that the
person or other entity to which the sanctions
would otherwise be applied is a sole source
supplier of the defense articles or services,
that the defense articles or services are es-
sential, and that alternative sources are not
readily or reasonably available; or

*(iii) if the President determines that such
articles or services are essential to the na-
tional security under defense coproduction
agreements;

“(B) to products or services provided under
contracts entered into before the date on
which the President publishes his intention
to impose sanctions;

*(C) to—

**(i) spare parts,

“(ii) component parts, but not finished
products, essential to United States products
or production, or

“(iii) routine servicing and maintenance of
products, to the extent that alternative
sources are not readily or reasonably avail-
able;

‘(D) to information and technology essen-
tial to United States products or production;
or

‘“(E) to medical or other humanitarian
items.

“(d) TERMINATION OF SANCTIONS.—The
sanctions imposed pursuant to this section
shall apply for a period of at least 12 months
following the imposition of sanctions and
shall cease to apply thereafter only if the
President determines and certifies to the
Congress that reliable information indicates
that the foreign person with respect to which
the determination was made under sub-
section (a)(1) has ceased to aid or abet any
foreign government in its efforts to acquire
chemical or biological weapons capability as
described in that subsection.

(e) WAIVER.—
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“(1) CRITERION FOR WAIVER.—The President
may waive the application of any sanction
imposed on any person pursuant to this sec-
tion, after the end of the 12-month period be-
ginning on the date on whiech that sanction
was imposed on that person, if the President
determines and certifies to the Congress that
such waiver is important to the national se-
curity interests of the United States.

**(2) NOTIFICATION OF AND REPORT TO CON-
GRESs.—If the President decides to exercise
the waiver authority provided in paragraph
(1), the President shall so notify the Con-
gress not less than 20 days before the waiver
takes effect. Such notification shall include
a report fully articulating the rationale and
circumstances which led the President to ex-
ercise the waiver authority.

*(f) DEFINITION OF FOREIGN PERSON.—For
the purposes of this section, the term ‘for-
eign person’ means—

*(1) an individual who is not a citizen of
the United States or an alien admitted for
permanent residence to the United States; or

‘“(2) a corporation, partnership, or other
entity which is created or organized under
the laws of a foreign country or which has its
principal place of business outside the Unit-
ed States.”.

Subtitle B—Sanctions Against the Use of

Chemical and Biological Weapons
SEC. 1041. DETERMINATIONS REGARDING USE OF
ggg‘mm OR BIOLOGICAL WEAP-

(a) DETERMINATION BY THE PRESIDENT.—

(1) WHEN DETERMINATION REQUIRED; NATURE
OF DETERMINATION.—Whenever information
becomes available to the executive branch
indicating the substantial possibility that,
on or after the date of the enactment of this
Act, the government of a foreign country has
made substantial preparation to use or has
used chemical or biological weapons, the
President, shall, within 60 days after the re-
ceipt of such information by the executive
branch, determine whether that government,
on or after such date of enactment, has used
chemical or biological weapons in violation
of international law or has used lethal chem-
ical or biological weapons against its own
nationals. Section 442 applies if the Presi-
dent determines that that government has so
used chemical or biological weapons.

(2) MATTERS TO BE CONSIDERED.—In making
the determination under paragraph (1), the
President shall consider the following:

(A) All physical and circumstantial evi-
dence available bearing on the possible use
of such weapons.

(B) All information provided by alleged
victims, witnesses, and independent observ-
ers.

(C) The extent of the availability of the
weapons in question to the purported user.

(D) All official and unofficial statements
bearing on the possible use of such weapons,

(E) Whether, and to what extent, the gov-
ernment in question is willing to honor a re-
quest from the Secretary General of the
United Nations to grant timely access to a
United Nations fact-finding team to inves-
tigate the possibility of chemical or biologi-
cal weapons use or to grant such access to
other legitimate outside parties.

(3) DETERMINATION TO BE REPORTED TO CON-
GRESS.—Upon making a determination under
paragraph (1). the President sha’l promptly
report that determination to the Congress. I
the determination is that a foreign govern-
ment had used chemical or biological weap-
ons as deseribed in that paragraph, the re-
port shall specify the sanctions to be im-
pused pursuant to section 1042,

(b) CONGRESSIONAL REQUESTS; REPORT.—
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(1) REQUEST.—The Chairman of the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations of the Senate
(upon consultation with the ranking minor-
ity member of such committee) or the Chair-
man of the Committee on Foreign Affairs of
the House of Representatives (upon consulta-
tion with the ranking minority member of
such committee) may at any time request
the President to consider whether a particu-
lar foreign government, on or after the date
of the enactment of this Act, has used chem-
ical or biological weapons in violation of
international law or has used lethal chemi-
cal or biological weapons against its own na-
tionals.

(2) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 60
days after receiving such a request, the
President shall provide to the Chairman of
the Committee on Foreign Relations of the
Senate and the Chairman of the Committee
on Foreign Affairs of the House of Represent-
atives a written report on the information
held by the executive branch which is perti-
nent to the issue of whether the specified
government, on or after the date of the en-
actment of this Act, has used chemical or bi-
ological weapons in violation of inter-
national law or has used lethal chemical or
biological weapons against its own nationals.
This report shall contain an analysis of each
of the items enumerated in subsection (a)(2).
SEC. 1042. SANCTIONS AGAINST USE OF CHEMI-

CAL OR BIOLOGICAL WEAPONS.

(a) SANCTIONS.—If, at any time, the Presi-
dent makes a determination pursuant to sec-
tion 441(a)(1) with respect to the government
of a foreign country, the President shall
forthwith impose the sanctions set forth in
the following paragraphs:

(1) FOREIGN ASSISTANCE.—The TUnited
States Government shall terminate assist-
ance to that country under the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961, except for urgent hu-
manitarian assistance and food or other agri-
cultural commodities or products.

(2) ARMS SALES.—The United States Gov-
ernment shall terminate—

(A) sales to that country under the Arms
Export Control Act of any defense articles,
defense services, or design and construction
services, and

(B) licenses for the export to that country
of any item on the United States Munitions
List.

(3) ARMS SALES FINANCING.—The United
States Government shall terminate all for-
eign military financing for that country
under the Arms Export Control Aect.

(4) MULTILATERAL DEVELOPMENT BANK AS-
SISTANCE.—The United States Government
shall oppose, in accordance with section 701
of the International Financial Institutions
Act (22 U.S.C. 262d), the extension of any
loan or financial or technical assistance to
that country by international financial in-
stitutions.

(5) DENIAL OF UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT
CREDIT OR OTHER FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE.—The
United States Government shall deny to that
country any credit, credit guarantees, or
other financial assistance by any depart-
ment, agency, or instrumentality of the
United States Government, including the Ex-
port-Import Bank of the United States.

(6) BANK LOANS.—The United States Gov-
ernment shall prohibit any United States
bank from making any loan or providing any
credit to the government of that country, ex-
cept for loans or credits for the purpose of
purchasing food or other agricultural com-
modities or products.

(7) EXPORTS OF NATIONAL SECURITY-SEN-
SITIVE GOODS AND TECHNOLOGY.—The authori-
ties of section 6 of the Export Administra-
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tion Act of 1979 (50 U.S.C. 2405) shall be used
to prohibit the export to that country of any
goods or technology on that part of the con-
trol list established under section 5(c)(1) of
that Act (22 U.S.C. 2404(c)(1)).

(8) FURTHER EXPORT RESTRICTIONS.—The
authorities of section 6 of the Export Admin-
istration Act of 1979 shall be used to prohibit
exports to that country of all other goods
and technology (excluding food and other ag-
ricultural commodities and products).

(9) IMPORT RESTRICTIONS.—Restrictions
shall be imposed on the importation into the
United States of articles (which may include
petroleum or any petroleum product) that
are the growth, product, or manufacture of
that country.

(10) LANDING RIGHTS.—At the earliest prac-
ticable date, the United States Government
shall terminate, consistent with inter-
national law, the authority of any air carrier
which is controlled in fact by the govern-
ment of that country to engage in air trans-
portation (as defined in section 101(10) of the
Federal Aviation Act of 1958 (49 U.S.C. App.
1301(10))).

(b) REMOVAL OF SANCTIONS.—The President
shall remove the sanctions imposed with re-
spect to a country pursuant to this section if
the President determines and so certifies to
the Congress, after the need of the 12-month
period beginning on the date on which sanc-
tions were initially imposed on that country
pursuant to subsection (a), that—

(1) the government of that country has
provided reliable assurances that it will not
use chemical or biological weapons in viola-
tion of international law and will not use le-
thal chemical or biological weapons against
its own nationals;

(2) that government is not making prepara-
tions to use chemical or biological weapons
in violation of international law or to use le-
thal chemical or biological weapons against
its own nationals;

73) that government is willing to allow on-
site inspections by United Nations observers
or other internationally recognized, impar-
tial observers to verify that it is not making
preparations to use chemical or biological
weapons in violation of international law or
to use lethal chemical or biological weapons
against its own nationals, or other reliable
means exist to verify that it is not making
such preparations; and

(4) that government is making restitution
to those affected by any use of chemical or
biological weapons in wviolation of inter-
national law or by any use of lethal chemical
or biological weapons against its own nation-
als.

(d) WAIVER.—

(1) CRITERIA FOR WAIVER.—The President
may waive the application of any sanction
imposed with respect to a country pursuant
to this section—

(A) after the end of the 12-month period be-
ginning on the date on which sanctions were
initially imposed on that country, if the
President determines and certifies to the
Congress that such waiver is important to
the national security interests of the United
States; or

(B) at any time, if the President deter-
mines and certifies to the Congress that
there has been a fundamental change in lead-
ership and policies of the government of that
country.

(2) REPORT.—In the event that the Presi-
dent decides to exercise the waiver authority
provided in paragraph (1), the President shall
so notify the Congress not less than 20 days
before the waiver takes effect. Such notifica-
tion shall include a report fully articulating
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the rationale and circumstances which led
the President to exercise that waiver author-
ity.

(e) CONTRACT SANCTITY.—

(1) SANCTIONS NOT APPLIED TO EXISTING CON-
TRACTS.—(A) A sanction described in any of
paragraphs (4) through (9) of subsection (a)
shall not apply to any activity pursuant to
any contract or international agreement en-
tered into before the date of the presidential
determination under section 441(a)(1) unless
the President determines, on a case-by-case
basis, that to apply such sanction to that ac-
tivity would prevent the performance of a
contract or agreement that would have the
effect of assisting a country in using chemi-
cal or biological weapons in wviolation of
international law or in using lethal chemical
or biological weapons against its own nation-
als.

(B) The same restrictions of subsection (p)
of section 6 of the Export Administration
Act of 1979 (50 U.S.C. 2405), as that subsection
is so redesignated by the preceding provi-
sions of this Act, which are applicable to ex-
ports prohibited under section 6 of that Act
shall apply to exports prohibited under sub-
section (a)7) or (a)(8) of this section. For
purposes of this subparagraph, any contract
or agreement, the performance of which (as
determined by the President) would have the
effect of assisting a foreign government in
using chemical or biological weapons in vio-
lation of international law or in using lethal
chemical or biological weapons against its
own nationals shall be treated as constitut-
ing a breach of the peace that poses a serious
and direct threat to the strategic interest of
the United States, within the meaning of
subparagraph (A) of section 6(p) of that Act.

(2) SANCTIONS APPLIED TO EXISTING CON-
TRACTS.—The sanctions described in para-
graphs (1), (2), and (3) of subsection (a) shall
apply to contracts, agreements, and licenses
without regard to the date the contract or
agreement was entered into or the license
was issued (as the case may be), except that
such sanctions shall not apply to any con-
tract or agreement entered into or license is-
sued before the date of the presidential de-
termination under section 441(a)(1) if the
President determines that the application of
such sanction would be detrimental to the
national security interests of the United
States.

Subtitle C—Reporting Requirements

SEC. 1061. PRESIDENTIAL REPORTING REQUIRE-
MENTS.

(a) REPORTS TO CONGRESS.—Not later than
90 days after the date of the enactment of
this Act, and every 12 months thereafter, the
President shall transmit to the Congress a
report which shall include—

{1) a description of the actions taken to
carry out this title, including the amend-
ments made by this title;

(2) a description of the current efforts of
foreign countries and subnational groups to
acquire equipment. materials, or technology
to develop, produce. or use chemical or bio-
logical weapons, together with an assess-
ment of the current and likely future capa-
bilities of such countries and groups to de-
velop, produce, stockpile, deliver, transfer,
or use such weapons;

(3) a description of—

(A) the use of chemical weapons by foreign
countries in viclation of international law,

(B) the use of chemical weapons by
subnational groups,

(C) substantial preparations by foreign
countries and subnational groups to do so,
and
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(D) the development, production, stock-
piling, or use of biclogical weapons by for-
eign countries and subnational groups; and

(4) a description of the extent to which for-
eign persons or governments have knowingly
and materially assisted third countries or
subnational groups to acquire equipment,
material, or technology intended to develop,
produce, or use chemical or biological weap-
ons.

(b) PROTECTION OF CLASSIFIED INFORMA-
TION.—To the extent practicable, reports
submitted under subsection (a) or any other
provision of this title should be based on un-
classified information. Portions of such re-
ports may be classified.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I am now
offering an amendment incorporating
the Chemical and Biological Weapons
Control and Warfare Elimiration Act
of 1991. This amendment was adopted
unanimously by the Senate in similar
form last October and again last Feb-
ruary following a Presidential veto as
an amendment to the Omnibus Export
Amendments Act of 1991. For reasons
not related to this amendment, that
bill is not progressing in the House. I
am proposing the amendment today,
together with my fellow author, the
Senator from North Carolina [Mr.
HELMS] in order to get this vital legis-
lation into law.

The Senate bill which formed the
basis for the amendment was approved
by the Senate last May in a 92-to-0
vote.

Mr. President, this is crucially im-
portant legislation. It deals with a
problem of central importance at this
time—the spread of chemical and bio-
logical weapons. Earlier this year, we
went through the experience of Desert
Storm, during which the sons, daugh-
ters, and spouses of America were
threatened by the possibility of attack
with poison gas. This amendment is de-
signed to prevent the Saddam Husseins
of the world from ever threatening us
again with such weapons.

The underlying and simple message
of the chemical and biological weapons
control legislation is that the United
States, which has foresworn the use of
chemical and biological weapons, will
do its utmost to erect effective barriers
against the illegal use of chemical and
biological weapons and against illicit
commerce that contributes to the de-
velopment of these weapons. Before
proceeding further, I would like to con-
gratulate the President for two recent
actions this spring. He has foresworn
the retaliation with chemical weapons
if we are attacked with chemical weap-
ons, and he stated our willingness to
destroy all our chemical stockpiles, in-
cluding the 2-percent-residual stock-
pile.

The chemical weapons title has two
major purposes:

To establish sanctions against coun-
tries that use chemical or biological
weapons in violation of international
law or use lethal chemical or biological
weapons against their own citizens.
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To establish sanctions against for-
eign companies that assist certain
countries in acquiring a chemical or bi-
ological weapons capability.

These are the principal provisions of
the chemical weapons title:

Whenever information becomes avail-
able that a country may have used
chemical or biological weapons, the
President shall, within 60 days, make a
determination as to whether such
weapons have been used by a nation in
violation of international law or
against its own citizens.

Not later than 60 days after receipt of
a request by the chairman of the Sen-
ate Foreign Relations Committee or
the House Foreign Affairs Committee,
acting after consultation with the
ranking minority members, the Presi-
dent must report back to the commit-
tees as to whether a country has used
such weapons.

If the President determines that a
country has used chemical or biologi-
cal weapons in wviolation of inter-
national law or has used lethal chemi-
cal weapons or biological weapons
against its own citizens, the President
shall impose specific sanctions.

A country sanctioned for chemical or
biological weapons use would auto-
matically face immediate imposition of
these 10 sanctions:

Termination of U.S. assistance under
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961;

Termination of U.S. Government or
commercial arms sales;

Termination of arms sales financing;

U.S. opposition to loans by inter-
national financial institutions;

Denial of U.S. Government credit in-
cluding credit through the U.S.
Eximbank;

Prohibition of loans or credit from
U.S. banks;

Prohibition of the export of con-
trolled dual-use goods and technology;

Prohibition of the export of other
goods and technology;

Restrictions on imports from the
sanctioned nation; and

Termination of landing rights in the
United States,

There are appropriate exceptions for
humanitarian assistance, food, and ag-
ricultural products. Provision is made
for contract sanctity. In the earlier
version of the bill, the President was
required to impose only 6 of 11 sanc-
tions. In this amendment, 10 sanctions
are required both as a reflection of the
Desert Storm threat and because the
Senate disagreed with the House in
preferring the imposition of all speci-
fied sanctions.

The sanctions must remain in effect
for at least 1 year before being waived
or removed unless there has been a fun-
damental change in leadership and pol-
icy in the country that used chemical
weapons.

Sanctions would be imposed on for-
eign companies which knowingly and
materially contribute to efforts to use,
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develop, produce, stockpile, or other-
wise acquire chemical or biological
weapons by any country that the Presi-
dent has determined has since January
1, 1980—

Used chemical or biological weapons
in violation of international law;

Used lethal chemical or biological
weapons against its own nationals;

Made substantial preparations to do
the described activities; and

Been designated pursuant to section
6(j) of the Export Administration Act
of 1979 as a country which supports
international terrorism.

Sanections would include:

A prohibition on U.S. Government
procurement of goods and services from
the sanctioned company; and

A prohibition on imports of that
company’s products.

The President may waive these sanc-
tions if he determines that the govern-
ment with jurisdiction over the com-
pany involved has taken specific and
effective actions, including appropriate
penalties, to terminate involvement.

The sanctions could be terminated by
the President after 1 year if all pro-
scribed activities have ceased. A Presi-
dential waiver is allowed after sanc-
tions have been in effect for a year.

The President is not required to
apply sanctions in the case of existing
contracts; certain defense procure-
ment; purchases of spare parts and nec-
essary servicing and maintenance, es-
sential information and technology,
medical and other humanitarian items.

Mr. President, all of these provisions
were discussed at length with the ad-
ministration and with the House in de-
vising the compromise bill approved
last fall and last January upon which
this title is based.

Unfortunately, through this process
the President’s advisers earlier chose
to focus their attention on the narrow
issue of Presidential prerogative and
not on the far more important goal of
preventing the illegal use of chemical
and biological weapons and setting
penalties against companies involved
in chemical and biological weapons
proliferation.

In his memorandum of disapproval,
the President said that the legislation
would ‘‘unduly interfere with the
Presient’s authority in carrying out
foreign policy.”” The President an-
nounced he was issuing an Executive
order that, unlike this bill, would give
the President the necessary flexibility
in implementing sanctions and pen-
alties.

Mr. President, a reading of the No-
vember 16 Executive order indicated
that ‘‘necessary flexibility'' meant,
simply, the ability to do nothing. The
Executive order allows the Secretary of
State to avoid imposition of sanctions
or to terminate them if a company aid-
ing and abetting a particular nation’s
quest for chemical and biological weap-
ons ceases that activity. In other
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words, an offending company could
ship all of the dangerous equipment for
a chemical weapons plant and avoid
penalty if the shipments were finished
before discovery. By contrast, the bill
requires sanctions for at least a year. I
trust the Senate understands the cru-
cial importance of deterring and pub-
lishing those whose greed overrides any
morality which would deter them from
these reprehensible activities.

With regard to sanctions against use,
the Executive order allows the Sec-
retary of State to forego the applica-
tion of sanctions due to significant for-
eign policy or national security rea-
sons. My fellow Senators know what
that means. It means that the most
disgusting regime on Earth—such as
that of Saddam Hussein in Irag—could
gas thousands of people—could even
commit genocide—and the act would be
excused if the secretary was convinced
that imposition of sanctions might
have a bad effect on relations with that
country.

There are other problems with the
Executive order. Unlike the bill, under
the Executive order, company sanc-
tions do not apply in cases of countries
repeatedly providing support for acts of
terrorism. Unlike the bill, the company
sanctions would only be triggered by
commerce with countries which have
illegally used chemical or biological
weapons or made substantial prepara-
tions to do so after the date of the Ex-
ecutive order—November 16, 1990. Ship-
ments to a country that used chemical
weapons prior to the issuance of the
Executive order would not trigger any
sanctions or penalties at all.

In March, the administration an-
nounced an enhanced proliferation con-
trol initiative, which established sig-
nificantly stiffer licensing require-
ments for both materials and equip-
ment transfers to the Middle East and
South Asia. I welcomed tougher licens-
ing controls. They could serve as a use-
ful complement to this legislation.

I am frankly disappointed in the ad-
ministration’s approach to date. It un-
derscores the importance of enactment
of this legislation. This bill is consist-
ent with the President’s apparent goals
with regard to chemical weapons, but
it includes the necessary teeth to make
certain that countries using chemical
weapons illegally or against their own
citizens face stiff sanctions. Moreover,
it ensures that companies wanting to
engage in illicit commerce in chemical
and biological weapons are penalized
severely.

Mr. President, poison gas was used to
horrible effect in World War I, and the
world was so revolted by that action
that it created the 1925 Geneva proto-
col. That protocol has been an impor-
tant instrument in deterring the use of
chemical weapons. In recent years,
however, it has become increasingly
clear that the Geneva protocol is sim-
ply not enough. We need this bill in
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place. We need to be tough on countries
and companies that misbehave in re-
gard to chemical weapons. With this
bill as law, we would have proven to
other nations that we are willing and
able to assume leadership in the area of
chemical and biological weapons con-
trol.

I would hope that the administration
would have the wisdom to move away
from its unfortunate and unseemly ear-
lier opposition to this title, cooperate
in its enactment, and join in moving on
to other critically important objec-
tives such as achievement of a multi-
lateral ban on the use, production, and
stockpiling of chemical and biological
agents.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President the
amendment before the Senate rep-
resents a matter of great urgency,
namely controlling the spread of weap-
ons of mass destruction., I am pleased
to cosponsor it again with the distin-
guished chairman.

The Senate is already on record four
times on this issue. In May 1990 the
Senate agreed to sanctions on coun-
tries which use chemical and biological
weapons and sanctions on the compa-
nies which supply them. An identical
provision was adopted in the fall of 1990
as part of the Export Administration
Act. The conference reported a nearly
identical provision as part of the Ex-
port Administration Act amendments
but that the bill was vetoed. Finally,
the Senate passed S. 320 on February 20
which, again, is almost identical to the
conference report of 1990. Unfortu-
nately, the House has not chosen to act
on S. 320.

The amendment offered by the distin-
guished chairman of the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee is identical to S. 320
with one slight modification to reflect
current realities.

The amendment would provide sanc-
tions against the use of chemical and
biological weapons. These are sanc-
tions against countries or regimes,
such as Iraq. If a country has been de-
termined by the President to be using
chemical or biological weapons, that
country may not import from the Unit-
ed States, export to the United States
or receive financial assistance from the
United States. In all there are 11 sanc-
tions.

S. 320 provided discretion for the
President to choose some but not all of
the 10 sanctions. It is the chairman's
view, and I concur, that the horror of
chemical and particular germ warfare
is such that a stronger deterrent is
needed. Therefore, if the regime is
found to be engaged in this practice, all
the sanctions would apply.

The amendment also provides sanc-
tions on foreign companies which sup-
ply the ingredients and technology to
produce chemical and biological weap-
ons. This is identical to S. 320, already
adopted by the Senate. If these rene-
gade companies are determined to be



July 29, 1991

engaged in such trade, they may not
export to the United States or contract
with U.S. Government agencies. The
sanctions are similar to those imposed
on Toshiba for exporting submarine
technological to the Soviet Union. The
sanctions may be terminated 1 year
after the President has determined
that the company has ceased aiding
and abetting foreign governments to
acquire chemical or biological weap-
ons.

If we have learned anything in the
past year, it is that the spread of weap-
ons of mass destruction to unstable
portions of the Third World represents
a major national security threat to the
United States and our allies. This
amendment certainly represents one of
the major tools we have available to
control mass weapons proliferation.

I ask that the amendment be agreed
to.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate on the amendment of
the Senator from Rhode Island?

If not, the question is on agreeing to
the amendment.

The amendment (No. 876) was agreed
to.
Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was agreed to.

Mr. HELMS. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 877
(Purpose: Voice of America broadcasts in
Kurdish)

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. PELL]
proposes an amendment numbered 877.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, add
the following new section:

Section 234 is amended by striking sub-
sections (b), (c), (d), and (e) and inserting in
lieu thereof the following—

(b) BROADCASTS IN KURDISH.—AS soon as
practicable, but not later than six months
after the date of enactment of this Act, the
Director of the United States Information
Agency shall establish, through the Voice of
America, a service to provide Kurdish lan-
guage programming to the Kurdish people.
Consistent with the mission and practice of
the Voice of America, these broadcasts in
Kurdish shall include news and information
on events that affect the Kurdish people.

(c) AMOUNT OF PROGRAMMING.—AS soon as
practicable but not later than one year after
enactment, the Voice of America Kurdish
language programming pursuant to this sec-
tion shall be broadcast for not less than one
hour each day.
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(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—In
addition to funds otherwise available under
Section 231 of this Act, there are authorized
to be appropriated to the Voice of America
for purposes of carrying out this section
$1,000,000 for fiscal year 1992 and $1,000,000 for
fiscal year 1993.

(e) PLAN FOR A KURDISH LANGUAGE SERV-
ICE.—Not later than three months after en-
actment of this Act, the Director of the
United States Information Agency shall sub-
mit to the Chairman of the Senate Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations and to the Speaker
of the House of Representatives a report on
progrsss make toward implementation of
this section.

(f) HIRE OF KURDISH LANGUAGE SPEAKERS.—
In order to expedite the commencement of
Kurdish language broadcasts, the Director of
the United States Information Agency is au-
thorized to hire, subject to the availability
of appropriations, Kurdish language speakers
on a contract not to exceed one year without
regard to competitive and other procedures
that might delay such hiring.

(g) SURROGATE HOME SERVICE.—Not later
than one year after the date of enactment of
this Act, the Chairman of the Board for
International Broadcasting shall submit to
the Chairman of the Senate Committee on
Foreign Relations and the Speaker of the
House of Representatives a plan, together
with a detailed budget, for the establishment
of a surrogate home service under the aus-
pices of Radic Free Europe/Radio Liberty for
the Kurdish people. Such surrogate home
service for the Kurdish people shall broad-
cast not less than two hours a day.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, this
amendment accommodates the USIA
about a program in the bill which I au-
thored to require VOA broadcasts in
Kurdish. It provides a separate author-
ization for it. USIA told me it supports
the amendment and supports the estab-
lishment of a VOA Kurdish broadcast,
and we will work to get such broadcast
on the air quickly if this legislation

passes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
debate?

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, the
amendment before us modifies a provi-
sion adopted in the Foreign Relations
Committee. It has a noble purpose. It
creates a broadcasting service in the
Kurdish language within USIA; $1 mil-
lion is authorized for fiscal year 1992
and $1.5 million in 1993 to create this
program.

For the record, Mr. President, the
Kurdish people already are served by
broadcasts in languages that all Kurds
speak: Turkish, Farsi, and Arabic.
Chairman PELL's amendment is an-
other cost associated with the gulf war.

But since Saddam Hussein remains in
power in Iraq, the amendment is an at-
tempt to provide broadcasts to the
Kurdish people, for whom that dictator
has been such a curse. U.S. Armed
Forces have done what they could to
help the Kurds recover from his savage
attacks.

This amendment is an attempt to
build a relationship with the Kurds
over a longer term. We certainly have
no objection to the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate?
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If there be no further debate, the
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment (No. 877) was agreed
to.
Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. HELMS. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 878

(Purpose: To express the sense of the Con-
gress concerning human rights abuses in
East Timor)

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk on behalf of
Senator WALLOP, Senator KERRY, Sen-
ator MOYNIHAN, Senator SIMON, Sen-
ator LEVIN, Senator DURENBERGER, and
myself, and ask for its immediate con-
sideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. PELL],
for himself, Mr. WALLOP, Mr. KERRY, Mr.
MOYNIHAN, Mr. SIMON, Mr. LEVIN, and Mr.
DURENBERGER, proposes an amendment num-
bered 878.

Mr. PELL. Mr, President, T ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, add
the following new section:

SEC. .

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds that—

(1) at least 100,000 individuals out of a pop-
ulation of nearly 700,000 perished in the
former Portuguese colony of East Timor be-
tween 1975 and 1980, as a result of war-related
killings, famine, and disease following the
invasion of that territory by Indonesia;

(2) Amnesty International and other inter-
national human rights organizations con-
tinue to report evidence in East Timor of
human rights viclations, including torture,
arbitrary arrest, and repression of freedom of
expression;

(3) serious medical, nutritional, and hu-
manitarian problems persist in East Timor;

{4) a state of conflict continues to exist in
East Timor; and,

(5) the governments of Portugal and Indo-
nesia have conducted discussions since 1982
under the auspices of the United Nations to
find an internationally acceptable solution
to the East Timor conflict;

(b} STATEMENT OF PoLICY.—It is the sense
of the Congress that—

(1) the President should urge the Govern-
ment of Indonesia to take action to end all
forms of human rights violations in East
Timor and to permit full freedom of expres-
sion in East Timor;

(2) the President should encourage the
Government of Indonesia to facilitate the
work of international human rights organi-
zations and other groups seeking to monitor
human rights conditions in East Timor and
to cooperate with international humani-
tarian relief and development organizations
seeking to work in East Timor; and,

(3) that the administration should work
with the United Nations and the govern-
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ments of Indonesia, Portugal, and other in-
volved parties to develop policies to address
the underlying causes of the conflict in East
Timor.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, this
amendment expresses the sense of the
Congress concerning human rights
abuses in East Timor, a former Por-
tuguese colony which was invaded by
Indonesia in 1975.

The amendment calls on the Presi-
dent to urge the Indonesian Govern-
ment to end all forms of human rights
abuses in East Timor, to facilitate the
work of international human rights
groups seeking to monitor conditions
there, and to cooperate with inter-
national humanitarian relief and devel-
opment organizations.

Last New Year's Eve, the Indonesian-
appointed Governor of East Timor ob-
served that unlike international efforts
to expel Iragq from Kuwait, no one
wanted to come to the rescue of East
Timor. This resolution attempts to rec-
tify this cynical view of the inter-
national community's concerns. While
we are not advocating Indonesia's ex-
pulsion from East Timor, we are re-
minding Indonesians that they have
international responsibilities to re-
spect the human rights of the East
Timorese, improve their quality of life,
and resolve the ongoing conflict there
in a peaceful fashion.

I believe this amendment has been
cleared on both sides of the aisle.

During his 1989 visit to Indonesia
which included East Timor, a mainly
Roman Catholic nation, Pope John
Paul II stated:

At times nations are tempted to disregard
fundamental human rights in a misguided
search for political unity based on military
or economic power alone. But such unity can
easily be dissolved.

I request unanimous consent that an
article which appeared on April 7, 1991,
in the London Observer entitled *‘Se-
cret Killing of a Nation,” be included
in the RECORD following my remarks.
It gives a detailed description of East
Timor’s troubled past and troubled
present.

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

[From the London Observer, Apr. 7, 1991]

SECRET KILLING OF A NATION
(By Hugh O'Shaughnessy)

For the children of the orphanage outside
Dili, the scrappy little town which serves as
the capital of occupied East Timor, the jun-
gle is a nightmare.

“They told how they slept by day and ran,
ran, ran by night,"” said a young woman who
cares for them, “sometimes stepping on the
squelching bodies of the wounded who had to
be left to die.

“1 committed a terrible mistake one morn-
ing," said the woman, whom I shall call
Maria Jose “I thought we'd play hide and
seek to amuse the children. Amelia, aged
five, and I hid from the matron. I told her to
keep quiet and not move a muscle. But she
thought she was back in the jungle and on
the run again. She started screaming and
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sobbing. It took me an hour to calm her
down again.”

The horrors of a war of extermination bite
deep into the memories of children, espe-
cially those who have fled into the forest
with their parents to escape the Indonesians.
But East Timor is an entire country in
shock. After 15 years of occupation by Indo-
nesian troops and deaths of perhaps 200,000
people, one-third of the Timorese population,
60-year-olds are resigned to life of terror,
five-year-olds are petrified. The young, how-
ever, are frightened—but defiant.

““Now the U.N. has got Saddam Hussein our
of Kuwait, when are they coming to help us
get the Indonesians out of occupied East
Timor?" As dusk came down on misty green
paddy fields at a secret rendezvous several
hours' drive from Dili, Aurélio and his three
resistance companions, all in their twenties,
were in sardonic mood as they met their first
Western journalist.

Fifteen years resisting illegal Indonesian
occupation after their country was in effect
abandoned in 1975 by its Portuguese colonial
masters, has taught 600,000 Timorese that
some United Nations Security Council reso-
lutions are more equal than others. Those
passed against an expansionist Iraq bring a
quick and terrible response: those that de-
mand action against a large and important
Western ally such as the Indonesia of Gen-
eral Suharto receive more leisurely atten-
tion.

The scepticism of Aurélio and his compan-
ions, however, is tempered by the fact that
after a decade and a half of international iso-
lation and draconian censorship they are
finding ways of breaching a wall of silence,

My visit was one of their first opportuni-
ties to tell the world, in their own words, of
suffering and resistance which the Inter-
national Committee of the Red Cross com-
pared, more than a decade ago, to that of Bi-
afra and Cambodia. Events since have be-
come yet more sombre. As war in the Gulf
subsidies, the facts about an ordeal much
more serious than that suffered by the Ku-
waitis is emerging.

Meanwhile, against crushing odds, the rag-
ged few hundred guerrillas of the grandly
named Falintil, the Armed Forces of Na-
tional Liberation of Timor, and the under-
ground network that sustains them, fight on.

By all logic, Timorese resistance should
have been wiped out. For every East Timor-
ese there are nearly 300 Indonesians; for
every badly-equipped Falintil rifleman there
are hundreds of Indonesian troops supported
by artillery, fighters, bombers, helicopters
and enough ships to prevent any single piece
of military equipment reaching the resist-
ance.

The Falintil continues to challenge the In-
donesians, however, in the jungles and scrub
under the leadership of its commander, shad-
owy and elusive Xanana Gusmdo, whose cap-
ture is feverishly being sought this month by
10 Indonesian battalions.

Bare survival is the least of Falintil's prob-
lems. “The difference between Falintil and
us in the town is that we have to pay for our
food,”" said Armando jokingly. A former
member of the Portuguese army with jungle
experience who now drives a bus in Dili, he
said: *“The forest is full of food—fruit, roots,
birds, deer. No one starves.”

As the Indonesians slowly become more ex-
pert in anti-guerrilla operations. Xanana's
war, as he himself admits. is increasingly a
defensive one. But at times his men dispatch
a few of the enemy: 10 coffins, each draped
with the Indonesian flag, were loaded onto
the plane at Dili airport last month.
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In the first days of Timorese resistance to
the Indonesian invaders the nucleus of the
guerillas was mainly local troops trained by
the Portuguese, who brought their own
weapons and ammunition left by Lisbon's
representatives. Today the arms must come
from the Indonesian army. ‘‘The Falintil pay
a bit more than £100 for a rifle, about the
same for a box of grenades or ammunition,”
one senior Timorese said in Dili.

“SBuharto’s army is riddled with corrup-
tion. Sale of arms is well organised and prof-
its are well distributed among troops and of-
ficers. Corruption is systematic. The army
often forces villagers to buy petrol. Then
they seize it back and accuse them of theft.
Sometimes the villagers find the drums are
just full of water anyway."

The military run a trading company,
Denok, which buys cheap in Timor and sells
dear in Indonesia. Indonesian generals have
few accounting strategems to learn from the
Irangate plotters or General Pinochet's army
swindlers in Chile. Despite army corruption,
however, the Falintil is desperately short of
weapons. “Every bullet has to find its
mark,” said Estévdo, a former bodyguard of
Xanana.

The Falintil is nevertheless backed by in-
creasingly stubborn opposition ot the invad-
ers among East Timorese civilians, particu-
larly, perhaps, among young Timorese such
as Aurelio and his comrades who have no
memory of anything but occupation. A ma-
jority, it seems, back Fretilin, the Revolu-
tionary Front of East Timor, which in No-
vember 1975 declared independence in East
Timor—a fateful freedom that lasted no
more than the seven days it took for Indo-
nesia to invade.

Timorese chances of success, though still
slim, are bolstered by a slowly growing con-
sciousness in the outside world of their
plight. This is being built upon by a Por-
tuguese government which has tardily ac-
knowledged it bears much responsibility for
the Timorese mess, and is now seeking to
win Timorese self-determinaion through di-
plomacy. Next year, when Portugal will be in
the powerful position of occupying the Euro-
pean Community presidency for six months,
promises to be a particularly tough time for
Indonesian diplomats.

The Timorese ordeal began on 7 December
1975. Taking advantage of political chaos in
Portugal, which was in the midst of its own
revolution, the Indonesian dictator, General
Suharto, sent in his troops to take over the
remote colony Portugal had stumbled on in
the sixteenth century and had fought over
with the Dutch for its precious aromatic san-
dalwood.

In 1975, with most of the sandalwood cut
down, Lisbon's revolutionaries were eager to
be shot of the eastern half of the island Por-
tugal was left with. Breaking assurances by
Indonesian Foreign Minister Adam Malik,
then a leading figure of the Non-Aligned
Movement, Suharto flooded East Timor with
troops. Jakarta suddenly started arguing
that the young radicals of the Fretilin with
their advanced Portuguese ideas were a
threat to Indonesia.

Lest the world should hear about the mas-
sacres, the Indonesian army killed two Brit-
ish journalists, two Australians and a New
Zealander and threw the Red Cross out of
East Timor. Visitors were expelled and rigor-
ously kept out for 15 years.

Suharto’s coup de main was immediately
condemned by the UN Security Council and
General Assembly. The West, however, anx-
ious not to upset a trenchantly conservative
and strategically important regime which
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had come to power in 1965 in a putsch in
which a million Communists and other left-
wingers were killed, sat back.

The Australians assured Jakarta that Can-
berra would not protest. The invasion took
place the day after US President Gerald Ford
and Secretary of State Henry Kissinger flew
out of the Indonesian capital.

The Timorese, outnumbered and isolated,
were not, however, willing go down without
a fight. Used to lax government from distant
Lisbon by Portuguese who controlled the
country, in so far as they controlled it at all,
through local chieftains, the Timorese
baulked at centralised government by the
Javanese in Jakarta.

Dark-skinned, curly-haired and more akin
to South Seas peoples than those of the East
Indies, Timorese resented the close racial
domination of the lighter-skinned, straight-
haired Javanese. Bitter religious differences
also developed.

When the Portuguese left, a third of
Timorese were Christians. The stand the
local Catholic Church took against Indo-
nesian atrocities brought more conversions,
which were further bolstered by Suharto's
own decree that all Indonesians should pro-
fess some religion.

Today, the overwhelming majority of
Timorese are Catholics, struggling against
the world's largest Muslim state. Churches
are packed.

The toll this struggle has taken is horrific.
Speaking as long ago as 1977, Malik said,
“50,000 or perhaps 80,000 might have been
killed. It was war . . . Then what's the big
fuss?’ In 1979, Mochtar Kusumaatmadia,
then Indonesia’s Foreign Minister, admitted
120,000 had died. Today the total is incalcula-
ble, certainly about 200,000, or about one in
three East Tirmnorese. Some were killed in
battle, some died in concentration camps
into which Indonesians herded the peasants
whose villages they destroyed. Some starved,
others died of war-borne epidemics.

Indonesians have stopped at nothing to
control of what they insist is now a province
of Indonesia. “A company of Indonesian
troops captured this 17-year-old girl,” one
priest told me in Dili. “They repreatedly
raped her, cut off her breasts and put one in
each hand, cut off her private parts and
stuffed them in her mouth and left her
corpse for the rest to see.”

Outside Laleia, Xanana's village birth-
place, a Timorese offered to dig up the re-
mains of 17 victims of Indonesian troops bur-
ied in a common grave. The presence of army
patrols prevented the operation but exist-
ence of the grave, one of many, was con-
firmed by highly reliable sources.

Although General Suharto, still ruling
after 26 years, recently decided finally to
open East Timor to foreign visitors in a bid
to demonstrate ‘‘normality,” the Indonesian
army is stepping up the pressure.

At the quayside in Dili the giant tank-
landing ship, Teluk Bone, closed its huge
bow doors and slowly pulled away, watched
by a few Indonesian women and a silent
crowd of watching Timorese. The next day a
sister ship, whose signal lamp had been
winking across the harbour the previous
night, docked with fresh troops for battle. In
the highly militarised town Indonesian
forces buzz about in heavy trucks and smart
British Land-Rovers, occupying scores of
barracks and private houses.

In other, unmarked houses a growing num-
ber of civilian prisoners are detained and tor-
tured, common practice since 1975. Indo-
nesians torturers have, so to speak, carved a
niche for themselves in refined use of the
razor on human flesh.
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At a disused airport a fieet of big-bellied
helicopters stands ready, some thumping off
now and then into the scrubby hills which
press down on the little town. Dili is, mean-
while, launch pad for Suharto’s policy of
“Indonesianising’ occupied East Timor by
illegally bringing in scores of Indonesians.
The red and white Indonesian flag flies ev-
erywhere.

“When the Portuguese were here they'd fly
the flag on Sundays. Indonesians fly the flag
every day,” said Armando, the bus driver.
They fly it guiltily, however. Attempting to
photograph a flag-raising ceremony at a pa-
rade ground in Baucau, I was stopped by an
Indonesian officer in the elite special forces,
the so-called Pink Berets. “It’s not per-
mitted,"” he giggled in nervous English.

During my stay in Dili my room was
searched and I was often followed.

Portuguese, once the language of the
Timorese elite, and a link to the world be-
yond Indonesia is in decline. The Indo-
nesians, seizing on the woeful neglect of edu-
cation in the Portuguese era, have built
many schools and colleges but have insisted
the medium should be Bahasa, the lingua
franca of Indonesia. Only one college still
teaches in Portuguese.

Tetum, the indigenous language, is not
used in commerce or administration. Much
of the commerce of Dili is in the hands of the
Javanese incomers who are seen everywhere
behind shop counters and in government of-
fices. “*They come off every boat,” says Car-
los Filipe Ximenes Belo, the Catholic bishop.
“In 10 years Dili will cease to be a Timorese
town, if things go on as they are."”

While Timorese resist, the world's chan-
ceries look the other way, trying not to
upset Suharto but, neither altogether ac-
cepting the legality of the occupation. The
exception is Australia, Timor's nearest
neighbour, whose government recently
signed an agreement which purports to di-
vide Timor’s offshore mineral rights between
Canberra and Jakarta. Senator Gareth
Evans, Australian Foreign Minister, recently
said the oil wealth alone could be worth
“zillions.”

I ask the young man 1 have called Aurélio
and his friends about the deal. “Os
australianos sao ladroes,” they explode.
*“The Australians are thieves. They are tak-
ing the people’'s wealth.”

Portugal, whose stance is that it is still by
rights the administering power and is at-
tempting to give Timorese the right of self-
determination, contests the Australian deal
and is suing the Canberra government in the
International Court of Justice in The Hague,
in effect for theft.

Short-term, Timorese hopes are pinned on
the UN and a planned Portuguese parliamen-
tary delegation visit to Dili soon. The visit
has been accepted in principle by Suharto as
a way of demonstrating the island is
“normalised,”” but no date has been fixed.

The Subharto regime knows it will be the
focus of massive demonstration in occupied
East Timor. For aging Suharto, occupied
Bast Timor is vital to maintenance of an em-
pire of 12,000 islands already showing signs of
strain.

Irian Jaya. former Dutch New Guinea
which Indonesia acquired after a dubious poll
a few years after the Dutch surrendered the
bulk of their East Indian empire in 1949, is in
revolt. In West Sumatra, Muslim fundamen-
talism is combining with local separatist
feeling to produce revolt against Jakarta.

If occupied East Timor were to go, the fu-
ture of the world's fifth most populous coun-
try could be nearly as precarious as the
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USSR's. But Timorese, particularly the
young, do not care.

As we parted by the now darkened paddy
field Aurelio said: “*If we resist they kill us.
If we don't resist they still kill us. So we
might as well resist.””

Genocide is a word much overused in mod-
ern times for any old massacre. In East
Timor it suits the circumstances perfectly.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, the
amendment offered by Chairman PELL
and cosponsored by the senior Senator
from Wyoming [Mr. WALLOP] is an at-
tempt to clarify administration posi-
tions regarding violations of civil and
political rights in East Timor.

This controversial area has been the
scene of continuing political disturb-
ances for years, and it is high time for
the United States to help encourage a
political solution.

We support the pending amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
be no further debate, the question is on
agreeing to the amendment.

The amendment (No. 878) was agreed
to.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. HELMS. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. PELL. Mr. 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.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 879
(Purpose: To support democracy and self-de-
termination in the Baltic States and the
republics within the Soviet Union)

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Kansas [Mr. DoLE], for
himself and Mr. SIMON, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 879.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

SECTION 1. STATEMENT OF POLICY.

It is the policy of the United States—

(1) to support democratization within the
Soviet Union and support self-determina-
tion, observer and other appropriate status
in international organizations particularly
the CSCE and independence for all Soviet re-
publics which seek such status;

(2) to continue to support restoration of
independence for Estonia, Latvia, and Lith-
uania;

(3) to shape its foreign assistance and other
programs to support those republics whose
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governments are democratically elected and
to encourage democracy throughout the So-
viet Union; and

(4) to strongly support peaceful resolution
of conflicts within the Soviet Union and be-
tween the central Soviet government and the
Baltic States and Soviet republics, condemn
the actual and threatened use of martial law,
pogroms, military occupation, blockades,
and other uses of force which have been used
to suppress democracy and self-determina-
tion, and view the threatened and actual use
of force to suppress the self-determination of
Soviet republics and the Baltic States as an
obstacle to fully normalized United States-
Soviet relations.

SEC. 2. REPORT TO CONGRESS.

Not later than 30 days after the date of the
enactment of this Act, the Secretary of
State shall submit to the Congress a com-
prehensive report on actual and threatened
uses of force against the Baltic States, the
Soviet republics, and autonomous regions
within the Soviet Union. For 1992 and each
subsequent year such a report shall be in-
cluded as part of the annual country reports
on Human Rights Practices prepared by the
Department of State in compliance with sec-
tion 116(d)1) of the Foreign Assistance Act
of 1961,

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join the distinguished Sen-
ator from Illinois [Mr. SIMON] in offer-
ing this amendment.

It is nearly identical to legislation
we offered earlier this year, S. 860, to
express our support for the process of
democratization in the Baltic States
and the Republics of the Soviet Union.

I do not believe that this issue really
requires much more debate. The issues,
and the position articulated in this
amendment, have already been dis-
cussed and debated on the Senate floor
many, many times.

Clearly, the Baltic States have taken
historic steps to assert their independ-
ence—an independence we have long
acknowledged. And there is nearly
unanimous support in this body for
their struggle.

Many of the constituent Republics of
the Soviet Union have also asserted
their sovereignty, and are at various
places on the path to turn that inten-
tion into a reality. Again, the goals for
which they are struggling enjoy wide
support, both in the Congress and in
the country at large.

Meanwhile, the Soviet Central Gov-
ernment is grappling with its own pro-
found and protracted political crisis—
the results of which are far from clear.

But what is clear is that the United
States must be—and, equally impor-
tant, must be seen to be—squarely on
the side of freedom and free enterprise,
for the Baltics and for the Republics of
the Soviet Union.

We must do everything we can—in
terms of direct pressure and moral sua-
sion—to see that the Soviet central au-
thority end its aggression, coercion, in-
timidation, and blackmail against
those forces seeking self-determination
and free markets.

We must do everything we can to
urge all parties to put aside violent
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means to achieve their goals, and in-
stead pursue them peacefully.

We must do everything we can, in our
aid and trade policies, to support the
movements for freedom in the Baltics
and the Republics.

That is exactly what this amendment
requires—that the United States take a
stand consistent with our ideals and
history, on the side of freedom.

It further requires reports on Soviet
policies, and the situation in the Bal-
tics and the Republics—so that the
Senate will have all the facts, particu-
larly insofar as the Soviets do use force
or the threat of force to achieve their
goals.

Adoption of this amendment could
not be more timely. Our national pol-
icy has certainly been moving in the
direction of a more direct assertion of
our support for the movements for free-
dom in the Baltics and the Republics.
The President’s recent meeting with
Russian President Yeltsin can be seen
in that light.

More important, right now, President
Bush is en route to Moscow for the
summit. He will go on to Kiev, the cap-
ital of Ukraine—a stop that will surely
be seen as one sign of our support for
the principle of self-determination.
Agreeing to this amendment as those
events go forward will certainly am-
plify the message the President is de-
livering, of our support for freedom and
free markets.

I hope all Senators will join in send-
ing this important message, by sup-
porting this amendment.

I think this amendment has been
cleared on both sides of the aisle.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I strongly
support this amendment offered by the
Senator from Kansas. I do so particu-
larly, as in the early fifties I remember
being the Baltic desk officer in the
State Department and we were doing
what we could at that time to keep the
spirit of freedom alive in those coun-
tries. Through the years, the United
States has played a leading role in
doing this, and I think this amendment
is the evidence of a policy of longstand-
ing.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate on the amendment?

The Senator from North Carolina.

Mr. HELMS. The amendment is sup-
ported on this side as well.

Mr. PELL. There is support on this
side of the aisle.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
being no further debate, the question is
on agreeing to the amendment.

The amendment (No. 879) was agreed
to.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. PELL. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

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

AMENDMENT NO. 880
(Purpose: Requiring a report on the uses to
be made of United States arrearage pay-
ments to the United Nations)

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from North Carolina [Mr.
HELMS] proposes an amendment numbered
880

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

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

The amendment is as follows:

On page 9, line 22, insert the following new
paragraph:

(3) None of the amounts authorized to be
appropriated under paragraph (2) shall be
disbursed to the United Nations or any affili-
ated organization until the President reports
to the Congress the specific elements of the
plan by which the United Nations, and each
affiliated organization authorized to receive
such funds, intends to expand or otherwise
use such funds.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, the pend-
ing bill, S. 1433, authorizes more than
$370 million without knowing how it is
going to be spent. This amendment,
which I have just offered, is a modest
effort to resolve a great mystery: How
the U.N. system intends to spend the
unearned windfall of so-called arrears
from the U.S. taxpayers.

My amendment simply says it will
permit the Congress to learn how these
funds will be spent before these funds
are obligated. It seems to me it will be
a fair deal, certainly for the taxpayers.

Our colleague, the Senator from Kan-
sas [Mrs. KASSEBAUM] has repeatedly
sought information from the adminis-
tration as to how the $370,876,000 au-
thorized in this bill will be used by the
United Nations and its affiliated agen-
cies.

The administration has promised the
Foreign Relations Committee that it
will use its best efforts to discover an
answer to this mystery. My amend-
ment makes it easier for the adminis-
tration to gather and report the an-
SWers.

Mr. President, my amendment re-
quires disbursement of so-called ar-
rearages to be conditioned on a report
by the President that specifies how the
United Nations intends to spend or oth-
erwise use the funds. Without a doubt,
Mr. President, the U.S. taxpayer de-
mands to know and needs to know how
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the United Nations will spend the funds
which Congress is generously providing
in S. 1433.

The United Nations must realize that
Congress desires to play a significant
role in United States decisions about
the United Nations budget priorities.
This amendment should assure con-
stituents in North Carolina, and every
other State, that Congress knows how
the United Nations will use these
funds.

Mr. President, I am told that the ad-
ministration has no objection to this
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
debate on the amendment?

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I under-
stand this amendment is acceptable to
the administration. It reflects the ap-
proach the administration will be fol-
lowing with respect to the arrearages. I
think it is a good amendment, and I am
glad to support it from this side of the
aisle.

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Senator.

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, I rise to
express my increasing concern over the
situation in the former Portuguese col-
ony of East Timor, the island territory
which was invaded and forecibly an-
nexed by Indonesia in 1975.

In previous years, Members of the
Senate have expressed concerns on a
range of humanitarian issues in East
Timor, such as war-related hunger and
human rights violations. There have
been marginal improvements in some
regards in East Timor. However, in
light of new and disturbing reports of
flagrant human rights abuses and the
deteriorating humanitarian situation, I
believe that further action is war-
ranted. It is my hope that this amend-
ment will spur such action.

Our resolution makes three state-
ments with regard to policy toward
East Timor. First, the resolution
states that President Bush should urge
the Government of Indonesia to take
action toward ending human rights
violations in East Timor and to permit
full freedom of expression in East
Timor.

Second, it states that the President
should encourage the Government of
Indonesia to facilitate the work of
international human rights organiza-
tions and humanitarian relief organiza-
tions seeking to work in East Timor.
Finally, it states that the administra-
tion should work with the United Na-
tions and the Governments of Indo-
nesia, Portugal, and other involved
parties to develop policies to address
the underlying causes of conflict in
East Timor.

Mr. President, 1975 may seem rather
long ago and East Timor may seem
only a tiny island among the many
that stretch along the Indonesian Ar-
chipelago. But this area of continuing
conflict desperately deserves greater
attention. It is time that the United
States took a stronger role in seeing a
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political solution to the grave situa-
tion in East Timor.

With few notable exceptions, the
world turned a blind eye to Indonesia’s
brazen aggression in 1975, when East
Timor was a vulnerable little enclave
left by the retreat of the Portuguese
Empire. When Indonesia invaded and
annexed East Timor, there was a
shameful lack of condemnation from
the world community. I hope that our
actions here today are the beginning of
change on that front.

Mr. President, Portugal ruled East
Timor for 450 years, ended by Lisbon’s
1974 revolution which brought imme-
diate decolonization and, shortly there-
after, civil war in East Timor. But East
Timor did declare independence on No-
vember 28, 1975; on December 7, 1975,
Indonesia, the ruler of West Timor, in-
vaded. The invasion lasted 1 day after
President Ford and Secretary of State
Kissinger left Jakarta. Sixteen years
later, with some 200,000 people—a full
third of the population—dead, our
President would serve America's prin-
ciples well by raising his voice, as he
did in the gulf, against the brutal ag-
gression in East Timor.

Although the United Nations con-
demned the violent actions of Indo-
nesia’s  brutal dictator, General
Suharto, the West was anxious not to
upset a strategically important regime
which had come to power in 1965. Ab-
sent any moral dissuasion from the
West, Suharto flooded East Timor with
troops, effectively breaking assurances
by his foreign minister. And so the
world could not know about the mas-
sacres that followed; the Indonesian
military killed two British journalist,
two Australians, and a New Zealander
and expelled the Red Cross from East
Timor. Visitors, too, were expelled and
rigorously kept out for 15 years. And
while information was limited during
that time, visits of some reporters and
relief organizations gave us disturbing
evidence of the situation there.

Of the some 200,000 that were killed,
some were Kkilled in battle, some died
in concentration camps into which In-
donesians herded the peasants whose
villages they destroyed. Some starved;
others died of war-borne epidemics.
And although General Suharto, still
ruling after 26 years, recently decided
to open East Timor to foreign visitors
as a way to demonstrate ‘‘normality,”
the Indonesian Army is increasing
pressure.

Reliable sources in East Timor relate
stories of Indonesian forces and those
under their control using razor blades
to cut the faces of young East Timor-
ese dissenters. Reports from Amnesty
International in recent months detail
torture, beatings, and other serious
abuses of East Timorese. These, as well
as other reports of atrocities, belie re-
ports of improvements in the human
rights situation in East Timor.
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On the humanitarian front, there
exist inordinately high rates of tuber-
culosis, malaria, malnutrition, and in-
fant mortality in East Timor. Such
problems are particularly worrisome
when one recalls the catastrophic fam-
ine that occurred largely at the hands
of the Indonesian military in the late
1970’s.

In closing, Mr. President, let me say
that we must make it clear to the In-
donesian authorities that we are aware
of and monitoring closely the situation
in East Timor. The United States could
be an effective and positive force in
this region by seeking ways to insure
that the Indonesian Government co-
operate with private organizations,
both secular and religious, that are in
a position to help address these prob-
lems.

Additionally, I hope that the United
States will be alert to any diplomatic
openings that may present themselves
in the future, with an eye toward a po-
litical solution that might end the
needless suffering in East Timor and
bring about true self-determination for
the people of East Timor. I am keenly
aware of the value of close relations
with the Government of Indonesia. But
it is precisely because of these close re-
lations that we can have reason to be-
lieve that the Government of Indonesia
would be responsive to these concerns.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment (No. 880) was agreed
to.
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. PELL. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. 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.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

AMENDMENT NOS. 881-886

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I send to
the desk six amendments as follows:
An amendment relating to microtech-
nology on behalf of Senator HELMS; an
amendment relating to Boris Yeltsin
on behalf of Senator SIMON; an amend-
ment related to language training on
behalf of Senator SIMON; an amend-
ment relating to foreign service pro-
motions on behalf of Senator SIMON; an
amendment relating to employment of
United States citizens at United States
Embassies on behalf of Senator ROCKE-
FELLER; and an amendment relating to
credit with the Government of Israel
on behalf of Senator LIEBERMAN.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Hearing
no objection, these six amendments
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will be considered en bloc. The clerk
will report the amendments.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. PELL]
proposes amendments numbered 881 through
886 en bloc.

Mr. PELL. I ask unanimous consent
that reading of these amendments be
waived.

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

The amendments are as follows:

AMENDMENT No, 881
(Purpose: To amend the Arms Export
Control Act)

At the appropriate place in the bill, add
the following new section:

SEC. . AMENDMENTS TO THE ARMS EXPORT
CONTROL ACT.

(1) Section T3(a)(1)}A) of the Arms Export
Control Act is amended by inserting “‘acqui-
sition,” before “‘design,”’;

(2) Section 74(8}(B) of the Arms Export
Control Act is amended by striking *‘coun-
tries where it may be impossible to identify
a specific governmental entity referred to in
subparagraph (A)" and inserting in lieu
thereof ‘‘countries with non-market econo-
mies".

(3) Section T4(8)(B)(ii) of the Arms Export
Control Act is amended by striking *“air-
craft, electronics, and space systems or
equipment'’ and inserting in lieu thereof:
“eglectronics, space systems or eguipment,
and military aircraft™.

Mr. HELMS. Mr, President, amend-
ment No. 881 changes the missile tech-
nology provisions of the Arms Export
Control Act to make it clear that the
United States is prohibiting the acqui-
sition of an actual missile system as
well as the technology related to its
design. The amendment also makes it
clear that where nonmarket countries
are using Government-owned compa-
nies to sell missile technology, the
United States intends to sanction all
the arms exporting entities, not just
some fly-by-night outfit with a post of-
fice box. Finally, the amendment
makes it clear that the sanctions are
limited to military aircraft companies,
not civilian aircraft companies.

MISSILE TECH AMENDMENT

Recently the Communist Chinese
have admitted that they transferred a
number of M-11 class ballistic missiles
to Pakistan.

It has been widely reported in the
press that the Communist Chinese were
instrumental in Pakistan acquiring nu-
clear technology.

In response to this threat, the Con-
gress last fall passed missile tech-
nology amendments to the Defense au-
thorization bill.

Basically, foreign countries which ex-
port ballistic missile technology can-
not have access to American tech-
nology or, in extreme cases cannot ex-
port to the United States for 2 years.

These provisions provide a strong de-
terrent for companies based in free-
market countries but do not provide
sufficient deterrent in nonmarket

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

countries such as Communist China
where the Government itself owns the
exporting company.

In these cases it is just too easy for
the exporting Government to set up
front. companies and close them down
when they get caught.

The amendment before us simply
strikes the current phrase ‘“‘countries
where it may be impossible to identify
a specific governmental entity’’ and
substitutes the term ‘‘countries with
nonmarket economies’’.

This makes it clear that the Congress
intends to ensure that the missile ex-
porting Government cannot simply
move the boxes around and start up
under another name.

The amendment also makes it clear
that it is a violation of the missile
technology provisions to acquire the
missile itself as well as its design and
80 on.

Finally the amendment makes it
clear that technology related to the
military aircraft program, not the ci-
vilian aircraft program, would be on
the denial list.

AMENDMENT No. 882
(Purpose: To congratulate Boris Yeltsin on
being elected President of the Russian Re-
public in the first democratic election in

Russia)

At the appropriate place in the bill, add
the following new section:

“SEC. .SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING BORIS
YELTSIN'S ELECTION TO THE PRESI-
DENCY OF THE RUSSIAN REPUBLIC.

(a) CONGRESSIONAL FINDINGS.—the Congress
finds that—

(1) the Russian people freely elected Boris
Yeltsin as their president on June 12, 1991;

(2) the election held in the Russian Repub-
lic was the first democratic election for the
presidency of Russia;

(3) the support given by President Yeltsin
for “freedom for the Baltic peoples’ is to be
commended and encouraged;

(4) the support given by President Yeltsin
for a ‘“‘market economy, a plurality of forms
of ownership, equality of all forms of prop-
erty under the law, privatization, giving land
to the farmers, carrying out land reform, a
credit reform and bringing in foreign invest-
ment” is to be commended and encouraged;

(5) the support expressed by President
Yeltsin for warm and friendly relations be-
tween the peoples of the Russian Republic
and the American people is to be commended
and encouraged.

(b) PoLicY.—It is the sense of the Congress
that—

(1) the people fo the Russian Republic and
their president. Boris Yeltsin, are to be con-
gratulated for the first democratic election
held in Russia on June 12, 1991;

(2) the people of the United States encour-
age President Yeltsin and the Russian people
to continue their political, economic, mili-
tary and social reforms on the road to a free,
open and democratic society.

AMENDMENT No. 883
(Purpose: To encourage language training in
the Foreign Service)

At the appropriate place in the bill, add
the following new section:

“SEC. . ENCOURAGING LANGUAGE TRAINING IN
THE FOREIGN SERVICE.

The Department of State, the Department

of Commerce and the United States Informa-
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tion Agency shall ensure that the precepts
for promotion of Foreign Service employees
provide that end-of-training reports for em-
ployees in full-time language training shall
be weighed as heavily as the annual em-
ployee efficiency reports, in order to ensure
that employees in language training are not
disavantaged in the promotion process.

Mr. SIMON. I am pleased that the
Senate adopted my amendment on en-
couraging language training in the
Foreign Service earlier today. The
amendment simply says that the For-
eign Service promotion boards shall
ensure that precepts are drawn up that
will provide that end-of-training re-
ports for employees in full-time lan-
guage training shall be weighed as
heavily as the annual employee effi-
ciency reports. In this way, employees
in language training will not be dis-
advantaged in the promotions process,
as they clearly are now.

Mr. BROWN. If I may say to my good
friend from Illinois, are we not also
sending a message to the diplomatic
corps to place more emphasis on lan-
guage training and language skills in
the crucial area of promotions? It
seems to me that the amendment of
the Senator from Illinois gets right to
the heart of the matter: If you want to
get promoted, you better take lan-
guage training seriously, and the pro-
motion panels had better take it more
seriously, too.

Mr. SIMON. My distinguished col-
league from Colorado is exactly right.
And let me add here that, while my
amendment leaves it up to the Depart-
ments of State and Commerce and
USIA to devise these new precepts, it
makes sense to equate attainment of
professional competency in a language
with the exceptional performance to
use the ranking terms of the employee
efficiency reports. Competency in lan-
guage training would be attaining a
tested score of S-3/R-3 or higher after
24 weeks of a world language, 44 weeks
of a hard language and 88 weeks of a
superhard language.

Mr. BROWN. If I understand the For-
eign Service Institute's system, is it
correct to say that the world languages
are the Romance and Germanic lan-
guages, and one or two others like
Swahili; the hard languages are a vari-
ety of non-European languages; and the
superhard languages are Russian, Chi-
nese, Japanese, Arabic, and Korean?

Mr. SIMON. That is correct. I thank
the Senator. I should like to add that
he has done a superb job as ranking mi-
nority member on the Subcommittee
of Terrorism, Narcotics and Inter-
national Operations.

AMENDMENT NoO. 884

(Purpose: To include a review of certain

personnel issues in Section 152 of their bill)

On page 42, line 4, strike the period after
“appointees” and insert the following: **; and
matters related to section 607 of the Foreign
Service Act of 1980 (22 U.S.C. 4007), relating
to senior Foreign Service officers who were
working under section 607 (d)(2) temporary
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career extensions on June 2, 1990, and who,
because the 1l4-year time-in-class benefits
had been denied them, were involuntarily re-
tired under section 607 after June 2, 1990.".

AMENDMENT No. 885
(Purpose: To authorize local compensation
plans for United States citizens employed
in the Foreign Service abroad who were
hired while residing abroad)
On page 49, after line 22, insert the follow-
ing new section:

“SEC. 158. LOCAL COMPENSATION PLANS FOR
UNITED STATES CITIZENS RESIDING
ABROAD.

(a) AUTHORITY.—Section 408(a) of the For-
eign Service Act of 1980 (22 U.S.C. 3968(a)) is
amended—

(1) in the first sentence, by inserting after
“Service,” the following: *““United States
citizens employed in the Service abroad who
were hired while residing abroad,”; and

(2) in the second sentence, by inserting
after ‘‘wages” the following: “to United
States citizens employed in the Service
abroad who were hired while residing abroad
and".

(b) EMPLOYMENT PROGRAMS.—Section 408(b)
of such Act is amended by inserting after
“foreign nationals™ the following: *', are
United States citizens employed in the Serv-
ice abroad who were hired while residing
abroad,".

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I
want today to focus the attention of
my colleagues on a group of forgotten
Americans—the often neglected, and
sometimes discriminated against 3.5
million U.S. citizens who are living
overseas.

Over the years we have prided our-
selves on acting quickly to defend
Americans abroad when a crisis devel-
ops. But our concern for our country
men and women overseas should not
arise solely in times of crisis or trag-
edy. We have a greater responsibility
to our fellow citizens.

Unfortunately, it is all too easy for
us to dismiss their concerns. We can
say that there are so few of them or
that it is their decision to live abroad.
They are, after all, far away. But these
are people with roots in this country
just like the rest of us. In their daily
lives, in all of their actions, they rep-
resent the United States abroad. They
work for American companies, carry
American passports, and often live in
American enclaves. They are Ameri-
cans in every sense of the word.

We should heed their concerns not
only because of their citizenship, but
because they are some of our most im-
portant players in the battle to in-
crease exports. Many of them work
overseas for American firms helping to
sell American products. They purchase
American goods, from food to cars to
clothes, introducing their foreign
friends to American products. Their
role in increasing the exposure of
American products helps us gain a
foothold in often stubborn foreign mar-
kets.

Instead of recognizing these valuable
contributions, U.S. law, perhaps unin-
tentionally, often discriminates
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against them. We are the only major
industrialized nation in the world that
levies incomes taxes on all of its citi-
zens, not just on all of its residents.
Consequently, Americans overseas are
taxed twice, once in their country of
residence and again by the United
States—a one-two punch that discour-
ages many companies from opening of-
fices abroad.

Second, American citizenship laws
are sometimes arbitrary and mis-
guided. We are one of the most gener-
ous countries in the world when it
comes to granting citizenship to for-
eigners. For example, if a Russian tour-
ist has a child on American soil, the
child is entitled to American citizen-
ship. Yet our laws make it extremely
difficult for American citizens overseas
to acquire citizenship for their chil-
dren. It is five times easier for a child
born out of wedlock to one American
parent living abroad to gain citizenship
than it is for a child of one American
parent and one foreign parent living in
the same country. This is clearly an
antifamily provision which ought to be
be changed.

A third anomaly has made it difficult
for American civilians living abroad to
obtain employment in American Em-
bassies. I am not talking about high se-
curity jobs, or jobs where a national
from the host country is needed. I am
talking about the hundreds of adminis-
trative jobs, from drivers to librarians
to secretaries to accountants, now oc-
cupied by other employees which might
easily be filled by American civilians.
The United States is one of the only
countries in the world that largely ex-
cludes its own citizens from employ-
ment in its Embassies. Most other
countries actively recruit job appli-
cants from their homelands for Em-
bassy employment.

It is time that we start treating
Americans living abroad as full citi-
zens. The amendment I offer today will
recognize that Americans abroad have
the right to equal employment oppor-
tunities by reversing the discrimina-
tory hiring practices that our Govern-
ment has practiced in its foreign em-
bassies.

Americans living abroad often meet
all of the qualifications for Embassy
employment: Fluency in the language,
intimate knowledge of the culture, per-
sonal contacts in the country, and fa-
miliarity with the currency. Ironically,
the only thing preventing them from
being hired is their American citizen-
ship.

The exclusion of American citizens
from employment opportunities has
caused several extremely unfortunate
situations. I have received letters from
Americans abroad who were told by
personnel officers that they were the
most qualified job applicants for a po-
sition. When Embassy personnel dis-
covered, however, that the applicants
were American citizens, they were de-
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nied the job. In at least one case, an
American was forced to give up her
American citizenship in order to accept
a job at an American Embassy.

Mr. President, it is deplorable that
the U.S. Government discriminates
against potential employees on the
basis of nationality. But the fact that
it discriminates against only American
citizens is simply ridiculous. In fair-
ness, this is not entirely the State De-
partment's fault. The law authorizes
employment for foreign nationals and
for relatives of U.S. Government em-
ployees but is unclear about the third
category of U.S. citizens who are not
such relatives. Many Embassy adminis-
trative officers have interpreted that
omission to mean that such employ-
ment is prohibited.

The amendment (No. 885) I am offer-
ing will correct this confusion. It is
permissive. It provides the necessary
legal authority to hire Americans who
are not also relatives of Government
employees. It will not require the State
Department to hire Americans when
the Embassy feels it necessary to hire
a foreign national. It will not require
the department to end its preferential
hiring program for Embassy depend-
ents and spouses who are often legally
prevented from working in their host
country. It will not force Embassies to
hire Americans who have not passed se-
curity clearances for jobs which re-
quire security clearances. What it will
do is permit the State Department to
hire U.S. citizens if it so desires.

The State Department supports this
measure. Its managers realize that it
will provide them with greater flexibil-
ity to staff our Embassies with the
most qualified personnel consistent
with the public interest. The main goal
of this amendment is to end discrimi-
nation against a group of Americans
and take a first step toward treating
them as full citizens. In doing so, I un-
derstand that these Americans hired
abroad will be compensated based on
the same scale applied to other Ameri-
cans. These Americans should be treat-
ed just like every other American em-
ployee in the Embassy.

Mr. President, this amendment is not
so much about employment law or
about the administration of the State
Department as it is about protecting
the rights of a group of American citi-
zens who are currently being treated
unfairly. By adopting this amendment,
we will begin to restore equity for a
group of American citizens we have too
often forgotten.

I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment. It will achieve real
progress in ending discrimination
against over 3 million Americans, and
provides a no-cost means for expanding
the job and economic opportunities for
our fellow citizens living in other parts
of the world.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, it is my
understanding that the Senator from
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West Virginia does not intend to re-
quire the State Department to change
its current compensation procedures.
At the present time, I understand the
Department does not intend to change
its compensation procedures which pay
Americans abroad at American, rather
than host country, rates. As I read this
amendment, it will permit the Depart-
ment to continue that practice and
provides for the same treatment for the
category of Americans who are not rel-
atives of U.S. Government employees.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. The Senator is
correct. As I stated when I offered the
amendment, it is my intent to restore
equity to the hiring practices of Amer-
ican Embassies. At the same time,
however, it is also my intention that
these American citizens be treated for
compensation purposes, as all other
Americans currently are. I have con-
ferred with the State Department and
have no objection to their preference
for maintaining equity among their
American employees by paying Amer-
ican civilians hired abroad on the same
wage scale as their other American em-
ployees: Both foreign service career of-
ficers and American spouses and de-
pendents. This is the sensible solu-
tion—we would not want two American
citizens working in essentially the
same positions but earning substan-
tially different salaries.

AMENDMENT NoO. 886
(Purpose: To require that the United States

Government hold certain discussions and

report to Congress with respect to the sec-

ondary and tertiary boycotts of Israel by

Arab nations)

At the end of the bill, add the following:
TITLE X—PROCOMPETITIVENESS AND
ANTIBOYCOTT ACT OF 1991

SEC. 1001. SHORT TITLE.

This title may be cited as the “Procompet-
itiveness and Antiboycott Act of 1991".

SEC, 1002, CONGRESSIONAL FINDINGS.

The Congress finds that—

(1) the Arab boycotts of Israel have dis-
torted interntional trade and investment;

(2) the secondary and tertiary boycotts of
Israel by Arab nations has put American
companies refusing to obey it at a competi-
tive disadvantage;

(3) the secondary and tertiary boycotts of
Israel by Arab nations has stifled foreign in-
vestment in Israel;

(4) companies that conform to the boycotts
contribute to the distortion of international
commerce and investment; and

(5) it is in the interest of all nations to
have free trade and a liberal climate for in-
vestment.

SEC. 1003. OECD REPORT.

(a) DISCUSSIONS AT THE OECD.—The United
States Ambassador to the Organization for
Economic Cooperation and Development
(OECD) shall discuss with representatives
from other OECD member nations—

(1) the extent to which companies, public
and private, obey the secondary and tertiary
boycotts of Israel by Arab nations;

(2) the effectiveness of antiboycott laws of
those nations that currently have or have
had such laws;

(3) the extent to which the boycotts has
skewed global trade and investment, as well
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as regional trade and investment in the Mid-
dle East;

(4) the extent to which companies not
obeying the boycotts are placed at a com-
petitive disadvantage as a result of the boy-
cott;

(5) the extent to which the boycotts con-
tra&dicta OECD trade and investment policy;
an

(6) the development of a set of guidelines,
using the Arrangement on Export Credits as
a model for the development of these guide-
lines, that OECD nations can agree on as a
way to eliminate compliance with the Arab
secondary and tertiary boycotts of Israel.

(b) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—The United
States Ambassador to the OECD shall sub-
mit to Congress a report six months after
the date of enactment of this Act on the
progress of discussions as described in sec-
tion 1003(a).

SEC. 1004. GATT REPORT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The United States Trade
Representative shall enter into discussions
with representatives from member nations of
the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade
(GATT) to determine the extent to which—

(1) the Arab secondary and tertiary boy-
cotts of Israel has distorted trade;

(2) members of and observers to the GATT
encourage actions, including the furnishing
of information or entering into implement-
ing agreements, which have the effect of fur-
thering or supporting the secondary and ter-
tiary boycotts;

(3) the GATT can and should work to
eliminate the Arab secondary and tertiary
boycotts of Israel; and

(4) GATT articles, specifically Articles I
and XI, can be used to eliminate compliance
with the secondary and tertiary boycotts and
what additional measures, including pen-
alties, can be applied to nations imposing
and obeying the secondary and tertiary boy-
cotts.

(b) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—The United
States Trade Representative shall submit to
Congress a report six months after the date
of enactment of this Act on the discussions
as described in section 1004(a).

SEC. 1005. PRESIDENTIAL REPORT.

Not later than 90 days after the date of en-
actment of this Act, the President shall sub-
mit a report to the Congress on—

(1) what progress has been made on getting
other nations to end compliance with the
secondary and tertiary boycotts; and

(2) what progress has been made to get
Arab nations to end the secondary and ter-
tiary boycotts of Israel.

SEC. 1006. DEFINITIONS.

For purposes of this Act, the term “‘second-
ary and tertiary boycotts’ mean the boy-
cotts by Arab governments of companies
which provide goods or services to Israelis or
Israeli firms, invest in Israel or Israeli firms,
ships that call at Israeli ports, and the goods
and services of people or entities which sup-
port the State of Israel.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President,
today I am offering an amendment that
will help to make American companies
more internationally competitive by
getting our economic allies to persuade
companies within their borders to stop
obeying the secondary and tertiary
boycotts of Israel.

The boycott of Israel by Arab nations
has been in existence since the mid-
1940's when the Arab League formalized
the boycott of Palestinian Jews. While
it is bad enough that Arab nations
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themselves refuse to deal with Israel, it
is even worse that they have created a
blacklist of companies from third-
party nations that engage in economic
relationships with Israel.

It is against the law for American
companies to obey the secondary boy-
cott of Israel. But our law can only
truly be effective if we get other na-
tions to do the same: Ignore the sec-
ondary boycott. We need to create a
level playing field for American compa-
nies to do business where they want by
making certain that no nation that be-
lieves in free international trade in any
way condones the participation of a
company within its borders in the sec-
ondary boycott. In a very real way, the
secondary and tertiary boycotts are
the ultimate expression of disregard for
a market based economy.

While we in this country have some
good laws on the books to prohibit the
participation of American companies
in these restraints on trade, we must
begin the process of getting other na-
tions to do the same, either through
the passing of their own tough domes-
tic laws that would penalize companies
that follow Arab League boycott guide-
lines, or by establishing international
rules of the road for ending boycott
compliance.

On March 16 of this year, I hand de-
livered a letter signed by 85 of my col-
leagues in this body to Crown Prince
Saad of Kuwait, asking that his gov-
ernment end the secondary boycott of
Israel. Since that time, a number of
Senators have raised the issue of the
secondary and tertiary boycott with
the White House and the governments
of other nations.

The amendment that I have intro-
duced is similar to legislation I intro-
duced earlier this year which is cospon-
sored by 18 Members of the Senate.
This amendment, like the bill, empha-
sizes the harm that the secondary and
tertiary boycott has on the inter-
national commerce and calls on inter-
national economic organizations that
were founded on the principles of free
trade to play a part in ending the boy-
cotts. I refer specifically to the OECD
and the GATT. The amendment also re-
quires a report from the administra-
tion to the Congress on progress that
has been made to get other nations to
end compliance with the boycott and
to get the Arab nations to end the boy-
cott entirely.

1 attempt to achieve these goals in
three fundamental ways: First, by re-
quiring our Ambassador to the OECD
to enter into negotiations with other
member nations on what steps must be
taken to end compliance with the boy-
cott, by establishing guidelines on how
to eliminate compliance with the sec-
ondary boycott; second, by requiring
the USTR to enter into discussions
with members of the GATT to get that
organization more involved in trying
to eliminate the secondary and ter-
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tiary boycott; and third by requesting
that the President send a report to the
Congress on what steps the administra-
tion has taken to end the boycott.

This amendment points out and at-
tempts to address the
anticompetitiveness aspect of the sec-
ondary and tertiary boycotts. The pri-
mary boycott is an issue that will be
addressed by Israel and the Arab na-
tions. But the secondary and tertiary
boycotts affect American companies.
Why should American companies be pe-
nalized as a result of this pernicious
practice. That is not good for American
business. That is not fair competition.
It’s blackmail, and it has to stop.

I ask my colleagues to support the
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
debate on the amendments? If not, the
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ments.

The amendments (Nos. 881-886) were
agreed to.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. PELL. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. PELL. 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. PELL. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
DECoONCINI). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I would
like to point out to our colleagues that
we have now passed 11 a.m. This is an
important bill. We want to get through
not too late this evening. I hope any
Senators with amendments will come
over to present their amendments at
this time. Our intention is to keep
moving, and we hope to finish in the
early evening.

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I in
no way want to delay anyone who has
an amendment. But might I ask the
distinguished manager, the chairman,
if I can have 15 minutes as if in morn-
ing business with the clear understand-
ing that, If that is in any way delaying,
I will stop at any time that he desires.

Mr. PELL. If an amendment, an ac-
tual amendment in hand, comes over,
the Senator will desist. Otherwise we
will all be educated in this 15 minutes.

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the chair-
man very much. I ask unanimous con-
sent that I be permitted to speak up to
15 minutes as if in morning business
with the understanding that, if the
chairman needs any of my time so as
to proceed more diligently with the
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amendment, I will be glad to yield
back whatever I have not used.

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

THE NATIONAL COMMISSION ON
CHILDREN

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, not
too long ago a very distinguished group
of Americans, 34 in number, men and
women, Republicans, Democrats, and
Independents, so that they were not
picked by any party denomination,
chaired by the distinguished junior
Senator from West Virginia [Mr.
ROCKEFELLER], delivered to the people
of this country a report. The National
Commission on Children issued their
report on the status of children in the
United States of America.

Mr. President, most of the attention
regarding that report has focused upon
material things that the young people
of America need—focused on hunger,
focused on health care and the like, all
of which are very, very important.

But, Mr. President, a certain portion
of this report, chapter 12, is a most ex-
traordinary chapter, and I believe it is
historic in that it is in a sense a Gov-
ernment document because it was pro-
duced by a public Commission—I have
just described the Commission, 34
Americans appointed by Congress and
the President, chaired by the distin-
guished Senator ROCKEFELLER from
West Virginia—but, interestingly
enough, Mr. President, this report is
not about material shortcomings of the
young people of this Nation, but rath-
er, believe it or not, is styled creating
a moral, m-o-r-a-1, a moral climate for
children.

Believe it or not, the very first para-
graph says:

The acquisition of wvalues and a moral
framework for decisionmaking is a central
aspect of human development.

And it continues and says:

The ability to distinguish between right
and wrong, to empathize with the feelings
and concerns of others, and to act upon these
judgments is uniquely a human characteris-
tic.

And it proceeds to say that every
successful society is marked by a com-
mon value and common values that de-
termine the nature and conduct of rela-
tionships between individuals and be-
tween the larger community of mem-
bers.

And it proceeds on:

Today, too many young people seem adrift
without a steady moral compass to do their
daily behavior or to plot a thoughtful and re-
sponsible course for their lives. We see the
worst manifestation of this in reports of vio-
lent and predatory behavior by adolescents
in large and small communities across this
land. It is evident, in their lifestyles and sex-
ual conduct, that they indulge in personnal
gratification at the expense of others and at
the expense of others’ safety and well-being.
It is revealed as well in a culture that ranks
wealth and acquisition of material posses-
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sions above service to one's community or
nation. It is also demonstrated in a declining
voting rate of our younger citizens.

Mr. President, this report of about 22
pages proceeds to indict all of us, to in-
dict parents, to indict business leaders,
to indict those who are part of the
media of this country, particularly
those who are part of radio and tele-
vision, and admonishes us all to change
so that the young people of this Nation
will not see what they are now seeing
as a daily diet by way of pornography,
murders wholesale, the gorier the bet-
ter, sexual conduct that is beyond what
any of us thought we would be seeing
on the public networks. The young peo-
ple of America see these as a daily diet.

Mr. President, I was amazed the
other day when I was looking at what
a couple of States—the State of Michi-
gan, and the city of Rochester, NY,
what these two communities in Amer-
ica—said about what employers wanted
most of employees for skilled and semi-
skilled jobs. Guess what they said.

We have been led to believe that em-
ployers are very concerned about
mathematics, two languages, pro-
ficiency in English, knowledge in his-
tory. But guess what the report
showed? It showed that, in those two
jurisdictions, with respect to skilled
and semi-skilled jobs, of the first five
things employers were looking for,
none of them had to do with academics,
believe it or not.

They wanted to know whether you
were on drugs or not, whether you were
prone to drink too much, whether you
knew what integrity and honesty was.
Did you understand what it was to be a
fellow worker in the same place and
have people that depended upon you?
They were all values. Believe it or not,
the employers were looking for basic
values that would produce a credible,
sensible, hard-working employee, man
or woman.

Only if you went beyond the first five
to the 6th Tth, maybe even the 10th cri-
teria for employment, did you run into
academic needs. I am not suggesting
that there is any relationship between
those particular semiskilled and
skilled job preference requirements and
education. I submit to you that there
is something in there that is related to
this chapter, changing a moral climate
for our children, or creating a moral
climate for our children.

Mr. President, I believe that those
who put this report together—and I
gathered from what I have heard from
the distinguished chairman that, be-
lieve it or not, after all the work that
was done on this report about the sta-
tus of children, this one was unani-
mous; that everyone agreed, as I indi-
cated, men and women in different
stages and different states of life, obvi-
ously, different cultures and different
heritages by way of origin, they all
agreed 100 percent that the things in
this report that pertained to creating a
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moral value for children is an Amer-
ican must.

I rise today to comment on it for a
couple of reasons. I hope that more
Americans will avail themselves of
this. I hope more business leaders will
avail themselves of this. I hope more
bishops and archbishops will avail
themselves of this, more priests, and
clergy, and ministers and those who
are training our young people; and yes,
more teachers and principals and those
who are professionally educating our
children; and, yes, those who are
dreaming up the substance from which
place TV serials and the like are pro-
duced.

I understand in this society we are
really governed only by constitutional
limitations, and there are few when it
comes to speech. Therefore, there are
few when it comes to what you can
write, show on television, and put on a
radio. But because you can do it, I do
not believe that means you have to do
it.

I believe it is an absolute must that
this report be embraced by millions of
Americans. And just as they become
proponents of what the Federal Gov-
ernment and the State government
ought to be doing for young people, in
material ways, such as nutrition,
health, and education, I hope they all
look at chapter 12 and say: What can
we be doing about this, creating a
moral climate for children?

Last, I hope that more will look at
this, look at this either in this CoON-
GRESSIONAL RECORD, or avail them-
selves of a copy of it, and ask them-
selves, what can I do with it, so that it
will indeed get passed on from person
to person, because who knows when it
will find itself before somebody who
can have a real influence.

I submit, anyone with any kind of
concern about this country and its fu-
ture—and it is a grand and glorious
country—in fact we are as free as we
can be. The fact that we are so free is
part of the problem encapsulated in
this chapter. Nonetheless, as I indi-
cated, freedom does not mean that we
must act always to the outer limits,
but rather we must continue to create
a moral climate for children. I believe
this offers a rare opportunity for peo-
ple to support it, to promote it, and do
something about it.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the report to which I have al-
luded—and I have not quoted from very
much because I do not have time; I
have stated it in my own words—be
printed in the RECORD at this point.

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

CREATING A MORAL CLIMATE FOR CHILDREN

The acquisition of values and a moral
framework for decision making is a central
aspect of human development. The ability to
distinguish between right and wrong, to
empathize with the feelings and concerns of
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others, and to act upon these judgments is a
uniquely human characteristic, Every suc-
cessful society is marked by common values
that determine the nature and conduct of re-
lationships between individual and between
the large community and its members. These
values are the glue that holds societies to-
gether and motivates people to behave in so-
cially responsible and acceptable ways.

The National Commission on Children's
hearings, town meetings, site visits, and dis-
cussions with children, teenagers, parents,
and other adults revealed much that was
troubling about the values that many chil-
dren learn from the actions of their parents
and prominent citizens, from the media and
other manifestations of popular culture, and
from the subtle messages of the nation's so-
cial policies and institutional practices.

Today, too many young people seen adrift,
without a steady moral compass to direct
their daily behavior or to plot a thoughtful
and responsible course for their lives. We see
the worst manifestation of this in reports of
violent and predatory behavior by adoles-
cents in large and small communities across
the nation. It is evident in lifestyles and sex-
ual conduct that indulge personal gratifi-
cation at the expense of others' safety and
well-being. It is revealed as well in a culture
that ranks wealth and the acquisition of ma-
terial possessions above service to one'’s
community or to the mation. It is also dem-
onstrated in the declining voting rates of
young citizens.

Much of what we saw and heard also made
us worry about the public values implicit in
individual words and actions and in Ameri-
cans' failure to act in concert to change the
conditions that harm children and under-
mine their familes’ ability to support and
nurture them. As a commission on children,
we could not avoid questioning the moral
character of a nation that allows so many
children to grow up poor, to live in unsafe
dwellings and violent neighborhoods, to lack
access to basic health care and a decent edu-
cation. In our visits to communities across
the country, we saw the consistent presence
of institutional immorality—often unin-
tended, but present child welfare system and
the public health system. We visited schools
with leaky roofs and playgrounds littered
with addicts’ needles. We talked to students
who feared they would be shot on their way
to school. We met a homeless child who
spoke of sleeping on the floor of a welfare
hotel, and a runaway girl who shared the
nightmare of his life on the streets.

Of course, we heard as well of individual
and collective acts of tremendous generosity
and kindness, but we had to ask why these
were the exceptions and benign neglect so
often the rule. We wondered about the moral
message conveyed to children through public
actions and individual behavior—messages
about their worth to adults, about what they
should strive for in their lives, and about
how they should view and treat others.

Children and adolescents need clear and
consistent messages about personal conduct
and public responsibility. “The National
Commission on Children therefore urges pub-
lic and private sector leaders, community in-
dividual Americans to renew their commit-
ment to the values of human dignity, char-
acter, and citizenship and to demonstrate
that commitment through individual actions
and in the setting of national priorities.”
Specifically, we recommend that:

Parents be more vigilant and aggressive
guardians of their children's moral develop-
ment. monitoring the values to which their
children are exposed, discussing conflicting
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messages with their children, and, if nec-
essary, limiting or precluding their chil-
dren's exposure to images parents consider
offensive;

The recording industry continue and en-
hance its efforts to control the distribution
of inappropriate materials to children;

Television producers exercise greater re-
straint in the content of programming for
children, and stations show greater restraint
in the amount and type of advertising aired
during children’s programs;

Communities create opportunities for vol-
untary service by children and adults and
l'ec:log'nize the contributions of volunteers;
an

Individuals renew their personal commit-
ment to the health and well-being of all the
nation’s children and demonstrate this com-
mitment by giving highest priority to per-
sonal actions and public policies that sup-
port children and value families.

THE ROOTS OF CHILDREN'S MORAL CONFUSION

At least some of children’s moral confusion
stems from the conduct and attitudes of
prominent adults and major social institu-
tions. In recent years, the nation has seen re-
ligious leaders and public officials involved
in scandals that belie their professed com-
mitment to family values and betray the
public’s trust. Leading financiers and cor-
porate executives have been prosecuted for
enriching themselves at the expense of their
clients or shareholders. Rampant material-
ism among adults fosters shallow ambitions
in children and encourages them in empty,
reckless, and sometimes dangerous pursuits.
The media and entertainment industries
glamorize drugs, sex, greed, and violence
through movies, television, and music, and
in the personal lives of some popular
entertaiments and athletes.

There are also disturbing indications that
a growing number of mothers and fathers
lack both the ability and the commitment to
be responsible parents. Profound social and
economic changes in the past two decades
have fundamentally altered the roles and re-
lationships of many parents and children, as
well as the routines of family life. Some of
these changes have had troubling con-
sequences. More children today grow up
without the consistent presence of a father
in their lives. Working parents, even in two-
parent families, find it difficult to spend as
much time with their children as they would
like and their children need. A higher per-
centage of unmarried teenagers give birth
today than in decades past, and these young
mothers often lack the maturity, economic
means, and parenting skills to care for them-
selves and their children.

Finally, children’s moral confusion reflects
the contraditions that exist in the larger so-
ciety around them. Individual and collective
actions often belie our stated allegiance to
common values. For example, the links be-
tween race and economic disadvantage sur-
faced so often in our investigations that we
guestion the depth of the nation’s commit-
ment to eradicating racism. Violence per-
vades the lives of so many of the children we
met that we question society’'s commitment
to protect and nurture its young people.
Longstanding policies and established prac-
tices that belittle the poor and shortchange
the young seem to deny Americans’ commit-
ment to the common good.

In more than a year of hearings, town
meetings, site visits, and focus groups, the
Commission received a consistent message
from adults and children alike that too
many Americans have drifted away from the
values and beliefs that promote personal
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happiness, strong, supportive families, and a
caring society. This message was highlighted
by parents in Indiana, teenagers in Boston
and Kansas City, and ministers in South
Carolina. It was also the central theme of
testimony by the U.S. Secretary of Health
and Human Services, who called for
restoratioon of “a vigorous, demanding, dy-
namic culture of character.”
THE NATION’S VALUES

America is a pluralistic society, strength-
ened by the variety of cultures that contin-
ually recreate our nation. The nation's
founders sought to protect this diversity by
enshrining freedom of speech and worship in
the Bill of Rights. To this day, the coexist-
ence of an array of viewpoints in the nation
is cause for pride and powerful testimony to
our love of freedom.

But we must also be concerned about how
our children develop values and about the
values we convey to them individually and
as a nation. There is a growing sense that, in
its effort to protect diversity, America has
neglected its concomitant responsibility to
preserve and protect certain fundamental
values that govern our conduct toward oth-
ers and define our rights and obligations as
citizens. Commendably, Americans have re-
sisted efforts to impose a uniform culture
through the schools, the media, or govern-
ment action. Yet in so doing, we may also
have neglected to stress to children the com-
mon values upon which a free and vibrant so-
ciety depends—respect for human dignity,
the cultivation of personal character, and
the exercise of responsible citizenship. These
are the values that all sectors of society
must reiterate to the nation’s children in
words and actions.

Human dignity

Human dignity has three components. The
first is self-respect, or respect for one’s own
body, behavior, and beliefs. Self-respecting
individuals refuse to let others exploit them,
and they adopt health and behavioral prac-
tices that promote their physical and psy-
chological well-being. Self-respect is a pre-
requisite for treating others with dignity
and respect.

The second aspect of human dignity is re-
spect for others, which includes respect for
diversity and a refusal to condone bigotry or
accept discrimination based on race, reli-
gion, gender, or lifestyle.! Respect for others
does not imply agreement with them, but it
does reflect a fundamental commitment to
treating all individuals with dignity. Respect
for others also reflects an understanding of
the relationship between rights and respon-
sibilities and therefore entails a refusal to
enter into relationships that benefit only
oneself.

Finally, human dignity involves caring—
having compassion for those in need, regard-
less of whether their own actions contrib-
uted to their need. A caring individual and a
caring society practice charity toward the
weak and the vulnerable through individual
acts and community efforts.

Character

Men and women of character exemplify
ageless virtues—hard work and perseverance,
a willingness to accept responsibility for
their own actions, and personal integrity.
They reject deceit and believe honesty must
be at the core of human interactions and ex-
periences. Individuals of character recognize

‘At times, individual rights yield to the right to
religious freedom. It is the practice of some reli-
gious communities, for example, to assign different
roles to men and women.
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that it is wrong to take unfair advantage of
others, whether through exploitation of
weakness, refusal to accord them a fair share
of resources and opportunity, or adoption of
rules and practices that reflect selfishness
and greed. They also reject violence as a
means of resolving disputes or satisying de-
sires.
Citizenship

The United States was founded on demo-
cratic ideals. American history is a continu-
ing struggle to bring these ideals to reality
through participation in the processes and
institutions of government at every level,
through respect for the legitimate use of law
and authority, and through the willingness
to speak out when power is abused or rights
are arbitrarily restricted. True patriotism,
based on both an understanding and an ap-
preciation of the history and traditions of
the nation, demands nothing less. Freedom
is the great privilege of citizenship in a de-
mocracy. Intelligent exercise of that free-
dom and willing acceptance of one’s civic du-
ties are the accompanying obligations.

Every recommendation in this report, as
well as its underlying rationale, embodies
these values.

HOW CHILDREN DEVELOP VALUES

Children’s moral development has long
been the subject of intensive investigation.
Scholars disagree about how much influence
various factors have in the acquisition of
values, but they generally agree that chil-
dren’s moral development, like their phys-
ical, intellectual, and social development, is
a gradual process that begins in the early
years of life and continues through adoles-
cence. As children grow and mature, their
sense of right and wrong becomes more so-
phisticated, and their responses to situations
requiring ethical judgments become more
complex.

Throughout the various stages of moral de-
velopment, children are influenced by the
people around them, beginning with parents
and extending to other adults and peers.
Children are also influenced by the major so-
clal institutions in their lives, by their sur-
roundings, and by their culture.

Parents

Children learn to live in society by living
in a family. Parents influence children’s val-
ues through the example they set in their
daily lives, by establishing and enforcing
rules, and by communicating approval or dis-
approval of a child's actions. By creating an
orderly and reliable environment, parents
give children the security to gradually ac-
quire independence. By creating a loving en-
vironment, they make children feel valued, a
necessary condition to being able to value
others. Not surprisingly, almost two-thirds
of children interviewed in a recent national
survey indicated that they turn to their par-
ents for moral guidance.

A growing body of social science research
highlights the link between family relation-
ships and adolescent risk-taking, particu-
larly early initiation of secual activity. In
general, young people are less likely to be-
come sexually active at a young age when
children and parents share the same values,
when family ties are close, and when parent-
child relationships are based on communica-
tion and strong parental support. Other stud-
ies show that teenage girls are less likely to
engage in early sexual intercourse when
their mothers’ parenting style combines af-
fection with firm, mild discipline and clear
limits on behavior. The Commission's sur-
veys of parents and children suggest that
children appreciate their parents' steady
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guidance and consistent enforcement of
rules. While about half of the children sur-
veyed were satisfied with the amount of
oversight they received from their parents, 8
percent reported wishing “a lot™ of the time
that their parents were “more strict” or
‘‘kept closer watch' over them and their
lives. Thirty-nine percent said they some-
times felt that way. Only 2 percent said they
never want their parents to be stricter or
more attentive.
Other Adults

As children grow, their circle of influential
adults widens, and they are exposed to other
authority figures and role models. Adults
who link children with community institu-
tions, particularly teachers, religious lead-
ers, school counselors, and leaders of youth
service organizations, also influence chil-
dren’s - moral development, although not
nearly to the extent that parents and other
relatives do. These adults play a greater role
in establishing a moral climate for decision
making than as advisors on specific moral or
ethical dilemmas. A national survey of the
beliefs and moral values of American chil-
dren indicates that children are generally re-
luctant to turn to adults such as teachers or
clergy for advice on specific questions of
morals or values. This is true even for chil-
dren who indicate that their teachers care
about them for those who state that religion
is an important part of their daily lives.

When asked to identify the celebrities or
national heroes they admire, children are
most likely to name entertainers and ath-
letes. These individuals provide a frame of
reference for children as they confront moral
and ethical decisions. Accordingly, when the
actions of celebrities perpetuate a culture of
greed, self-aggrandizement, and irresponsible
behavior, they send harmful messages to
children and youth.

Peers

Peers have considerable influence, both
positive and negative, over children’s moral
development. In peer relationships, children
learn about reciprocity, cooperation, fair-
ness, and sharing. As children get older, they
are increasingly likely to turn to their
friends, rather than their parents or other
adults, for ethical advice or moral guidance.
Adolescents’ perceptions of their friends’ ac-
tions and beliefs—accurate or not—have
enormous influence over their own behaviors
and attitudes. For example, teenagers who
believe that a high proportion of their
friends of the same gender are sexually ac-
tive (or would like to be) are much more
likely to become sexually active themselves.

Socioeconomic factors

Major economic and social forces can also
influence a young person's values. Research
suggests that hard economic times can cause
some young people to question and even re-
ject the values they learned as children. For
example, the recession of the late 1970s and
early 1980s and the decline in low-skill manu-
facturing jobs corresponded with a growing
sense among many young blacks and blue-
collar whites that their future prospects
were limited at best, that the value of edu-
cation and employement skills was question-
able, and that their ability to make and sus-
tain a viable marriage was in doubt.

Recent decades have also been marked by
changing attitudes and less consensus on ap-
propriate sexual conduct, childbearing, and
marriage. For some parents and children, it
may appear that society has changed the
rules in the middle of the game. In other
famnilies, parents’ moral guidance may strike
children as irrelevant to the circumstances
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they see around them. In still other families,
parents may find themselves questioning
their own moral beliefs at the same time
their children are looking for clear guidance.
Religion

The drafters of the Constitution denied
state support to any religion, but they also
protected freedom of worship, believing that
the exercise of religion would encourage the
development of moral character among the
nation’s citizens. Indeed, religious leaders
have inspired or led many of the nation's
major social and political movements, in-
cluding the temperance movement, the civil
rights movement, and the ‘‘Moral Majority."”

Through participation in a religious com-
munity—in communal worship, religious
education, and social action programs—chil-
dren learn and assimilate the values of their
faith. For many children, religion is a major
force in their moral development; for some,
it is the chief determinant of moral behav-
ior. Research on the effects of religion on
children’s day-to-day conduct also suggests
that teenagers who are religious are more
likely to avoid high-risk behaviours. Surveys
of parents and children conducted by the Na-
tional Commission on Children found that
children whose parents described themselves
as ‘‘very religious” were more likely to re-
port that they could talk to their mothers
about personal problems or concerns and
that their mothers respected their ideas and
opinions. These children were also more like-
ly to report frequent discussions with their
parents about religion or values.

Schools

There i3 no such thing as value-free edu-
cation. Society’s values are implicit in what
schools teach, how they teach it, and wheth-
er or how they urge students to apply these
lessons to their daily lives and future plans.

In addition, American public schools have
taught an explicit wvalues curriculum for
much of their existence. Though the mid-
nineteenth century, this curriculum largely
embraced Protestant values, conveyed
through the Bible readings, prayers, cere-
monies, and some reading materials. By the
end of the nineteenth century, this was re-
placed by ‘“‘character education,'” a secular
form of moral education that emphasized
such virtues as honesty, self-discipline, kind-
ness, and tolerance through cooperative en-
deavors and extracurricular activities. In re-
cent decades, moral education in public
schools has oftern advocated resolving moral
dilemmas through the clarification of values
and the application of reason, but it has
avoided endorsing values or beliefs that may
not be universally shared. In similar fashion,
public school textbooks typically avoid ref-
erence to mainstream religious practices in
the United States or what some consider to
be traditional values.

As American society has become more di-
verse, some parents are uneasy about the
values their children are taught in school.
This has understandably made textbook pub-
lisher, teachers, and school administrators
more cautions in the values they espouse.
The perverse result, however, is that a major
social institution entrusted by most parents
with preparing children for adulthood is too
often silent on critical moral and ethical is-
sues.

In recent years, a number of school pro-
grams have stepped into the void with cur-
ricula deliberately designed to teach values
considered by leading educators to be fun-
damental to life in a democratic society. The
Baltimore County Public Schools, for exam-
ple, developed a values education program
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that uses the Constitution and the Bill of
Rights to identify common national values.
Lessons about those values are incorporated
into students’ coursework and the daily op-
erations of the school. Elsewhere, values
education program stress civic involvement
and community service.
Popular Culture

Popular culture, as expressed in a society’s
music, art, and literature and through the
news and entertainment media, has always
had a tremendous influence on individuals’
thought and conduct. This is particularly
true for children and adolescents, whose abil-
ity to understand the cultural and behav-
ioral messages they receive and to distin-
guish between ‘‘real life’’ and what they see,
hear, or read develops gradually, along with
their ability to make judgments about the
validity of cultural messages for their lives
and personal conduct.

Cultural conflicts between generations are
an age-old phenomenon. It seems that adults
have always worried about the negative in-
fluence of popular culture on children. The
music and dance of the 1950s were considered
scandalous by some, as was the advent of
‘“long hair on men in the 1960s. Throughout
the twentieth century, parents in commu-
nities across the country have at one time or
another expressed concern or outrage over
books assigned to their children in school or
records sold to them. In many cases, what
shocked one generation’s parents has often
seemed routine, even quaint, to that same
generation’s children.

In recent years, however, some trends in
television programming, news reporting, ad-
vertising, movies, and music have gone be-
yond normal cultural changes and are cause
for lasting concern by parents and others in-
terested in children’s development. From a
very young age, children today are increas-
ingly exposed to images and messages that
are extremely violent, gratuitiously and
explicity sexual, and overtly hostile toward
and demeaning of women and minorities.

Television: Children born today will spend
more time watching television than doing
anything else except sleeping. An average 6-
month-old watches television nearly one and
a half hours a day. By age three, children be-
come purposeful viewers and can identify
their favorite shows. Viewing time peaks at
an average of four hours per day in early
adolescence and then levels off at two to
three hours per day in the teenage years.

A growing body of television programming
for children has proven educational benefits.
Viewing programs such as “Mr. Rogers’
Neighborhood,” ‘“Sesame Street,” “ABC
Afterschool Specials,” and others has many
benefits. These programs foster positive so-
cial behaviors, counter racial and ethnic
stereotype, and promote intellectual skills
that are essential to success in the early
school years. At the same time, a number of
shows for a general audience, including
“Family Ties,"” ‘‘The Cosby Show,"” and ‘A
Different World,” have set new industry
standards for the responsible airing of con-
troversial social issues and for the thoughful
treatment of sensitive personal issues.

Much of the programming produced for
young children, however, seems to make lit-
tle or no effort to promote common values.
Most programs on weekend days are highly
violent, albeit the violence is often of a “*hu-
morous’” nature. In recent television sea-
sons, children were “‘entertained” with more
than 25 acts of violence per hour. On each of
the three major commercial networks, chil-
dren's weekend, daytime programs are con-
sistently three to six times more violent
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than the programs broadcast in prime time.
The amount and quality of advertising that
accompanies these shows are also troubling,
since children are less resistant than adults
to marketing messages. Children’s program-
ming is interrupted more frequently than
other programming with advertisement di-
rected to children as consumers. In recent
years, shows have even been developed
around characters based on toys, in effect
creating half-hour and hour-long commer-
cials.

As children get older, their viewing pref-
erences shift from children’s fare to more
general programming, exposing them to fre-
quent depictions of sex, violence, substance
abuse, and crime before they have the intel-
lectual skills and the maturity to handle
them. Teenagers are exposed to an estimated
3,000 to 4,000 references to sexual activity on
television and in movies each year. The lev-
els of violence portrayed on television, par-
ticularly in the early evening hours, when
school-age children are most likely to be
watching, increased dramatically in the mid-
1980s. At the same time, news coverage of
violent episodes at home and abroad has in-
creased, leading some child development pro-
fessionals to worry about its impact on chil-
dren.

Some researchers maintain that television
violence has little effect on viewers. Others
conclude that it causes some children to
have heightened concerns over their personal
safety and leads to subsequent aggressive be-
havior, particularly among children and oth-
ers who regularly view television violence
over long periods of time. In 1989, the Amer-
ican Academy of Pediatrics concluded there
was sufficient evidence to suggest that pro-
tracted television viewing is one cause of
violent or aggressive behavior, It further ex-
pressed concern over television's implicit
and explicit messages to young viewers pro-
moting the use of alcohol and promiscuous
or unprotected sexual activity.

Beginning in the 19708, explicit and im-
plicit sexual messages on television in-
creased dramatically, rarely accompanied by
mention of abstinence, contraception, or
consideration of the negative consequences
of unintended pregnancies and sexually
transmitted diseases. Television advertising
has similarly adopted sex as a major theme,
using sexual innuendos and overtones to pro-
mote everything from automobiles to fast-
food restaurants.

Television is a fact of life in America
today, and few parents would ban it from
their homes. Still, even the most careful par-
ents feel helpless at times before the steady
onslaught of advertising, violence, and sex
that pours forth from the family television.
For many parents, television has become a
double-edged sword. It often achieves its po-
tential as an educator, entertainer, and even
occasional babysitter. Yet it frequently pre-
sents children with values and messages
antithetical to parents’ most deeply held be-
liefs. Moreover, unless it is controlled, tele-
vision viewing may take time away from
other activities that have more social, edu-
cational, or physical benefits.

Music and Music Videos: Musicologists and
psychologists have contended for years that
music has emotional impact. It can soothe or
excite listeners, evoke sadness or euphoria.
Yet public concern has grown over the poten-
tial impact on children and teenagers of
some contemporary music and music videos.
In particular, heavy metal music has focused
increasingly on extreme violence that is gen-
erally sexual in nature and directed against
women. A University of Georgia study con-
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cluded that music videos produced by heavy
metal groups are ‘“violent, male-oriented,
and laden with sexual content,” with vio-
lence occurring in almost 57 percent of the
videos that were examined. More than 80 per-
cent; of these videos also linked sex with vio-
lence. Recently, some observers have ex-
pressed similar concern about the content of
some rap mausic, [finding it violent,
misogynous, and anti-Semitic.

In recent years, individual parents and or-
ganized parent associations have expressed
mounting concern over the effects of offen-
sive lyrics and images on teenagers and
younger children. Most music popular with
children and adolescents, however, appears
mainstream in its value orientation, and ex-
isting research does not demonstrate mas-
sive negative effects from popular music.
Correlational studies indicate that while
music may reinforce listeners' dangerous or
antisocial behavior, it does not appear to
cause it. In other words, adolescents who are
already alienated, have delinquent tend-
encies, or are similarly at risk may also be
more likely to prefer heavy metal and other
music that emphasizes aggressive and even
violent behavior, but the music itself does
not appear to create these feelings.

The recording industry has responded to
increasing complaints by pointing out that
violent, explicit, and otherwise offensive
lyrics and videos are a very small part of the
total number of recordings released by the
industry. The majority of rock lyrics, they
maintain, are either generally unobjection-
able or promote positive social attitudes and
practices. Moreover, they maintain that
music reflects, rather than creates, society'’s
values. Recently, in response to pressure
from organized groups of parents, the Re-
cording Industry Association of America has
adopted a voluntary labeling system to alert
parents and teenagers to products with of-
fensive or explicit lyrics.

ENCOURAGING A BETTER MORAL CLIMATE FOR

CHILDREN

Children may not always do as we say, but
they will almost always do as we do. Creat-
ing a moral climate that teaches children
the values of human dignity, character, and
citizenship is both a parental and a commu-
nity responsibility. For most families, the
day is long past when parents and small
communities could shield children from pre-
mature exposure to guestionable influences.
Today, the diversity of most American com-
munities and the explosion in mass commu-
nication technology makes that impossible.
Instead, it is up to parents, leaders in the
public and private sectors, and communities
to work together to ensure that children re-
ceive strong and consistent messages about
the moral principles they value.

Public values

In stressing fundamental values to chil-
dren, the Commission believes that two prob-
lems warrant particular attention. The first
is the persistence of racism, which has
plagued the nation since its founding. By the
year 2000, one-third of American children
will be from a minority group, and for that
reason alone, they can expect at some point
in their lives to encounter hostility, ridicule,
and low expectations. While the nation has
made significant progress in eliminating the
legal barriers to full participation in Amer-
ican society, attitudes and practices persist
that divide the nation and deny some of its
citizens equal standing. Further progress
will depend in part on changes in personal
attitudes and behavior and in part on vigi-
lant government action to protect the rights
of all citizens.
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Our second concern is the epidemic of vio-
lence that claims children and adolescents at
a rate unprecedented in the nation’s history.
Violence, as noted in earlier chapters of this
report, kills, maims, and terrorizes too many
of our nation’s children. Some are perpetra-
tors, more are victims. We hope our rec-
ommendations will give young people reason
to reject rash acts and take steps to protect
their own futures, We also applaud efforts by
schools and community groups to teach chil-
dren and adolescents more peaceful means of
resolving conflicts. And we call for public
policies to keep weapons out of the hands of
children and those who would use them to
threaten and harm others.

The Role of Parents

Parents have primary responsibility for
their children's moral development. In this
area, as in others, parents are their chil-
dren's first and most important teachers.
Through their nurturing, guidance, example,
and monitoring, parents convey to children—
in words and actions—the values they hold
dear.

We reiterate here the principle stated in
Chapter 4:

The family has primary responsibility for
teaching values and creating the ethical con-
text that is fundamental to our society and
our democracy. Children learn to love others
by being loved. They learn to respect and
value the rights of others by being respected
and valued themselves. They learn to trust
when they have unwavering support from
parents and the other adults closest to them.
The capacity for understanding and valuing
the feelings of others is present in every
child, and it flowers when children are en-
couraged to empathize with others * * *,
From the time they are very young, children
learn responsibility and commitment, free-
dom and dissent in small, manageable steps.
Experiences within the family provide them
with the moral and ethical framework for
their lives as adults.

In light of this enormous responsibility, we
also reiterate the recommendation in Chap-
ter 9 urging individuals and society to reaf-
firm their commitment to strong, stable
families as the best environment for raising
children, as well as the recommendation urg-
ing couples to delay pregnancy until they
are emotionally capable of assuming the ob-
ligations of parenthood.

As American society becomes more com-
plex, so does the responsibility of parents to
monitor, interpret, and buffer the various
value-laden messages children receive from
the broader community and its major insti-
tutions. The National Commission on Chil-
dren recommends that parents be more vigi-
lant and aggressive guardians of their chil-
dren's moral development, monitoring the
values to which their children are exposed,
discussing conflicting messages with their
children, and, if necessary, limiting or pre-
cluding their children's exposure to images
parents consider offensive. We further rec-
ommend that parents join together as con-
sumers to urge restraint upon the commer-
cial interests that they believe directly or
indirectly send harmful or inappropriate
messages to children.

There are many ways parents can exercise
such vigilance. They can vote and otherwise
set an example of the responsible exercise of
citizenship and caring. They can speak out
as advocates for their own children and oth-
ers who have no direct voice in the political
process. As recommended in Chapter 7, par-
ents should be actively involved in their
children’s schools. At home, they can estab-
lish and enforce rules about the amount of
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time and the content of children’s television
viewing, and they can watch TV with their
children, using it as a way to increase family
communication through discussions of issues
raised on programs. We also urge parents to
listen to the music their children listen to
and watch the videos, discuss objectionable
contents, and, if they believe it necessary,
forbid their children to own certain record-
ings and videos. The Recording Industry As-
sociation of America places warning labels
on albums, tapes, and discs with explicit
lyrics; it is now up to parents to heed those
warnings.

Advertisers spend more than $33 billion a
¥year reaching consumers, including children,
through television and radio. Children them-
selves are powerful consumers. In each case,
market forces can effect tremendous change.
Therefore, in the best traditions of capital-
ism and democracy, we urge concerned par-
ents to join together in letter-writing cam-
paigns, boycotts, and other forms of legal
protest to pressure producers and manufac-
turers who directly or indirectly promote
messages parents consider offensive and
damaging to children.

News and Entertainment Media

The news and the entertainment media
have tremendous potential to educate chil-
dren and expose them to other cultures and
new ideas. We applaud increasing efforts to
develop quality programming for children
and teenagers. We further applaud growing
recognition within the recording industry of
its responsibility to help parents shield chil-
dren from explicit lyrics. The National Com-
mission on Children recommends that the re-
cording industry continue and enhance its
efforts to avoid the distribution of inappro-
priate materials to children.

Within the television and movie industries,
there are many exemplary productions for
children, as well as efforts to urge more sen-
sitive programming for children and fami-
lies. In particular, Children's Action Net-
work has urged producers and writers to base
their presentations of complex and difficult
issues on current knowledge and the best
available information, in this way helping to
educate the public and dispel harmful and
inaccurae stereotypes. For example, a 1991
episode of ‘Knot’s Landing’' portrayed the
life of a foster child with great sensitivity
and accuracy following meetings that in-
cluded the show’s creative staff, foster chil-
dren, and child welfare staff.

The Commission remains troubled, how-
ever, by the viclence and commercialism
that pervades television programming for
children, especially for young children. To
address this issue, Congress enacted the Chil-
dren’s Television Act of 1990 to:

Limit the number of minutes devoted to
commercials during children's programming;

Mandate that a television station’s edu-
cational and informational service to young
people be considered as a factor in license re-
newal;

Direct the Federal Communications Com-
mission to review policies governing com-
mercialization of children’'s television; and

Create a National Endowment for Chil-
dren's Educational Television to support the
development of new educational programs
and series for children age 16 and younger.

The National Commission on Children rec-
ommends that television producers exercise
greater restraint in the content of program-
ming for children. We further urge television
stations to exercise restraint in the amount
and type of advertising aired during chil-
dren's program. Toward this end, we encour-
age Congress and the Federal Communica-
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tions Commission to take all necessary ac-
tion to implement fully the provisions of the
Children’s Television Act of 1990.

The Role of Communities

Human dignity, character, and citizenship
come to life for children when they are put
into action. The National Commission on
Children urges communities to create oppor-
tunities for voluntary service by children
and adults and to recognize the contribu-
tions of volunteers that better the commu-
nity and assist its members. As discussed in
Chapter 8, we particularly stress the impor-
tance of adult volunteers who can act as
mentors, tutors, and role models for children
and young people. All children need a special
person who cares, who is willing to listen,
and who will invest time and eilergy in them.

We reiterate our recommendation, also in
Chapter B, that communities, schools, and
government at all levels continue to create
and expand community service opportunity
for young people to help them understand
and appreciate the values of human dignity,
character, and citizenship; to teach them
about the broader community in which they
live; and to help them develop empathy for
others and a sense of their own capacity to
improve the lives of those around them. As
discussed in Chapters 3 and 8, when children
and youth participate in community service
activities, they themselves are among the
most important beneficiaries in terms of per-
sonal growth and greater understanding of
the needs of others. Schools, religious insti-
tutions, and community organizations are
the natural homes for such voluntary activi-
ties by children and adults, and they should
be encouraged and applauded in their efforts
to fulfill this important role.

The Role of Society

A nation's values are measured more by its
actions than its words. We are deeply sad-
dened by the absence of widespread moral
outrage at the conditions and prospects of so
many American children, and we wonder
where the personal will and the political
leadership are to turn this situation around.
Americans’ notion of community—of those
with whom they feel a bond—appears to grow
smaller as the nation grows more diverse. In-
creasingly, it even appears to leave out chil-
dren with whom one has no direct tie. In
other chapters, we have argued that Ameri-
ca's economic well-being and its future as a
thriving democracy depend on ensuring that
every American child has an opportunity to
achieve his or her full potential. We believe
our future as a moral society depends on this
as well.

Therefore, the National Commission on
Children urges all Americans to renew their
personal commitment to the common good
and demonstrate this commitment by giving
highest priority to personal actions and pub-
lic policies that promote the health and
well-being of the nation’s children. We recog-
nize that reasonable men and women will dif-
fer in their view of what causes many of the
ills suffered by children and families today
and in their proposed solutions. Yet we also
believe that creative solutions emerge from
vigorous and thoughtful debate. That has
been our experience as a commission, and it
is our fervent hope for the nation.

COSTS AND BENEFITS

Congress authorized $4 million for estab-
lishment of the National Endowment for
Children's Educational Television, part of
the Children’'s Television Act of 1990. We
urge immediate appropriation of these funds.
The other provisions of the act appear to
have only minor administrative costs.
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Most of the other recommendations in this
chapter do not require money. They require
an investment of time, attention, and
thoughtfulness by parents and other caring
adults, by those in the news and entertain-
ment fields, by educators and government of-
ficials. We are convinced that helping young
people acquire and maintain strong personal
values is an investment that will yield bene-
fits for individuals and for society as a whole
for years to come.

CONCLUSION

Americans have long celebrated and jeal-
ously guarded the nation’s pluralism, view-
ing with appropriate skepticism those who
would impose their own values or doctrines
on others. Yet at the root of everything
Americans hold dear about their country are
fundamental values and rights that have sus-
tained this nation in times of crisis and
called forth our best when others are in need.
As a society and as individual citizens, we
would be well served to cultivate in our chil-
dren these enduring values of human dignity,
character, and citizenship.

In a free society, there will always be ten-
sion between freedom of expression and up-
holding common social values. Censorship is
the antithesis of what we embrace. Forging
common values will never depend solely on
laws, but also on persuasion and example.
Success will require thoughtful action and
self-restraint by individuals and major insti-
tutions with the ability or potential to influ-
ence children's moral development. This
makes the task of parents, public leaders,
educators, media executives, entertainers,
and advertisers more difficult, but no less
important.

| ——————

BIOTECHNOLOGY PATENT
PROTECTION ACT OF 1991

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, it is
interesting that the distinguished oc-
cupant of the chair is Senator DECON-
CINI of Arizona, because I am going to
make a statement in support of the
Biotechnology Patent Protection Act
of 1991, and I understand from the work
I have done that the distinguished oc-
cupant of the chair is the principal pro-
ponent of clarifying the patent laws of
our Nation, so that such things as the
research and the structure of the
human anatomy, which we call genome
research, where genes are being located
within various chromosome structures.
This work is yielding a whole new body
of patentable or copyrightable ideas,
and it needs to be clarified so we do it
right, because we are fearful that we
will get down the path with this re-
search and find others are producing
the cures, pharmaceuticals and drugs
of the future. Obviously, genome and
genome mapping is indeed the most
significant health wellness activity of
our Government. It will open the door
to cures for hundreds of genetically-re-
lated diseases, and in the process, there
will be many patentable items that are
seriously different from items in the
past. T understand the measure will
help immensely with that problem.

Mr. President, I support the bill
being sponsored by Mr. DECONCINI that
would seek to ensure that American
biotechnology companies are able to
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keep proprietary rights to the products
that they develop. It has come to my
attention that a decision within In re
Durden handed down by the courts 6
years ago has made it difficult to ob-
tain process patents for biotechnology
products. However, without this type
of patent protection foreign companies
are able to take DNA sequence knowl-
edge created in this country overseas
to produce products that can then le-
gally be imported back into this coun-
try.

In fact this exact process occurred
just recently with an American bio-
technology company. The Amgen cor-
poration had spent many years and
millions of dollars creating a drug by
the name of EPO. After obtaining a
patent on both the gene for EPO and
the microorganism used to produce
this drug, Amgen beran marketing this
promising mnew product. Soon after
this, however, a Japanese company by
the name of Chugai Pharmaceuticals
used this technology developed by
Amgen to produce EPO in Japan and
export it to the United States. Had
there been a process patent for EPO
the Process Patent Amendments Act of
1988 would have prevented the importa-
tion of EPO into this country.

Mr. President, 1 recently held a
workshop dealing with technology
transfer from the Human Genome Ini-
tiative to the American biotechnology
industry. I was very pleased to hear of
the remarkable progress that American
scientists have made in deciphering the
Human Genome. Within the last year
scientists have found the genes for
fragile X syndrome and Lou Gehrig's
disease. At the same time medical doc-
tors at the National Institutes of
Health have conducted gene therapy
aimed at treating a young girl afflicted
with the same disease that tragically
killed David, the **bubble boy," in 1984.

Further, the knowledge and tech-
nology developed by the Human Ge-
nome Initiative has provided a further
stimulus to the young American bio-
technology industry. Last year the bio-
technology industry had an annual rev-
enue of over $2 billion and a stock mar-
ket value of $18 billion. The President's
Council on Economic Competitiveness
estimates that the domestic bio-
technology industry will grow to $50
billion in annual revenue by the year
2000,

Mr. President, everyone in this
Chamber is aware of the great pain cre-
ated by the loss of industries in the
past to foreign competitors. The field
of biotechnology was created almost
exclusively by Americans and we still
hold a commanding lead in almost
every area of the industry. We must
act, with legislation such as this bill
sponsored by the distinguished Senator
from Arizona, to ensure that bio-
technology does not become one more
industry that Americans created and
then lost.



July 29, 1991

Mr. President, might I inquire how
much time I have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has approximately 3 minutes re-
maining.

ECONOMIC STATUS OF AMERICANS

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, some-
time ago, I guess about 4 or 5 days ago,
July 24, or the day prior thereto, an ar-
ticle found itself in the Washington
Post. It said, and I hold it here: “‘The
Rich Got Richer, the Poor Got Poorer,"”
the study says. “Think tank finds in-
come gap widened in the 1980's."

Mr. President, let me suggest that
the Senator from New Mexico has, on a
previous occasion, challenged the con-
clusion of a report such as this, and
there is nothing at all new about this
one. In fact, if anything, the think
tank that produced it is playing with
numbers and percentages and dates
and, might I say, even worse manner
than the previous ones which the Sen-
ator from New Mexico attacked.

Let me just see if I can point up why
this particular report does not mean
what it says. Mr. President, this report
starts with the year 1977, and it ends
with the year 1988. It is purportedly in-
dicating that the decade of the
eighties, which I perceived to be 1981
through the first part of 1990, was a bad
decade in that the rich got richer and
the poorer got poorer.

Mr. President, let me suggest for
those who are putting this kind of
thing together that they recognize a
couple of principles and go out and ask
all their economic friends if they are
not true. First, when you have a reces-
sion there are two truisms at least.
One is the poor get poorer and the poor
are hurt the most in a recession. The
rich do not get hurt as much in a reces-
sion.

I cannot do anything about that, and
no one who was in a policymaking posi-
tion in the 1980's could really fix that.
You can go back and check. The people
that get hurt the most and the
quickest are the poor.

What did they put in this study that
makes it absolutely wrong? They put
1977 in, Mr. President, not 1981. They
put in 1977, 1978, 1979, 1980, 1981, and
part of 1982. Guess what those years
were? They included the worst part of
the 1970's and repercussions of the
1970's that fell on the early 1980's. And
guess what existed during those 5%
years—two recessions, not one. The
second one was a big recession, the one
in the early years of Ronald Reagan
when Federal Reserve Board Chairman,
Paul Volcker, ratcheted up interest
rates and said, ‘‘Let us have a recession
and get rid of inflation.”

What preceded it? What preceded
that recession was the stagflation of
the last 2 years of President Jimmy
Carter: high interest rates, high infla-
tion, and little or no real growth.
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Who was getting hurt during those
periods? The poor. The reason I say
this is because I really believe what we
ought to learn from this is that reces-
sions are not good for America. That is
what we learned from it. And they are
bad even more so for the poor. There is
no doubt that in that over this 5'4-year
period, the poor got poorer, substan-
tially poorer.

What is the second thing we learn
about recessions and periods that fol-
low recession? A very simple propo-
sition: even when you start coming out
of a recession, it is difficult to move
out of decline large numbers of poor
people in the United States. I do not
know about other economies that are
capitalistic or private enterprise-ori-
ented, but in our second proposition it
is hard to move them out and up.

Mr. President, nonetheless, if instead
of picking all of those recession years
and putting them in this study, and I
just told you which ones, 1977, 1978,
1979, 1980, 1981, and part of 1982, if they
would have picked the growth years
from 1982 through a year ago, what
would they have found?

They would have found my third
proposition: If you have a sustained re-
covery everyone gets better, everyone
is moved upward. Thousands and thou-
sands of people moved out of poverty
into the mainstream.

Mr. President, T ask unanimous con-
sent to print in the RECORD at the con-
clusion of my remarks a table showing
that if anything is true about the
growth period from about 1983 through
the end of the decade, it is that the
rich got richer and the poor got richer,
which is what I think we probably want

in the American economic system.

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

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, what
else do we want? We want minorities to
move out of poverty, if they have been
swept up in it by a recession.

I might remind those who do want
growth in America, there are only two
states: You are either growing, or you
are in recession. I assume not many
people like recessions. I think they
probably like, whether they want to
call it growth or not, the good times
that sustained economic growth with
low inflation brings.

I submit in the RECORD a table show-
ing the numbers of minorities that got
out of poverty the growth period of the
1980’s.

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

(See exhibit 2.)

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, for
those who want to lay blame remember
that the following adages are true:
During recessions the poor get poorer.
You have to stay out of recessions if
you want America to have a population
that is experiencing rising prosperity
spread across more income levels of the
population.
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EXHIBIT 1
PERCENT CHANGE IN REAL FAMILY INCOME BY QUINTILE !
1975- 1979-  1983-
19 8 8
Percent change:
Lowest qumh 10 -174 118
Second 112 -105 107
Middle .. 120 =55 110
Fourth 122 =19 106
Highest qumt-le ) 103 29 122
1Each quintile represents one-1ifth of the income distnbution.

EXHIBIT 2
Decline in poverty—from 1982-69
Percent change in povarty rate:

All families . -16.7
White . -18.1
Black . -14.8
Hispanic -14.3
Female- headed 1 -9.5
Elderly .. —20.0

1Persons in fa.ml]ies wit.h l'emaia householder no
husband present.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a gquorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

e —

FOREIGN RELATIONS AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT, FISCAL YEARS 1992
AND 1993

The Senate resumed consideration of
the bill.

Mr. PELL. Mr, President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 888
(Purpose: To establish a program to provide

Soviet graduate students with scholarships

for study in the United States)

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, on behalf
of Senators MITCHELL, SASSER, BOREN,
BIDEN, SARBANES, and CRANSTON, I send
an amendment to the desk and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. PELL],
for Mr. MITCHELL, for himself, Mr. SASSER,
Mr. BOREN, Mr. BIDEN, Mr. SARBANES, and
Mr. CRANSTON, proposes an amendment num-
bered 888.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill add the
following new title:

SEC. .SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the “United
States Law and Business Training Program
for Soviet Graduate Students Act™.

SEC. .STATEMENT OF PURPOSE.

The purpose of this Act is to establish a

scholarship program designed to bring stu-
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dents from the Soviet Union to the United
States for study in the United States.
SEC. . Fl]'d'l'}ll(l;lvﬂs AND DECLARATIONS OF POL-

The Congress finds and declares that—

(1) it is in the national interest for the
United States Government to provide con-
tinuing financial support to individuals from
the Soviet Union to study in the United
States, and to gain experience and training
in free market economics, Western business
and legal systems, and public administra-
tion, in order to assist the process of eco-
nomic and political reform in the Soviet
Union, increase mutual understanding, and
build lasting links between the Soviet people
and the people of the United States;

(2) providing scholarships to Soviet stu-
dents to study in the United States will over
time effectively create strong bonds between
the United States and the future leadership
of the Soviet Union and its republics, while
assisting the Soviet people in their political
and economic reform efforts;

(3) study in United States institutions by
Soviet students will enhance trade and eco-
nomic relationships by providing profes-
sional and business contacts;

(4) students from the Soviet Union have in
the past been unable to study in the United
States for political and financial reasons;

(6) it is essential that the United States
citizenry increase its knowledge and under-
standing of the Soviet Union, its language,
cultures, and socioeconomic composition as
the Soviet Union assumes a role in the world
economic community; and

(6) a scholarship program for students from
the Soviet Union to study in the United
States would complement international ef-
forts to assist the Soviet Union in its eco-
nomic, political and social reforms.

SEC. .SCHOLARSHIP PROGRAM AUTHORITY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The President, acting
through the United States Information
Agency, shall provide scholarships (including
partial assistance) for study at United States
institutions of higher education coupled with
private and public sector internships by na-
tionals of the Soviet Union who have com-
pleted their undergraduate education and
would not otherwise have the opportunity to
study in the United States due to financial
limitations.

(b) FORM OF SCHOLARSHIP; FORGIVENESS OF
LOAN REPAYMENT.—To encourage students to
use their training in the Soviet Union, each
scholarship pursuant to this section shall be
in the form of a loan with all repayment to
be forgiven upon the student’s prompt return
to the Soviet Union for a perioed which is at
least one year longer than the period spent
studying in the United States. If the student
is granted asylum in the United States pur-
suant to section 208 of the Immigration and
Nationality Act or is admitted to the United
States as a refugee pursuant to section 207 of
that Act, one-half of the repayment shall be
forgiven.

SEC. .GUIDELINES.

The scholarship program under this Act
shall be carried out in accordance with the
following guidelines:

(1) Consistent with section 112(b) of the
Mutual Educational and Cultural Exchange
Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2460(b)), all programs
created pursuant to this Act shall be non-
political and balanced, and shall be adminis-
tered in keeping with the highest standards
of academic integrity and cost-effectiveness.

(2) The United States Information Agency
shall design ways to identify promising stu-
dents for study in the United States.

(3) The United States Information Agency
shall develop and strictly implement specific

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

financial need criteria. Scholarships under
this Act may only be provided to students
who meet the financial need criteria.

(4) The program may utilize educational
institutions in the United States, if nec-
essary, to help participants acquire nec-
essary skills to fully participate in profes-
sional training.

(5) Each participant from the Soviet Union
shall be selected on the basis of academic
and leadership potential in the fields of busi-
ness administration, economics, law, or pub-
lic administration. Scholarship opportuni-
ties shall be limited to fields that are criti-
cal to economic and political reforms in the
Soviet Union, particularly business adminis-
tration, economics, law, or public adminis-
tration.

(6) The program shall be flexible to include
not only training and educational opportuni-
ties offered by universities in the United
States, but to also support internships, edu-
cation, and training in a professional set-
ting.

(7) The program shall be flexible with re-
spect to the number of years of education fi-
nanced, but in no case shall students be
brought to the United States for less than
one year.

(8) Further allowance shall be made in the
scholarship for the purchase of books and re-
lated educational material relevant to the
program of study.

(9) Further allowance shall be made to pro-
vide opportunities for professional, aca-
demic, and cultural enrichment for scholar-
ship recipients.

(10) The program shall, to the maximum
extent practicable, offer equal opportunities
for both male and female students to study
in the United States.

(11) The program shall, to the maximum
extent practicable, offer equal opportunities
{or students from each of the Soviet repub-
ics.

(12) The United States Information Agency
shall recommend to each student who re-
ceives a scholarship under this Act that the
student include in their course of study pro-
grams which emphasize the ideas; principles,
and documents upon which the United States
was founded.

SEC. . FUNDING OF SCHOLARSHIPS FOR FISCAL
YEAR 1992 AND FISCAL YEAR 1993,

There are authorized to be appropriated to
the United States Information Agency
510,000,000 for fiscal year 1992, and $10,000,000
for fiscal year 1993, to be used to carry out
this Act.

SEC. . COMPLIANCE WITH CONGRESSIONAL
BUDGET ACT.

Any authority provided by this Aect shall
be effective only to the extent or in such
amounts as are provided in advance in appro-
priation Acts.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, this is an
amendment creating a new exchange
program at the graduate level for the
Soviet Union. Scholarships may be pro-
vided to the Soviet Union in the field
of business administration, economic
law, and public administration to
study in the United States for 1 year.
The funding level will be $10 million.

My understanding is that this has
been cleared by the leadership on both
sides of the aisle.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I have
one specific objection to the amend-
ment by Senator PELL on behalf of
Senator MITCHELL and others.

On page 6, beginning at line 16, and
specifically at line 18, it states, ‘*There
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are authorized to be appropriated to
United States Information Agency
$17,500,000 for fiscal year 1992, and $35
million for fiscal year 1993, to be used
to carry out” the purposes of the
Mitchell amendment.

Unless this matter is heard by the
committee, or unless I could be assured
that the Appropriations Committee is
to examine it carefully, I question the
expenditure of this money for this pur-
pose at this time when obviously we
are in a state of economic crisis.

So I am going to be asked to be re-
corded in the negative pending consid-
eration by the Appropriations Commit-
tee. If the Appropriations Committee
approves it, fine.

Mr. PELL. If the Senator would yield
for a moment.

Mr. HELMS. Yes.

Mr. PELL. My understanding is in
the amendment as it is now it has been
reduced to $10 million not $17.5 million.
So I think that point has been taken
care of.

Mr. HELMS. Well, I still have the
same question because there has been
no hearing on this. And while around
this place $10 million is just a pittance,
it is not a pittance in those areas of
North Carolina and others that are
feeling extreme hardship.

But I will respectfully vote ‘‘no’ and
ask to be recorded in the negative on
this. But I do not want to hold up the
amendment.

Mr. PELL. I thank my colleague very
much, indeed.

Mr. President, I ask that the amend-
ment be agreed to.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I hap-
pened to be here on the floor of the
Senate when the majority leader intro-
duced this proposal on June 27. As I
said to him and Chairman SASSER at
that time, the overall concept of bring-
ing a limited number of students from
the Soviet Republics to the United
States to concentrate of law and busi-
ness is an excellent idea. In 2 or 3 years
these men and women will have the op-
portunity to help their people consoli-
date the economic and political re-
forms now under way in the Soviet Re-
publics.

As I told the majority leader pri-
vately last week, a number of other
Senators attempted to respond to the
same challenge in an amendment to S.
1435, the foreign aid authorization.
That proposal was designed for the
shorter term. Like the Mitchell schol-
arships, it would plug gaps in our abil-
ity to provide technical and business
assistance to the Soviet peoples.

This Senator and 13 others, on a bi-
partisan basis, put in language that
would authorize the President to set up
American centers in Russia, the
Ukraine, Armenia, and such others
among the Republics that request and
are willing to help support an Amer-
ican center in their midst.

These American centers would not
necessarily be staffed by American
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Government officials, but they would
be under the authority of Directors and
a qualified Executive Board appointed
by the President, if he chooses to use
this authority.

As I envision the American centers,
they would constitute an American
presence in major cities outside of
Moscow for those who seek American
help, and for those thousands of Ameri-
cans who have demonstrated their will-
ingness to assist the Soviet peoples in
their difficult transition toward a func-
tioning market economy. The Amer-
ican centers would assist and advise,
without in any way restricting anyone
who wants to help.

I ask unanimous consent to insert at
this point in the RECORD the text of
amendment 836, as passed by the Sen-
ate on July 25.

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

On page 139, between lines 18 and 19 insert
the following:

‘“‘Subchapter D—The American Centers Act”
An Act to establish American Centers to act
as a catalyst for encouraging free market
economies and democratic values in the

Soviet Union and its sovereign Republics
SEC. 637. SHORT TITLE.

This subchapter may be cited as the
“American Centers Act”.

SEC. 638, AMERICAN CENTERS TO SUPPORT
PEACEFUL TRANSITIONS LEADING
TO FREE MARKET ECONOMIES AND
DEMOCRATIC VALUES IN RUSSIA,
THE UKRAINE, BYELORUSSIA, GEOR-
GIA, ARMENIA, AND OTHER SOV-
EREIGN SOVIET REPUBLICS.

In order to demonstrate an American com-
mitment to support the peoples of Russia,
the Ukraine, Byelorussia, Georgia, Armenia,
and other Soviet Sovereign Republics, the
President should establish American Centers
to promote commercial, professional, civic,
and other partnerships between the people of
the United States and the people of Soviet
republics upon request for the purposes of:

(1) establishing a liaison to facilitate ex-
changes between the peoples of the Soviet re-
publics and American business entities, state
and local governments, and professional and
civic institutions in the United States;

(2) providing a repository for commercial,
legal, and technical (including environ-
mental and export control) information;

(3) identifying existing or potential coun-
terpart businesses or organizations that may
require specific technical coordination or as-
sistance; and

(4) helping to establish the legal and regu-
latory framework and infrastructure that is
a critical prerequisite to the establishment
of a market oriented economy and
deomocratic institutions;

(5) such other objectives that the Center
Directors and Coordinator may identify and
have been approved by the Executive Board.
SEC. 839. EXECUTIVE BOARD AND DIRECTORS OF

CENTERS.

(a) THE EXECUTIVE BOARD.—The President
is authorized to appoint an Executive Board
of no more than ten United States citizens to
advise the President and to provide policy
and technical direction to the American Cen-
ters. The Board Members should be chosen
from individuals who have demonstrated
leadership in professional, civie, and busi-
ness organizations that engage in relevant
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international activities, in particular in the

Soviet Union.

(b) DIRECTORS OF THE AMERICAN CENTERS.—
Upon the appointment of an Executive Board
as provided in Subsection (a) the President
may designate, from a list of candidates sub-
mitted by the Executive Board upon his re-
quest, Directors of one or more American
Centers to carry out the purposes of the Act.
The Executive Board shall work as expedi-
tiously as possible to respond to requests to
establish additional American Centers in
major cities of the Republics.

(¢) Policy Coordination of American Cen-
ters. The President is encouraged to des-
ignate an American Centers coordinator to
oversee, subject to the policy direction of the
Secretary of State, activities conducted by
the United States Government in connection
with the American Centers. The coordinator,
the Administrator of the Agency for Inter-
national Development, and the Director of
the United States Information Agency shall
be ex officioc members of the Executive
Board.

(d) The Executive Board shall consult with
and provide periodic reports to the Presi-
dent, the Secretary of State, and the appro-
priate committees of Congress.

(e) Nothing in this section shall be con-
strued—

(i) to make the Executive Board or any
American Center an agency or establishment
of the United States Government, or

(ii) to make any member of the Executive
Board or director of an American Center offi-
cers of employees of the United States Gov-
ernment,
for the purpose of title 5, United States Code
or any law administered by the Office of Per-
sonnel Management. In addition, the provi-
sions of the Federal Advisory Committee Act
shall not apply to the Executive Board or
any American Center.

SEC. 640. FUNDING FOR AMERICAN CENTERS
AND FOR TECHNICAL SUPPORT FOR
DEMOCRATIC GOVERNMENTS, PRI-
VATE INSTITUTIONS, AND PROFES-
SIONAL ORGANIZATIONS IN THE SO-

(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—Of
the amounts made available for assistance
under Chapter 4 of Part II of the Foreign As-
sistance Act, not more than $15,000,000 for
fiscal year 1992, and not more than $25,000,000
during any subsequent fiscal year shall be
available for assistance in accordance with
the Act.

(b) TYPES OF ASSISTANCE AUTHORIZED.—
Funds made available pursuant to this Act
shall be used to establish and maintain the
American Centers and to provide technical
and related support assistance to any eligi-
ble recipients.

(c) WAIVER OF RESTRICTIONS ON ASSISTANCE
RECIPIENTS.—Assistance may be provided
pursuant to this Act, notwithstanding any
other provision of law that would otherwise
apply to such assistance.

(d) ELIGIBLE RECIPIENTS IN THE SOVIET
UnioN.—As used in this Act, the term, “eligi-
ble recipient in the Soviet Union” means—

(1) the government of any republic, and
any local government, within the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics (or any successor
state) that was elected through open, free,
and fair elections, and

(2) any nongovernmental organization in
the Soviet Union that promotes democratic
reforms, market oriented reforms, the rule of
law (including the legal infrastructure pre-
requisite to the foregoing) or any other ob-
jectives of this Act.

(3) any government agencies in the Soviet
Union that promote democratic reforms,
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market-oriented reforms, or the rule of law
(except that no more than fifteen percentum
of amount authorized in subsection (a) may
be used for this category).

(e} RESTRICTIONS.—No cash grants may be
made under this Act to any governmental
agency or organization in the Soviet Union.
Payments for rent or lease of office facilities
for an American Center are to be made, to
the extent practicable, from local currency
(rubles) provided for that purpose by the
host government.

(f) Except to the extent inconsistent with
this Act, technical assistance under this Act
shall be considered to be assistance under
Part I of the Foreign Assistance Act for the
purposes of making available the adminis-
trative authorities of that Act.

(g) The Centers are authorized to accept
private contributions from United States
citizens and organizations to be used pursu-
ant to the provisions of this Act.

Mr. DOMENICI. The Mitchell-Sasser
scholarship proposal and the American
Centers proposals complement each
other. Neither one would provide cash
assistance to the Soviet Government.
Both of them would help the new Re-
publican governments, as well as indi-
viduals and businesses to catch up
after 70 years of communism.

As I understand the proposal, the
Mitchell scholarships will bring several
hundred young professionals from Rus-
sia and, to the maximum extent prac-
ticable, each of the other Republics, to
the United States for at least 1 year.
The program would include both aca-
demic and professional training, and
could include internships with Amer-
ican companies. It is not a traditional
academic exchange program, which are
provided for elsewhere.

This is a good approach to the me-
dium-term challenges facing the Sovi-
ets. If the USIA implements it in an
imaginative manner, these young Sovi-
ets will return home in 1993 or 1994
with a working knowledge of how our
democracy and our economy actually
works. For all of these reasons, I would
ask to be added as a cosponsor to the
Mitchell amendment.

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I am
pleased to be a principal cosponsor to
this amendment establishing the Unit-
ed States Law and Business Training
Program for Soviet Graduate Students
Act. This legislation will establish a
scholarship program to bring students
from the Soviet Union to the United
States to study law and business ad-
ministration.

With this measure, for the first time
a substantial number of young Soviets
will be able to come to the United
States to enter educational programs.
And they will come to the United
States to study business administra-
tion, economics, law, and public ad-
ministration. These are the fields
which will contribute the most to pro-
moting economic and political reforms
in the Soviet Union.

And what could be more useful at
this moment of history? The Soviet
Union faces a time of fundamental
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change. The old guard of communism is
being replaced by free-market forces
and democratic ideas.

But, these changes will take time.
And no matter what our desires are for
speeding these changes along—the fact
is that it will be the next generation of
Soviet citizens which will see these
changes through and indeed, reap the
rewards of this effort.

To make this happen, we must help
plant the seeds of change. And what
better way than through education?

One way to do this is to allow young
Soviet citizens to come to the United
States to learn how our system works.
To see democracy in action; to study
law and business; to make the most
valuable kinds of connections—those
between our two peoples.

And what better way to plant the
seeds of change than to give Soviet
graduate students the ability to come
to the United States and get hands-on
experience in the business world and to
take that knowledge back to the So-
viet Union.

This program will do just that. It
will combine formal education at uni-
versities in the United States with real
world experience provided through in-
ternships and training in professional
settings.

Furthermore, it will ensure that
these students will return to the Soviet
Union to speed economic and political
reform, by making each scholarship in
the form of a loan with repayment only
to be forgiven after the student returns
to the Soviet Union.

And it will be fair, providing equal
opportunities for students from each of
the Soviet republics and making finan-
cial need a criteria for receiving a
scholarship. It will not be a giveaway
program for those who can afford other
alternatives.

This is a well-crafted piece of legisla-
tion. I commend Senator MITCHELL for
his leadership on this matter and I
thank his staff for their efforts in
crafting this amendment.

I look forward to this program being
fully funded in the Commerce, State,
Justice appropriations bill and proving
its worth in promoting economic and
political reform in the Soviet Union.

SOVIET LAW AND BUSINESS SCHOLARSHIPS

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, 1 am
pleased that the committee today is
accepting this amendment authorizing
$10 million to begin a modest but ex-
tremely wvaluable Soviet scholarship
program.

The United States Law and Business
Training Program for Soviet Graduate
Students is an innovative approach to-
ward helping the Soviet people help
themselves.

The amendment establishes a pro-
gram through which promising Soviet
graduate students would come to the
United States to study and work in
their fields of law, business, public ad-
ministration, and business administra-
tion.
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Expertise in these fields is sorely
needed if the Soviet Union is to make
a successful transition toward a free
market and a democracy.

At the moment, there are American
scholarship programs to help Soviet
undergraduates in a wide variety of
disciplines. The United States sponsors
numerous short-term technical pro-
grams that provide limited exposure or
training for Soviets in particular
fields.

But there is no American effort to
provide in a thorough and comprehen-
sive program both the conceptual
underpinnings and practical experience
in the fields so crucial to reform in the
Soviet Union.

This program provides a concrete
mechanism for providing to Soviet citi-
zens a real understanding of the politi-
cal and economic system that we enjoy
in the United States. By providing a
rising class of young professionals with
this practical knowledge, we help them
make a difference in the process of re-
form on the ground in the Soviet
Union.

This is clearly an investment of enor-
mous potential.

It is one we should be making now.

I am delighted that the committee's
action will enable USIA to get this im-
portant program underway in the com-
ing fiscal year.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate on the amendment of-
fered by the Senator from Rhode Island
on behalf of Senator MITCHELL and oth-

rs?

If not, the question is on agreeing to
the amendment.

The amendment (No. 888) was agreed
to.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. HELMS. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. HELMS. 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. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the guorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is s0 ordered.

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate go into morning business for a pe-
riod not to exceed 10 minutes.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio is recognized.

Mr. METZENBAUM. I thank the
Chair.

(The remarks of Mr. METZENBAUM
pertaining to the introduction of S.
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1577 are located in today's RECORD
under ‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills

and Joint Resolutions.”)
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Minnesota.
Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President,

is there some time remaining?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is

approximately 5 minutes remaining in
the period for morning business.

TRIBUTE TO JO OBERSTAR

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President,
I rise today to remember a great and a
courageous woman who fell victim to
breast cancer yesterday. Jo Oberstar
was the wife of U.S. Representative JIM
OBERSTAR. Together they represented
Minnesota’'s Eighth Congressional Dis-
trict for many years, and before his
election they represented the district
because Jim was employed by his pred-
ecessor in the Congress, John Blatnik.

Jo Oberstar was my friend, and I
grieve for her family and for all of
their friends. Jo Oberstar will be
missed greatly.

Another friend of ours, Veda
Ponikvar, a long-time editor of the
newspaper in JIM OBERSTAR'S home-
town of Chisholm, MN, called Jo one of
the finest Irish ladies she had ever
known. If you know the iron range of
Minnesota you will know there are not
a lot of Irish up there. Most of the peo-
ple come from Eastern Europe. So the
special ones really stand out.

Jo Oberstar, as Veda watched her
over the years, was compassionate, had
a real understanding of human needs.
And Veda said that Jo's love for chil-
dren and family were exemplified in
the way that she supported Jim in his
service in the Congress, and the special
way which she raised four children:
Ted, Noelle, Annie, and Monica.

Veda always remembered that Jo
gave of herself a thousandfold, that ev-
erybody loved her. And, like many of
us, there was something almost ethe-
real about Jo Oberstar. She looked like
a fragile angel, but she could move
mountains. She had a sense of humor.
She had an ability to deal with, cope
with unpleasant things in a way that
somehow always turned them around.

Jo was born in Rochester, NY. She
received a bachelor’s degree from Trin-
ity College right here in Washington,
DC, and then she went to Yale for a
master's degree. From there she went
to teach, she went to counsel, she went
to raise children and found a lot of
time for many other activities. She
was a director of the Isaac Walton
League, wrote its first national citizen
action guide on water pollution control
long before anybody ever thought that
water pollution was a national prob-
lem. She was a board member of the
National Rehabilitation Center here in
Washington and a board member of
Peace Links.

I spent a lot of time with Jo in her
capacity in the Canadian Center for
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Legislative Change. She took it upon
herself, part because of where she was
born, part because of where she mar-
ried, and part because she just loved to
do it, to bring Canadian legislators,
parliamentarians, the Americans clos-
er together. I must say in my time here
in the U.S. Senate, no one has brought
the people, or the political representa-
tives of these two countries more close-
ly together in a more intimate way, in
a more realistic way, then Jo Oberstar.

1 have said before that breast cancer
is a thief and a destroyer. The disease
has touched nearly every family in
America. It has touched mine. Now it
has touched the Oberstar's, and I am
truly sorry. Jo was diagnosed with
breast cancer 8 years ago and a lot of
the things that I have said about her
today she had done in that 8-year pe-
riod, because there were times of re-
mission and, as we all know, there were
times of sickness. Those close to Jo al-
ways saw hope and strength. And when
you talk about fighting the good fight,
she did it.

So I stand today to say goodbye to Jo
Oberstar, and to call, again, on all
Americans to help us find a cure for
breast cancer, and to do it now.

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

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

EXTENSION OF UNEMPLOYMENT
BENEFITS

Mr. MACK. Mr. President, I rise to
make some comments with respect to
an issue we are going to be dealing
with, if not later today, then certainly
before the end of this week. The issue
is the extension of unemployment ben-
efits.

I read, over the weekend, an editorial
that was in the New York Times, which
referred to a couple of alternatives
that have been proposed.

The Senate is going to look at a pro-
posal to extend unemployment com-
pensation benefits for a period, under
certain circumstances, of up to an ad-
ditional 20 weeks. We are not going to
be addressing the question about how
we pay for it because the proposal re-
lies upon the President to declare a
Budget Act emergency and, therefore,
under the budget rules a revenue offset
will not be required.

In the House of Representatives Con-
gressman DONNELLY and Congressman
DAN ROSTENKOWSKI have also proposed
extending benefits but have said if an
emergency is not declared that the way
it shoud be paid for is by raising taxes
on employers.
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The plan proposed in the Senate is
again that kind of liberal thought that
just says, ‘‘Go ahead and extend the
benefits; do not worry about how you
are going to pay for it."" The other
thought, projected by Members of the
House Democratic leadership, basically
says, “‘Let us pay for the unemploy-
ment benefit extension placing a high-
er tax on employers.”

I suggest just the opposite of what is
intended will occur. I assume that ev-
eryone who has proposed extending
those benefits is doing it with the pur-
pose of trying to provide assistance to
those who are unemployed. The reality
is if you increase the taxes on people
who provide jobs, you are, in fact going
to find out that there are going to be
less jobs as a result of it.

Employers will naturally try to find
ways to continue the profitability of
their business, and they will end by
laying people off. So instead of solving
the problem, we are going to make the
problem worse. I would propose as an
alternative that we ought to take into
consideration that instead of placing a
tax on employment, we ought to reduce
the capital gains tax rate. The data
clearly shows that if you lower the cap-
ital gains tax rate, you actually in-
crease jobs in the Nation.

The debate ought to focus over the
next few days about the extension of
unemployment benefits. But it ought
to be done on the basis of what we can
do to create jobs. What can we do to
give people hope for the future? Instead
of just talking about extending the
benefit, let us try to find a way to
make America more productve again;
let us try to find out how to create jobs
again.

I close my comments by saying I
think one of the messages of the 1980’s
is that if you lower tax rates, you in-
crease employment and you have a
much lower need for unemployment
compensation benefits.

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

FOREIGN RELATIONS AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT, FISCAL YEARS 1992
AND 1993

The Senate continued with the con-

sideration of the bill.
AMENDMENT NO. 889

(Purpose: To eliminate conflicts of interest

on the Board of the National Endowment

for Democracy)

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk and ask for its
immediate consideration.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Colorado [Mr. BROWN]
proposes an amendment numbered 889.

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

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

The amendment is as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, add
the following new section:

“SEC. .CONFLICTS OF INTEREST.

“'No future sitting member of the Board of
the National Endowment for Democracy can
serve simultaneously on the Board of Direc-
tors or be an active member of the leadership
or any grantee receiving more than 5 percent
of National Endowment for Democracy
funds.”.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, both the
House bill and the Senate bill have at-
tempted to address some of the con-
cerns raised regarding the National En-
dowment for Democracy. Included in
those concerns is one that relates to
potential conflicts of interest.

In the past, members of the Board of
Directors have also held active posi-
tions in the NED grantee organiza-
tions. It raises an obvious conflict of
interest as board members are required
to pass judgment on the wisdom of
granting appropriations or funding to
the organizations that they are active
members of.

This amendment is an attempt to
deal with that. It addresses the prob-
lem directly. The current problem real-
ly revolves around four core groups:
The National Republican Institute; the
National Democratic Institute; the
Free Trade Union Institute; and the
Center for International Private Enter-
prise, associated with the Chamber of
Commerce. Representatives of these
groups or other selective groups do re-
ceive more than 5 percent of the en-
dowment of the grants.

What we are suggesting is we not
have new members on the board that
are part of these core grantee groups.
It does not mean that these core grant-
ee groups will not continue to play a
lead role and very active role in pro-
moting democracy around the world.
They will and should. They have long
been active in this effort, and they
have long carried on significant and
important efforts in their own behalf,
as well as through the use of NED
funds.

What it does suggest is in the process
of allocating NED funds, the people re-
ceiving the money will not be the ones
making the decision on that allocation.
It is a straightforward amendment. It
involves a simple concept of concern
for conflict of interests that I think is
shared by both parties in this Chamber.
I recommend its adoption to all Mem-
bers.

Mr, President, I yield at this point,
and retain the remainder of my time.
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Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I support
the point my colleague is trying to
make by offering this amendment, and
I agree with him that there could be an
appearance of a conflict of interest if
all four NED grantees sat on the NED
Board of Directors.

However, I would like to point out
the four core grantees—NRI, NDI, the
Free Trade Union Institute, and the
Center for International Private Enter-
prise—get their budget from NED at
the start of each year.

I also note that from the very begin-
ning when NED was founded, the four
core grantees have had and are ex-
pected to have a special relationship
with NED. Only one core has a rep-
resentative currently on the board and
that individual chairmanship expires
at the end of January 1993.

I ask of the Senator from Colorado
what other groups that receive grants
are on the NED Board?

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, there are
the four groups basically that the Sen-
ator is aware of: The Republican Insti-
tute received 10.7 percent of the funds
over the years; the National Demo-
cratic Institute, which has received 9.8
percent. I am not sure why they should
receive less than the Republicans; the
Free Trade Union Institute, which has
received 40 percent; and the Center for
National Enterprise, which is at 10.6
percent.

Mr. PELL. I thank the Senator very
much. I think this is a good amend-
ment and I will support it.

Mr. BROWN. I thank the chairman. I
urge adoption of the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate on the amendment? If
not, the question is on agreeing to the
amendment.

The amendment (No. 889) was agreed
to.
Mr. PELL. I move to reconsider the
vote.

I move to lay that motion on the
table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 890
(Purpose: To delete U.S. funding for the
International Coffee Organization)

Mr. BROWN. Mr, President, I send an
amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Celorado [Mr. BROWN]
proposes an amendment numbered 890.

Mr. BROWN. 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:

On page 57, after line 21, add the following
new section:

SEC. 170A. PROHIBITION ON FUNDING.

(a) FINDINGS.—

The Congress finds that—

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

(1) the State Department has requested
$899,000 for fiscal year 1992 to fund the Inter-
national Coffee Organization;

(2) the International Coffee Agreement
(ICA) and its administrative arm, the Inter-
national Coffee Organization (ICO), were
born in 1983 to stabilize global coffee trade,
by establishing an export quota system;

(3) an export quota system for coffee acts
directly against the interests of American
consumers by keeping prices at artificially
high levels;

(4) this fact has been demonstrated since
the ICA was suspended in July 1989 and
prices fell from $3.17 per pound in June 1989
to $2.87 per pound in June 1991; and

(5) although the agreement lapsed in 1989,
United States imports of coffee increased by
26 percent in 1990 over 1988 levels, at a total
cost reduction of $548 million due to lower
prices.

(B) PROHIBITION.—No funds appropriated
under any provision of law shall be available
for making further payments to the Inter-
national Coffee Organization, or ICO.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, the
amendment before the body deals with
the International Coffee Organization.
I am concerned about the potential of
the United States participating in a
cartel much to the disadvantage of the
consumers of this Nation. The facts are
these. The International Coffee Organi-
zation is an association that the Unit-
ed States has belonged to involving sig-
nificant funding. The request is for al-
most $900,000 in 1992. The organization
is actively engaged in the process of
trying to organize a cartel for limita-
tion on production designed specifi-
cally to increase the price of coffee to
consuming nations.

The facts are very clear. The United
States is a consuming country, not a
producing country. When we have had
an active cartel that has controlled
production and allocations of produce,
the prices for coffee have been signifi-
cantly higher for Americans. It is cer-
tainly understandable that producing
countries would be interested in higher
prices for coffee. But what is not un-
derstandable is that the United States
would participate in or even encourage
a cartel activity which would penalize
the consumers of America. There is no
suggestion that this kind of cartel ac-
tivity is helpful to Americans in any
way. We are the ones, along with the
rest of the consuming world, who pay
the price.

What we suggest is simply a prohibi-
tion on funding for this organization.
It saves the taxpayers $889,000, but
more than that, I think it will save the
consumers of this country a significant
amount of money, into the millions
and tens of millions a year in the com-
ing decade.

I urge adoption of the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate on the amendment?

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I would
like to ask the Senator from Colorado
what benefits producing countries get
from the International Coffee Organi-
zation now that the export quota sys-
tem has broken down?
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Mr. BROWN. The distinguished Sen-
ator is correct, the export quota sys-
tem has broken down although the or-
ganization is in the process of trying to
reestablish some sort of quota system.
The organization does have a benefit
for its members in that it attempts to
maintain figures on production and
consumption and publish them inter-
nationally, so in terms of an informa-
tion agency, it still plays a purpose.
The concern I guess this Senator has is
over the anticompetitive and
anticonsumer potential with this orga-
nization attempting to reestablish the
quota system.

Mr. PELL. Does the United States
get any benefit from this approach?

Mr. BROWN. At this point the only
United States benefit is one of receiv-
ing the information published by the
organization itself.

Mr. PELL. I thank the Senator very
much. This amendment is acceptable
from this side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate on the amendment? If
not, the question is on agreeing to the
amendment.

The amendment (No. 890) was agreed
to.

Mr. PELL. I move to reconsider the
vote.

I move to lay that motion on the
table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. PELL. 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.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. LAU-
TENBERG). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 891
(Purpose: To strike provisions relating to
special agents and insert modification to
existing text)

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Colorado [Mr. BROWN],
for Mr. HATCH, proposes an amendment num-
bered 891.

Mr. BROWN. 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:

On page 39, beginning with line 2, strike all
through line 12 on page 39, and insert the fol-
lowing in lieu thereof:

‘(a) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days after
the date of enactment of this Act, the Attor-
ney General and the Secretary of State shall
jointly submit to the Committees on Judici-
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ary and Foreign Relations of the Senate and
the Committees on Judiciary and Foreign
Affairs of the House of Representatives a re-
port and recommendations regarding wheth-
er Special Agents of the Diplomatic Security
Service should be authorized to make arrests
without warrants for offenses against the
United States committed in their presence
or for any felony cognizable under the laws
of the United States if they have reasonable
grounds to believe that the person to be ar-
rested has committed or is committing such
a felony.

(B) TERMS OF REFERENCE.—The report re-
quired by subsection (a) shall address at
least the following topics:

(1) Whether similar arrest authority grant-
ed other federal law enforcement agencies
such as the Drug Enforcement Agency, the
United States Customs Service, United
States Marshalls, the Secret Service, and the
Federal Bureau of Investigation has on bal-
ance served the public interest;

(2) Whether execution of the existing stat-
utory responsibilities of the Diplomatic Se-
curity Service would be furthered by grant-
ing of such authority;

(3) Disadvantages which would be likely to
result from granting of such authority;

(4) Proposed statutory language which
would if enacted provided any such authority
recommended, and

(5) Proposed regulations to implement any
such enacted authority."”

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, this par-
ticular amendment has been proposed
by Senator HATCH. It involves the ar-
resting authority for special agents.
This will replace section 144, which
grants the Diplomatic Security Service
security arrest authority with the re-
quirement that the Secretary of State
and the Attorney General jointly sub-
mit a report to Congress with rec-
ommendations concerning whether spe-
cial agents of the DSS should have
such authority. The report is due no
later than 180 days after enactment of
this act. The report may include pro-
posed statutory language and imple-
menting regulations.

I am advised that this amendment is
acceptable to both sides along with the
Department of State and Department
of Justice. I therefore urge its adop-
tion.

Mr. PELL. The Senator is correct,
Mr. President. This amendment has
been approved on both sides of the
aisle. I recommend its enactment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate on the amendment? If
not, the question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from Colo-
rado.

The amendment (No. 891) was agreed
to.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was agreed to.

Mr. BROWN. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. PRESSLER addressed the Chair,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Dakota.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

AMENDMENT NO. 892

(Purpose: To Encourage Employment of U.S.

Citizens by Certain International Organi-

zations)

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I
send an amendment to the desk and
ask for its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from South Dakota [Mr.
PRESSLER] proposes an amendment num-
bered 892.

Mr. PRESSLER. 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:

At the appropriate place in the bill, add
the following new section:

SEC. . ENCOURAGING EMPLOYMENT OF UNITED
STATES CITIZENS BY CERTAIN
INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds that—

(1) The United States is assessed 25 percent
of the budget of the United Nations and
many other specialized agencies;

(2) A number of international organiza-
tions have developed geographic distribution
formulas as a guide to hiring personnel from
specific countries;

(3) As the largest contributor to most
United Nations system organizations, the
United States should be assigned a high per-
centage of jobs in those organizations;

(4) At present, the employment of Amer-
ican professional staff members meets the
geographic distribution formula in only two
international organizations—the United Na-
tions and the World Health Organization;

(5) Increased employment of American pro-
fessional staff members by international or-
ganizations in which the United States is
currently underrepresented enhances the ef-
fectiveness of those organizations;

(6) Increased employment of American pro-
fessional staff members also represents tan-
gible evidence that the United States is par-
ticipating substantively in international or-
ganizations;

(7) Such increased employment further en-
courages confidence that United States as-
sessments are a wise use of taxpayer funds.

(8) The following international organiza-
tions had in effect a geographic distribution
formula on January 1, 1991: the United Na-
tions; the Food and Agriculture Organization
(FAO); the International Civil Aviation Or-
ganization (ICAO); the United Nations Indus-
trial Development Organization (UNIDO);
the World Health Organization (WHO); the
World Intellectual Property Organization
(WIPQ); and the International Atomic En-
ergy Agency (IAEA).

(b) CERTIFICATION.—Not less than 180 days
after enactment of this Act, and each year
thereafter, the Secretary of State shall cer-
tify to the Congress that an organization
which had a geographic distribution formula
in effect on January 1, 1991, is making
progress in increasing American staffing, or
that it has met its geographic distribution
formula.

(c) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—Funds author-
ized to be appropriated in section 102(a)(2) of
this Act to pay arrearages for assessed con-
tributions for prior years shall not be avail-
able unless the Secretary certifies that the
conditions in paragraph (b) have been met.

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, the
purpose of this amendment is to pro-
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vide more value for American assessed
contributions to a number of U.N. sys-
tem agencies. At the present time, a
number of U.N. agencies use geographic
formulas to guide hiring practices. My
amendment encourages the State De-
partment to aggressively motivate the
agencies to increase the number of U.S.
citizens working in them.

This kind of approach makes a lot of
sense. After all, the United States is
assessed 25 percent of the total budget
of most international organizations. In
the bill before us, S. 1433, more than
$1.3 billion is authorized for U.N. sys-
tem agencies.

As the cost of the U.N. programs in-
creases to the American taxpayer, it is
only fair for them to ask what we are
getting for the money. As Americans
ask about the United Nations, Mr.
President, I believe that Congress and
the administration ought to be able to
assure taxpayers that, at least in those
agencies with geographic hiring for-
mulas, there is real progress for hiring
U.S. citizens. However, according to
my information, U.S. citizens are well
represented in just two international
organizations that have geographic dis-
tribution formulas.

Currently the United Nations and
seven other U.N. agencies have policy
guidance to hire employees based on
geographical distribution. Yet, accord-
ing to a report that accompanies the
bill, Senate Report 102-106, only two of
those eight organizations, the World
Health Organization and the United
Nations itself, are making progress in
increasing the number of Americans on
the staff. That means, Mr. President,
that the Food and Agricultural Organi-
zation, FAO, the International Ciwvil
Aviation Organization, the Inter-
national Labor Organization, the Unit-
ed Nations Industrial Development Or-
ganization, the World Intellectual
Property Organization, and the Inter-
national Atomic Energy Agency are
lagging behind in hiring U.S. citizens.

A chart giving the status of these six
organizations can be found on page 110
of the Senate Appropriations Commit-
tee report.

Mr. President, although the Foreign
Relations Committee did not consider
the issue during the subcommittee or
full committee markup, the Com-
merce-Justice-State Committee of the
Appropriatons Committee raised this
important issue. On pages 80 and 81 of
H.R. 2608, as reported from the sub-
committee, there is legislative lan-
guage to accomplish the same ends as
my amendment.

I am offering this amendment be-
cause it is good policy for the United
Nations to hire more Amercan citizens
and to reinforce actions proposed by
the Appropriations Committee. My
amendment calls on the Secretary of
State to champion those U.N. system
organizations which had geographic
hiring plans in effect on January 1,
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1991. The Secretary must then certify
to Congress that the organization has
met its target goal or is making
progress in increasing American staff-
ing. If the Secretary of State cannot
make a certification, Mr. President,
funds authorized to pay arrearages to
the U.N. organizations in the U.N. sys-
tem cannot be make available.

Mr. President, my amendment is in
no sense anti-United Nations. Instead,
I believe its enactment will provide an
important additional reason for the
United States to support UN. pro-
grams generously. In addition, in-
creased employment of American pro-
fessionals in the U.N. systems could
add diversity and expertise that can
benefit international organizations.

So, Mr, President, to summarize my
amendment and to summarize what I
am trying to accomplish: The United
States is a member of the United Na-
tions. I have been a supporter of the
United Nations, and in fact, I have
been a member of the Minnehaha Coun-
ty U.N. organization in my home coun-
ty in South Dakota. But the United
Nations is not always popular with our
citizens because of a number of things
that it carries out.

A few years ago, the United States
withdrew from one U.N. organization
because it had become so anti-Amer-
ican in its statements and in some of
its practices. What happens in the U.N.
organizations is that there are a lot of
Third World countries working to-
gether with previously the Soviet bloc
that would get a lot of their people in
the senior bureaucratic positions in the
United Nations. They would take the
United Naticens in a direction which
was contrary to the West, contrary to
the United States' interests, and con-
trary to our way of thinking.

While this was going on, the United
States would be paying 25 percent of
the cost of the United Nations and its
various agencies.

I believe that the United Nations can
do a lot of good. The United Nations is
coming back into its own. We have
seen it functioning in the Middle East.
We have seen it functioning in prob-
lems surrounding Iraq, Indeed, in this
body, the Senate depended on the U.N.
resolution when we voted here last
January on authorizing the President
to have the authority to use force in
Iraq, a historic vote in this Chamber I
might add, which passed very narrowly
by three or four votes.

So this is a very important role for
the United Nations to play, but it is
very important that the United States
have a fair number of employees, be
they top officials, top career people in
the U.N. bureaucracy, or be they sec-
retaries or whatever. Sometimes we
have not been forceful enough in as-
serting that.

So what the Congress is saying, and
has been saying, and what my amend-
ment says, is that we want fair treat-
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ment in the United Nations for our
people. And we want our people in key
positions, we want our people doing
jobs in the United Nations—not that
they would be doing them simply for
the United States, but that they be
doing them for the United Nations. At
least they would like to have sort of
the hometown perspective.

So, Mr. President, I ask for the im-
mediate consideration of this amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate?

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I rise in
support of the amendment before the
body. It seems to me the Senator has
developed an ingenious method here of
encouraging fair hiring policies within
the United Nations. Honestly, frankly,
I think the implementation of this pol-
icy will help develop and expand sup-
port for the United Nations in its im-
portant role within the United States—
not harm it. I am happy to join in sup-
porting this amendment.

Mr. PELL addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I agree
with the premise of this amendment;
that we should hire more American
citizens. However, I do not believe that
the payment of arrearages should be
made conditional on improvement in
this area.

Our contributions to the United Na-
tions and other international organiza-
tions were withheld in order to force
improvement in the budget process by
those organizations. Now that the im-
provements have been made, the Presi-
dent has decided to repay all U.S. ar-
rearages. To now condition that repay-
ment on improved hiring practices vis-

a-vis U.S. citizens could undermine
that commitment.
The administration agrees that

Americans are underrepresented in
these organizations, but the organiza-
tions should be held accountable for
balancing their staff geographically.
However, as the Senator knows, the ad-
ministration opposes this way of doing
it and, therefore, opposes this amend-
ment.

Factually, I believe that this amend-
ment is absolutely contrary to the pol-
icy of President Bush, who wants to
repay our arrearages without any
strings attached. It is also a slap at the
United Nations and other U.N. part-
ners, whose cooperation was and is
critical to our effort against Iraq.

For these reasons, I am compelled to
oppose the amendment.

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I
very much respect the Senator's con-
cern, and perhaps we can work out a
colloguy.

Let me make the point that the Ap-
propriations Committee has already
adopted this language, and I believe in
the authorizing function to work.

As a member of the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee, I am very eager to

July 29, 1991

see our committee be the initiator of
the authorizing committee and having
the authorization bill succeed and be-
come law. I believe that this language
is identical to the Appropriations Com-
mittee language.

So I point that out. I thank my
friend, I thank my friend from Colo-
rado very, very much and I thank my
friend from Rhode Island very much. I
hope we can work this amendment
through.

Mr. PELL. 1 thank the Senator very
much indeed.

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

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

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I
urge adoption of the amendment and
ask for the yeas and nays. I would be
happy to delay the yeas and nays, until
the leadership on the floor wishes to do
50.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I suggest
that the vote take place at 5 o’'clock, or
when the majority leader so deter-
mines.

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

Mr. PELL. 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. PELL. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
gquorum call be rescinded.

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

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the pending Pres-
sler amendment be laid aside and the
rollcall vote occur at a time to be de-
termined by the majority leader after
consultation with the Republican lead-
er but not earlier than 5. And I further
ask unanimous consent that no amend-
ments to the amendment nor any fur-
ther debate be in order.

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

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that an amendment of
the Senator from Ohio [Mr. GLENN] be
considered at this point.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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AMENDMENT NO. 883
(Purpose: To express the sense of the Con-
gress that the awarding of contracts for
the rebuilding of Kuwait should reflect the
extent of military and economic support
offered by the United States in the libera-
tion of Kuwait)

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I send that
amendment to the desk, and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The clerk will report the amendment.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Rhode Island (Mr. PELL],
for Mr. GLENN, for himself, Mr. AKAKA, and
Mr. HELMS, proposes an amendment num-
bered 893.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert
the following:

SEC. . AWARDING OF CONTRACTS FOR THE RE-
BUILDING OF KUWAIT.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds that—

(1) the men and women of the Armed
Forces of the United States, together with
allied forces, have successfully liberated Ku-
wait, and the independence and sovereignty
of Kuwait have been restored;

(2) considerable damage has been done to
the infrastructure, environment, and indus-
trial capacity of Kuwait, and reconstruction
of Kuwait's economy is currently underway;

(3) the Government of Kuwait, Kuwaiti
firms, and the United States Army Corps of
Engineers are currently awarding contracts
for supplies and goods and for engineering,
consulting, and construction services for the
rebuilding of Kuwait; and

(4) the Government of Kuwait, Kuwaiti
firms, and the United States Army Corps of
Engineers have awarded and may award con-
tracts for the rebuilding of Kuwait which
provide the opportunity for substantial par-
ticipation by United States small and dis-
advantaged businesses.

(b) PoLicy.—It is the sense of Congress
that—

(1) the Government of Kuwait, Kuwaiti
firms, the United States Army Corps of Engi-
neers, and any other agency or entity of the
United States Government should award
contracts for the rebuilding of Kuwait with a
preference given to any supplies or goods
mined, produced, or manufactured in the
United States and with a preference given to
engineering, consulting, and construction
services of firms established and doing busi-
ness in the United States; and

(2) The Government of Kuwait, Kuwaiti
firms, the United States Army Corps of Engi-
neers, and any other agency or entity of the
United States Government should encourage,
to the maximum extent practicable, the par-
ticipation of United States small businesses
and disadvantaged businesses, including mi-
nority-owned businesses and women-owned
businesses, in contracts for the rebuilding of
Kuwait.

Mr. GLENN. Mr, President, I rise to
propose an amendment which I have
every hope and expectation will be ac-
cepted by the managers. The amend-
ment is based upon a concurrent reso-
lution I introduced May 9 and which is
currently cosponsored by 25 of my col-
leagues. Very briefly, the amendment
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expresses the sense of the Congress
that Kuwait should be encouraged to
award its reconstruction contracts to
American businesses. The Kuwaitis
have stated that they would like to di-
rect a substantial portion of recon-
struction contracts to United States
firms. Nothing could be more appro-
priate given the lead role of the United
States in the liberation of that coun-
try.

I am not saying that the Kuwaitis
should do business solely with the
United States. What I am saying is
that the awarding of contracts should
reflect the magnitude of American sup-
port extended during the gulf conflict.
An equally important part of my reso-
lution encourages the participation of
American small business, as well as
minority- and women-owned busi-
nesses, in the Kuwait reconstruction
effort. There is much work to be done
and we know that these businesses can
contribute.

Mr. President, my amendment makes
it clear that no matter how the future
contracting is  conducted—be it
through the Army Corps of Engineers,
the Kuwaiti Government, or Kuwaiti
businesses—Congress wants American
firms, large and small, to play as large
a role as possible.

What we are talking about here is
partnership. In the gulf conflict, the
United States was a leading partner
with Kuwait in the liberation of their
country. Now, with the fighting behind
us, that same spirit of partnership
needs to be maintained as the cam-
paign to rebuild the nation of Kuwait
proceeds.

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join with my colleague from
Ohio, Senator GLENN, in offering this
amendment which would express the
support of Congress that the awarding
of contracts for the rebuilding of Ku-
wait should reflect the extent of mili-
tary and economic support offered by
the United States in the liberation of
Kuwait.

Our amendment would also encour-
age the participation by American
small and disadvantaged businesses, in-
cluding minority- and women-owned
businesses.

Mr. President, on March 25, 1991, the
Government of Kuwait pledged its sup-
port for the participation of American
small firms, including disadvantaged
and minority businesses, in the re-
building of the country. However,
many small United States businesses
are at a disadvantage in competing for
contracts to reconstruct Kuwait be-
cause they are unable to compete effec-
tively for contracts against larger and
better capitalized firms with estab-
lished experience in foreign markets.

During a conference in May, spon-
sored by the distinguished minority
leader, Senator DOLE, and the Small
Business Administration, it was esti-
mated that a small firm would need
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about $240,000 to maintain a represent-
ative in Kuwait. This figure did not in-
clude the additional costs associated
with sending company officers to Ku-
wait for site visits.

To address the difficulties faced by
small American firms in obtaining con-
tracts for the rebuilding of Kuwait, I
introduced Senate Concurrent Resolu-
tion 48 last month, which would supple-
ment a Glenn resolution identical to
the amendment now under consider-
ation. My resolution would encourage,
to the maximum extent practicable,
the participation of U.S. small, dis-
advantaged, minority-owned, and
women-owned businesses in the award-
ing of subcontracts.

Mr. President, we should remember
that in the past decade, small busi-
nesses have created 75 percent of the
new jobs in the United States, and have
developed many of the Nation's techno-
logical advances during that same pe-
riod. Small firms could make great
contributions to the rebuilding of Ku-
wait and they should be given every op-
portunity to bring their unique and in-
novative talents to this effort.

The cumulative efforts of our coun-
try’s small firms could have an impor-
tant impact on the future of Kuwait,
the gulf region, and our business com-
munity. Our amendment would un-
equivocally express the strong support
of Congress that awarding primary
contracts and subcontracts to Amer-
ican firms would be just recognition of
the economic and military support pro-
vided by the United States in the lib-
eration of Kuwait.

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues
to support this amendment.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, this
amendment by Senator GLENN I believe
has been approved on both sides of the
aisle and we support it. I believe that
in these difficult economic times many
businesses could benefit by its imple-
mentation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator form North Carolina.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I am a
cosponsor of this amendment and it
has been cleared on this side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate?

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment.

The amendment (No. 893) was agreed
to.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. HELMS. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
AKAKA). The clerk will call the roll.

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

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I inquire
of the distinguished chairman, is he
disturbed that Senators are not coming
over to call up their amendments?

Mr. PELL. Very disturbed indeed, be-
cause the leadership has said they will
pull this bill down if we do not get it
through today.

In addition to that, it is my under-
standing from the leadership that
around 5 o'clock, if Senators continue
not to offer their amendments, he is
prepared for us to go to third reading.

I urge Senators to come over. We
have the ranking minority member,
Senator HELMS, and myself ready here
to process amendments. All we need is
Senators to come along to offer them.

Mr. HELMS. As I look at the list, we
have handled all but two or three in
the first category. I am reluctant to
identify the Senators who have amend-
ments scheduled. But I would say, Mr.
President, that on the first and second
page, of the Calendar of Business, or
pages 2 and 3 to be precise, there is a
list of the Senators who have reserved
amendments.

I am going to join the distinguished
chairman in doing our best to go to
third reading as shortly after 5 o’clock
this afternoon as possible, because here
it is quarter to 3 and we have been on
this bill 2 hours and 45 minutes.

I presume that Senators are inter-
ested in their amendments. I am not
going to mention any Senator’s name,
but I would urge staff to look on pages
2 and 3 of the Calendar of Business for
Monday, July 29, 1991, and see if their
Senators are listed and urge them to
get on over here and offer their amend-
ment because we are going to do our
best to go to third reading as near after
5 o’clock as possible.

Mr. PELL. That is absolutely cor-
rect. And I see here we have already
finished almost 20 amendments that
have been passed on the Consent Cal-
endar and we are now faced with an-
other 20, 25, that need to be acted upon.

AMENDMENT NO. 8%
(Purpose: Section 911 clarifying amendment)

Mr. HELMS. Having said that, Mr.
President, on behalf of the distin-
guished Senator from Wyoming [Mr.
WALLOP] I send to the desk an amend-
ment and ask for its immediate consid-
eration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from North Carolina [Mr.
HELMS), on behalf of Mr. WALLOP, for himself
and Mr. BIDEN, proposes an amendment num-
bered 894,

Mr. HELMS. 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:
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On page 162, amend from line 4, through
page 163, line 23, to read as follows:

“(a) CONGRESSIONAL FINDINGS.—The Con-
gress finds that—

(1) climate change is a common concern
of the international community;

**(2) numerous international declarations
stating the importance of addressing global
climate change have been adopted with Unit-
ed States support in international meetings;

‘(e) all nations need to participate in
international responses to climate change;

*‘(4) extensive scientific research has taken
place on global climate change, but further
study is needed;

“(5) the lack of full scientific understand-
ing should not be used as a reason for inac-
tion or postponing actions;

“(6) the United States has an obligation to
be a progressive force in development of
global goals and schedules for reductions in
greenhouse gases in an equitable manner by
all nations of the world;

*(7) meetings of the Intergovernmental Ne-
gotiating Committee for a Framework Con-
vention on Climate Change are underway;
and

**(B) strong leadership by the United States
is crucial to achieving an agreement on a
framework global climate change convention
in time for the United Nations Conference on
Environment and Development, to be held in
Brazil in June 1992,

*(b) PoLicY.—It is the sense of the Senate
regarding negotiations taking place in the
Intergovernmental Negotiating Committee
that the framework convention should seek
to provide for commitments by all nations
to—

**(1) improved coordination of research ac-
tivities and monitoring of global climate
change;

“(2) adoption of measures that are justified
for a variety of reasons and which also have
the effect of limiting or adapting to any ad-
verse effects of climate change;

*“(3) establishment of national strategies to
address climate change and to make public
accounting of the elements of such strategy
and the effect on net emissions of greenhouse
gases;

‘‘(4) establishment of verifiable goals for
net reductions of greenhouse gases by all na-
tions in an equitable manner; and

‘(6) the development of plans by each
country to reach those goals.".

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, this
amendment is cosponsored by Senator
BIDEN. I understand that it has been
cleared by the floor managers.

The amendment I am offering
amends section 911 to reflect three re-
cent developments effecting inter-
national global climate change discus-
sions: First, the July 17 “Economic
Declaration” of the G-T7 economic sum-
mit in London; second, section 1003 of
S. 1220, the National Energy Security
Act of 1991, as reported by the Senate
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources; and third, the formal position
of the U.S. Government as set forth in
its March 15, 1991, submission to the
Intergovernmental Negotiating Com-
mittee for a Framework Convention on
Climate Change.

In the international deliberations
concerning global climate change, the
United States properly and aggres-
sively has advocated enhanced inter-
national cooperation in developing and
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assessing scientific, technical, and eco-
nomic information with respect to
greenhouse gases and their effects on
climate, the possible impact of such ef-
fects, and response measures that could
be taken at national, regional, or inter-
national levels.

The United States also has endorsed
and pursued so-called no-regrets poli-
cies—those policies that contribute to
the reduction of greenhouse gases but
are beneficial for reasons other than
climate change, such as energy effi-
ciency. Examples include increased en-
ergy efficiency, better management of
forests and other natural resources, re-
ductions in the use of CFC’s, and the
lower atmospheric emissions that will
result from the Clean Air Act Amend-
ments of 1990.

Mr. President, certain language in
section 911, as reported, can cause
problems for the United States because
it goes well beyond the recent eco-
nomic declaration of the G-7 economic
summit in London.

My first concern relates to sub-
section 911(a)(5), where the finding
states that ‘‘the lack of full scientific
understanding should not be used as a
reason for inaction."” This suggests
that the U.S. posture is one of inac-
tion; this is not the case.

The United States is pursuing the no-
regrets policy that I mentioned and is
taking action consistent with that pol-
icy. The administration has pointed
out that under current law and policy
measures already undertaken, such as
the Montreal protocol to phase out
CFC’s, the Clean Air Act Amendments
of 1990, and programs to plant more
trees, the net greenhouse gas emissions
of the United States in the year 2000
are expected to be equal to, or even
below, the 1987 levels.

Mr. President, global climate change
is a very complex concept. Section 911
suggests the actions to be taken are
clear, which is not the case. The provi-
sion also suggests that actions should
be taken without consideration of their
benefits or costs and without suffi-
ciency of our scientific understanding.
When the potential benefits of an ac-
tion are poorly or minimally under-
stood and cannot be justified under a
no-regrets policy, it would be a serious
mistake to disregard the scientific un-
certainties. The greater the economic
costs or the smaller the benefits of a
proposed action, the greater the need
for full understanding of the social,
economic, energy, and environmental
consequences. This position is consist-
ent with certain key provisions of S.
1220, which received extensive consider-
ation by the Senate Committee on En-
ergy and Natural Resources in hearings
and markup.

My amendment clarifies that lack of
full scientific understanding should not
be used as a reason for, and I empha-
size, postponing actions where the ben-
efits of an action, for example, the en-
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ergy conservation benefits of an action,
are consistent with a no-regrets policy.

Mr. President, the second area of
concern addressed by my amendment
relates to the interrelations between
the findings and goals that appear in
three subsections, as follows:

Subsection 911(a)(6) finds that ‘“‘the
United States has an obligation to be a
progressive force in development of
global goals and schedules for reduc-
tion of greenhouse gas emissions in an
equitable manner by all nations of the
world;

Subsection 911(b)(4) states that it is
the sense of the Senate that the inter-
national convention on global climate
change should seek to provide for a
“net stabilization of greenhouse gas
emissions by the year 2000"'; and

Subsection 911(b)(5) states that it is
the sense of the Senate that the inter-
national convention on global climate
change should seek to provide for ‘‘es-
tablishment of verifiable goals for net
reduction of greenhouse gases by each
nation in an equitable manner; * * *,

Mr. President, when read together,
the practical effect of these three pro-
visions is to endorse the establishment
by 1992 of goals and schedules for their
achievement by the United States or
other nations without full understand-
ing of their implications for each coun-
try that is going to be expected to de-
velop a plan for their achievement.

My amendment clarifies that what is
being sought by 1992 is a commitment
by all nations to three principles:

First, a commitment to improved un-
derstanding of the causes of global cli-
mate change and the social, economic,
energy, environmental, and competi-
tive implications of any proposed ac-
tions to stabilize or reduce greenhouse
gas.

Second, a commitment to further sci-
entific research on global climate
change to remove the scientific uncer-
tainties that remain on the causes and
consequences of global climate change
and on the consequences of any pro-
posed courses of action.

Finally, my amendment clarifies
that each nation is responsible for es-
tablishment of its own national strate-
gies to address the causes of climate
change as well as courses of action to
ameliorate any adverse effects. More-
over, such strategies are to be formu-
lated with full public accountability
for the elements of such a strategy.

On this last point, the amendment
clarifies that the Senate fully supports
the efforts to formulate a global cli-
mate change convention that contains
goals. However, any amendment also
clarifies that these subsections are not
intended to express prior support for
any actual goals or schedules that may
be included in such a convention until
such time as the Congress and the
President may conclude, on the basis of
the investigation and study that such
goals and schedules are feasible and
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wise from the standpoints of their eco-
nomic, energy, social, environmental,
and competitive consequences for the
United States.

What is clear, Mr. President, is that
the United States may well bear a dis-
proportionate burden in the implemen-
tation of any global climate change
agreement. The goals and schedules for
limitations on greenhouse gas emis-
sions that are currently being urged by
certain of the trade competitors of the
United States—European countries,
Japan, and others—are unwise and may
very well be discriminatory.

Before the United States commits it-
self to global climate change goals that
go beyond a no regrets policy, the
American people need fully to under-
stand the economic, energy, social, en-
vironmental, and competitive implica-
tions of any strategies intended to sta-
bilize or reduce greenhouse gases.

The need to investigate the feasibil-
ity of any such global climate change
goals is consistent with considered
judgment of the Senate Energy and
Natural Resources Committee, which,
in approving S. 1220, determined that,
before acting further, current legisla-
tion should require the Government
only to “‘investigate the feasibility and
the economic, energy, social, environ-
mental, and competitive implications
of stabilization of greenhouse gases.”
It was the considered judgment of the
committee that it would be premature,
at this time, to adopt any new national
energy policy intended to address glob-
al climate change other than a no-re-
grets policy.

Mr. President, the amendent I am of-
fering supports strong leadership by
the United States as crucial to achiev-
ing an agreement on a framework glob-
al climate change convention in time
for the June 1992 U.N. Conference on
Environment and Development. The
amendment also endorses a coordi-
nated, international commitment to
advancing scientific knowledge of glob-
al climate change and to the formula-
tion of multinational strategies con-
sistent with a no-regrets policy. In this
manner, the amendment also removes
any suggestion of support for unilat-
eral action by the United States.

Mr. President, I urge its adoption.
FRAMEWORK GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE
NEGOTIATIONS

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, crucial
international negotiations to develop a
framework convention on global cli-
mate change issues are underway. The
negotiations are massive; over 140 na-
tions are gathering around the table to
discuss this issue. As the single largest
emitter of greenhouse gases, the big-
gest chair at the table is reserved for
the United States.

Unfortunately, the biggest chair has
been devoid of leadership. The U.S. ne-
gotiators to the framework convention
have presented nothing that could be
considered a serious offer in the nego-
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tiations. In fact, our representatives’
negotiating strategy appears more de-
signed to scuttle the talks than to lead
them in a worthwhile direction.

Many of us in this body have watched
as these events have unfolded. We have
listened to the President and his rep-
resentatives say great things about the
need to take action on global environ-
mental issues. We have joined others in
eagerly awaiting the policy pronounce-
ments that will convert these promises
into action. And we have been dis-
appointed as those policies have re-
peatedly come up short.

The global climate change conven-
tion talks are an opportunity that can-
not be so cavalierly thrown away. I of-
fered an amendment in the Foreign Re-
lations Committee to make it clear
where the Senate stood on these nego-
tiations. The amendment was accepted
by Democrats and Republicans on the
committee and included in the State
Department bill before us.

The provisions of that resolution
have now been accepted, with only
minor modifications, by the Senate. It
is a strong statement of goals and com-
mitments that should be included in a
framework convention on global cli-
mate change. It also makes clear that
the Senate believes the U.S. nego-
tiators should not just cross their fin-
gers and hope for these developments
to occur but have the obligation to
fight for them.

The resolution I authored, and which
was modified to reflect the suggestions
of my colleague from Wyoming, is
clear in its intent. The resolution finds
that ‘‘the United States has an obliga-
tion to be a progressive force in devel-
opment of global goals and schedules
for reductions in greenhouse gases in
an equitable manner by all nations of
the world.”

This means the Senate rejects the ap-
proach of sitting on the sidelines. It
also rejects calling for an agreement
that simply asks countries what their
business as usual policies would be, and
then measure in 20 years where those
results leave us. It does call for the
United States to take its rightful place
at the head of the negotiating table.

The resolution finds that ‘‘the lack of
full scientific understanding should not
be used as a reason for inaction or
postponing action.” Additional re-
search is needed into global climate
change, but to await all the answers is
to reject actions under any cir-
cumstances.

The resolution supports a policy of
“‘establishment of national strategies
to address global climate change and to
make public an accounting of the ele-
ments of such strategy and the effect
on net emissions of greenhouse gases."
Strategies adopted to address climate
change must be able to withstand the
public scrutiny. They cannot be devel-
oped using wildy optimistic assump-
tions that will only leave our planet in
disastrous shape in the future.
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The resolution supports ‘‘establish-
ment of verifiable goals for net reduc-
tions of greenhouse gases by all na-
tions in an equitable manner.” Again,
no more support for policies that will
actually increase greenhouse gas emis-
sions. The Senate is calling for a rever-
sal of the growth of greenhouse gases
in the atmosphere. And in the context
of the framework convention, reduc-
tions mandated in other conventions,
the Montreal Protocols in particular,
are not to be included.

Finally, “the development of plans
by each country to reach those goals.”
This is important. The broad goals
should reflect what is needed to protect
the health of the planet. And the plans
of each country must be organized to
meet those broad goals.

Two recent articles describe the folly
of the administration's approach to the
framework convention. I ask that an
article from the Washington Post re-
porting on the British Government's
decision to abandon the United States’
strategy be printed in the RECORD. I
also ask that an op-ed by Jessica Mat-
thews that puts the U.S. position in a
broader perspective be printed in the
RECORD.

The position our country's nego-
tiators have put themselves in is un-
tenable. There is a difference between
exhibiting rugged individualism and
foolishness. There is a reason why our
negotiators stand alone in their strat-
egy—it is an indefensible one. They are
not protecting a noble principal, they
are resisting facts.

The resolution approved by the Sen-
ate today sends a strong message. We
must be a progressive force on this
issue. The White House cannot issue
bold proclamations but only support
the most timid of actions. The frame-
work convention must call for targets
and timetables for greenhouse gas re-
ductions or our planet’s future lies at
risk."

The U.N. Convention on Environment
and Development is less than a year
away. But time remains for the United
States to salvage the talks. The rest of
the world awaits a progressive policy
from our negotiators. It is our hope
that this resolution helps lead to a re-
assessment of our negotiating position,
and development of a realistic and pro-
gressive one.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

GORILLA IN THE GREENHOUSE
(By Jessica Matthews)

Up and down the East Coast, gardeners are
baffled by flowers blooming two months and
more ahead of schedule. In my own garden,
October chrysanthemums were in bloom on
the Fourth of July. Greenhouse warming
leaps, unbidden, to mind. One cannot help
wondering whether the plants are sensing a
climate pattern ahead of human temperature
measurements.

Measurements also show a warming trend,
but not quite so dramatically. Globally, 1990
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was the warmest year since measuring began
in the 1850s. The 1980s were the warmest dec-
ade in that period—about half a degree
warmer than the preceding 40 years. The six
warmest years in the last 140 were '90, '88,
'87, '83, '89 and '81. The snow is melting ear-
lier in Alaska, and Arctic sea ice is retreat-
ing.

These are some of the reasons Europe is
impatient to begin controlling greenhouse
gas emissions. There are still many puzzles
and uncertainties, but the science of global
warming is far more robust than most Amer-
icans, including the president, have been led
to believe.

Bush has allowed John Sununu to over-
power conflicting view within the adminis-
tration. The chief of staff's obsession with
the subject is by now well-known. It is so
strong that several top officials have decided
that there is no point in contesting the issue.
Secretary of State James A. Baker III took
the extraordinary step of opting out by le-
gally recusing himself on the grounds of a
conflict of interest due to his personal oil
and gas holdings. (He has never explained
why such a conflict would not extend to Mid-
dle Eastern diplomacy.)

At the G-T summit last week, the United
States was alone in preferring environmental
rhetoric to action. The strength of European
annoyance was revealed by unusual on-the-
record complaints about the U.S. posture.
“The U.8. wants to avoid anything other
than generalization. Everybody else wants to
make a commitment,” was how one Euro-
pean official, quoted in the Los Angeles
Times, put it.

Heretofore, Britain has always acceded to
U.8. pressure to block international green-
house commitments, but it has served notice
that it will no longer. After being rebuffed in
a recent effort to find a compromise between
the United States and the European posi-
tions, British Environment Secretary Mi-
chael Heseltine learned that Sununu had dis-
missed him as a freelancer who did not re-
flect his government’s views,

Heseltine fired back a letter to the White
House described by British government
sources as ‘“‘unusually tough and personal,"”
enclosing a speech just delivered by Prime
Minister John Major. Apparently uncon-
cerned by the possibility of a direct conflict
with the United States one week before the
summit, Major made clear that the rest of
the world views the United States as the 800-
pound gorilla of global carbon dioxide emis-
sions, responsible for a quarter of the world's
total, as compared with the European Com-
munity's 13 percent. In several not-so-subtle
references to the United States, Major em-
phasized Britain's intention to control its
emissions *'if others do their part."”

Without Britain or Japan in its corner, the
United States’ principal allies in resisting
greenhouse commitments in the broader
global negotiations are Saudi Arabia and the
Soviet Union. Saudi Arabia opposes any plan
that might lower consumption of its only
product. The Soviet Union cannot cope with
additional requirements of any kind, though
improved energy efficiency would greatly
benefit its economy. The rest of the world
finds it hard to see why the United States be-
longs in this company. The consensus view
held by Europe, Japan, Canada and a grow-
ing number of developing countries is to
ready a treaty, including emission-control
goals, for signing at next June's U.N. Con-
ference on Environment and Development,
the so-called “Earth Summit.”

This last of the major U.N. conferences of
the century could pose a problem for Bush if
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the climate negotiations continue to make
progress despite U.S. opposition. The Bragil
meeting would provide an unparalleled photo
opportunity on the brink of the presidential
campaign if several agreements are ready for
signing and most of the world's leaders at-
tend. Or the president could be forced to stay
home to avoid embracing a treaty he has res-
olutely opposed, offering his Democratic op-
ponent a powerful argument that the “‘envi-
ronment president’’ turned out not to be one.

There is not much time left to adjust the
U.S. stance. It was just six years ago that
scientists first suggested that global warm-
ing warranted international action, Three
years later, in 1988, a meeting of govern-
ments in Toronto called for a 20 percent cut
in carbon dioxide emissions by 2000 and com-
pletion of a climate convention by 1982. At
the time, both goals seemed wildly optimis-
tic, targets purposely set to exceed govern-
ments' grasp rather than achievable aims.

In 1991 the Toronto goals no longer seem
fanciful. Six countries, including Germany,
have pledged to meet the emissions goal. The
rest of Europe, Japan and Canada have com-
mitted to stabilizing their emissions at ap-
proximately 1990 levels. There is a realistic
chance of a finished treaty by 1992, despite
the unprecedented complexity of an under-
taking that involves all countries and touch-
es on energy use, economic policy. north-
south equity, the accounting for long past
emissions, future population growth and
other equally thorny issues, all once solely
domestic affairs.

The treaty would be a beginning and not
an end. But even so, the pace of events so far
is meteoric. Nothing in the history of diplo-
macy would have suggested a few years ago
that progress could be so rapid. Noting the
strength of international readiness to begin
slowing greenhouse emissions, and the de-
gree of American isolation, Bush should real-
ize that it's high time he heard more than
Sununu’s views on the matter.

BRITAIN CENSURES U.S, GLOBAL WARMING
VIEW
(By Glenn Frankel)

LoxpoN, July 13.—Britain has sent a
strongly worded letter to the White House
criticizing the American position on global
warming and signaling that Britain will no
longer side automatically with the United
States on the issue at such international
conferences as this week’'s Group of Seven
summit here, according to informed British
sources.

They said British environment secretary
Michael Heseltine sent the letter to White
House Chief of Staff John Sununu earlier
this week. It accompanied a copy of a speech
Prime Minister John Major gave Monday in
which he called on the United States to join
Britain in setting limits on carbon dioxide
emissions, an issue the Bush administration
so far has resisted taking action on.

Major, at a conference organized by the
Sunday Times, noted that the United States
accounts for 23 percent of the world’s CO;
emissions—by far the largest polluter—and
said, “The world looks to them for decisive
leadership on this issue, as on others."” He
also said that while more research was need-
ed on the issue, ‘‘research cannot excuse in-
action—the threat is too serious.”

The speech marked a sharp break with the
policy of his predecessor, Margaret Thatcher,
whose government gave virtually automatic
support to the United States when global
warming and other environmental issues
arose at conferences.

The speech and the Heseltine letter are the
latest round in a British campaign to compel
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the Bush administration to reconsider its
stand on global warming. Heseltine, who be-
came environmental secretary after helping
engineer Thatcher's downfall last November,
traveled to Washington last month to try to
convince the White House that it had become
isolated from the rest of the world commu-
nity on the issue and to offer Britain's help
in arranging a compromise.

Heseltine saw a number of senior adminis-
tration officials, including Sununu, Office of
Management and Budget Director Richard G.
Darman and Environmental Protection
Agency Administrator William K. Reilly.
Sources said his most contentious meeting
was with Sununu, who has insisted that sci-
entific evidence is not yet conclusive in doc-
umenting the so-called ‘‘greenhouse effect”
and who has taken the lead in opposing set-
ting a U.S. target for the reduction of carbon
dioxide emissions.

Sources said Heseltine came away from his
meetings with U.S. officials disappointed by
their apparent unwillingness to recognize
that they face a serious political problem on
the global warming issue. His disappoint-
ment was compounded after he returned to
London and heard that Sununu had attacked
him at a White House meeting by saying the
environment secretary did not know what he
was talking about on the emissions issue and
that Heseltine was a freelancer who did not
accurately reflect the Major government's
position.

But Major's speech, which also called for
the establishment of a British equivalent of
the EPA, made clear the prime minister and
the environmental secretary are largely in
agreement on the issue.

“In the past, Britain covered for the U.S.
and served as the honest broker between the
U.S. and Europe,” said Daniel Becker, direc-
tor of the global warming and energy pro-
gram for the Sierra Club. ‘“‘Major’s speech
signals the end of the road. It shows the ex-
tent to which the United States is now iso-
lated on this issue.”

At their Paris summit two years ago, the
leaders of the Group of Seven major industri-
alized nations promised ‘‘decisive action’ to
curb global warming. Major, who is hosting
this year's summit, has promised he will
raise the issue again this week. He has also
said he will ask the G-7 leaders to pledge to
attend next year’'s environmental summit in
Rio de Janeiro. The United States in the
past has been reluctant to send high-level of-
ficials to such sessions because it has often
taken an unpopular and isolated position on
the issues under discussion, administration
officlals have said.

Britain has committed itself to stabilizing
carbon dioxide emissions at their present
level by the year 2005, while other European
Community members say they will do so by
2000. the United States has set no target, and
U.8. environmental groups contend that cur-
rent administration policies would lead to a
15 percent increase in emissions by 2005.

Officials in Heseltine's ministry confirmed
the sending of the letter, which was first re-
ported in the Times of London. Although
they would not divulge its contents, officials
said the Times article, which characterized
the letter as ‘‘unusually tough and per-
sonal," was substantially accurate.

One British source said the speech and the
accompanying letter amounted to “not a
rupture” between Britain and the United
States, “‘but a toughening of the posture.”

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, this
amendment makes invaluable clarifica-
tions in the language of the bill relat-
ing to international global climate
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change. It is acceptable to this side and
I believe it is also acceptable on the
other side of the aisle.

Mr. PELL. The Senator is correct. It
is acceptable on the majority side, and
I ask that the amendment be agreed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment (No. 894) was agreed
to.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was agreed to.

Mr. PELL. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. 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.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
LIEBERMAN). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 895

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I send an
amendment related to Middle East
arms sales to the desk on behalf of the
Senator from Delaware, Mr. BIDEN, and
ask for its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. PELL],
for Mr. BIDEN, proposes an amendment num-
bered 895.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

At the end of the bill, add the following
section:

SEC. 816. MIDDLE EAST SECURITY AND DEMOC-
RACY.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be
cited as the “Middle East Security and De-
mocracy Initiative Act of 1991,

(b) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—

(1) United States arms sales policy in the
Middle East should be designed to contribute
to the stability and security of the region.

(2) in the absence of progress by govern-
ments in the region to build institutions
that satisfy popular aspirations for demo-
cratic rights and economic development,
arms sales alone will be insufficient to en-
sure the stability and security of the region
and the defense of United States interests
therein; and

(3) accordingly, the United States must
pursue a multifaceted policy in the Middle
East, emphasizing progress toward political
pluralism and economic development within
the security environment fostered by a
sound arms sales policy.

(c) PRESIDENTIAL CERTIFICATION.—(1)
Whenever the President submits to the Con-
gress a numbered certification with respect
to an offer to sell, or an application for a li-
cense to export, major defense equipment,
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defense articles, or defense services to a Mid-
dle East country under section 36(b)(1) or
section 36(c) of the Arms Export Control Act,
as the case may be, such certification shall
include a report—

(A) analyzing the steps taken by the gov-
ernment of that country to build or main-
tain institutions that embody democratic
principles, unless a certification is made
with respect to such country under para-
graph (2)(A)iXI); and

B) in the case of any oil exporting coun-
try, analyzing the steps taken by the govern-
ment of that country to invest and contrib-
ute, in a manner commensurate with its
wealth, to the economic development of the
region.

(2) Whenever a numbered certification with
respect to a sale or export described in sub-
section (e¢)(1) to a Middle East country is
submitted to Congress, the President shall
include in such certification—

(A)1) a certification—

(I) That the exercise of governmental
power in that country is determined by free
and fair elections and that such country is
maintaining institutions that embody demo-
cratic principles; or

(II) that, in the case of a country that does
not qualify for certification under subclause
(I), such country has a record of continuing
progress with respect to developing institu-
tions that embody democratic principles;
and

(ii) in the case of any oil exporting coun-
try, a certification that such country has a
record of continuing and substantial achieve-
ment in making investment and contribu-
tions, in amounts commensurate with its
wealth, to the economic development of the

region; or

(B) a certification that the proposed trans-
fer of such major defense equipment, defense
articles, or defense services would serve the
national interests of the United States.

(d) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion—

(1) the terms ‘“defense articles’, “‘defense
services”, and *“major defense equipment”
have the meanings given to such terms by
paragraphs (3), (4), and (6), respectively, of
section 47 of the Arms Export Control Act;

(2) the term *‘‘oil exporting country’ means
a country that exports petroleum extracted
within its territory; and

(3) the term ‘‘Middle East™ means the re-
gion which consists of Algeria, Bahrain,
Egypt, Iran, Iraq, Israel, Jordan, Kuwait,
Lebanon, Libya, Morocco, Oman, Qatar,
Saudi Arabia, Syria, Tunisia, the United
Arab Emirates, and Yemen.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, this
amendment requires the President to
issue a report describing progress made
by countries in the Mideast toward
building or maintaining democratic co-
alition institutions. The amendment
also requires the President to certify
that the country to which an arms sale
is made is a democratic country or a
democracy or is making democratic
progress or that the sale would serve
U.S. national interests. This amend-
ment has been cleared with the admin-
istration, and I understand there is no
objection to it.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, we have
reviewed the amendment and find it an
excellent amendment and join in call-
ing for its adoption.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, this
amendment is similar to the proposal
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that I offered last Friday to the foreign
aid authorization bill. At that time,
the Republican manager of the foreign
aid bill made a motion to table, which
failed on a vote of 5§7-39. Following that
vote, the other side threatened to fili-
buster my amendment. Rather than
jeopardize passage of the foreign aid
bill, I withdrew my amendment.

The amendment that I offer today is
a slightly modified version of that pro-
posal. I understand that it is accept-
able to the managers and the adminis-
tration.

Because 1 delivered an extensive
statement during the debate on Friday,
I will not take much of the Senate’s
time today. Allow me to review briefly
its provisions.

The amendment attaches two condi-
tions to future U.S. arms sales to the
Middle East. Before weapons can be
sold to a Middle Eastern country, the
President must certify that the recipi-
ent nation is either: First a democratic
nation; or second is making progress
toward developing institutions that
embody democratic principles. In addi-
tion, in the case of an oil-exporting na-
tion, the President must certify that it
is contributing, commensurate with its
wealth, to the economic development
of the region.

If these certifications cannot be
made, the President can still propose
such a sale if he believes it would serve
the National interest. In other words,
the amendment seeks to promote
democratic institutions and economic
development, but it provides the Presi-
dent with sufficient flexibility to go
forward with the sale.

Mr. President, this amendment is
necessary to place U.S. policy in the
Middle East on a proper course—in pro-
motion of American ideals. Promoting
democracy has never been an objective
of U.S. policy in the Middle East. In-
deed, for years we sought precisely the
opposite—the maintenance of monar-
chies that extend privileges and basic
rights to a select few. Even now, the
President apparently prefers the dicta-
torship of the Baath Party in Irag—
minus Saddam Hussein—to any other
alternative.

Casting a blind eye to dictatorship
should have no place in President
Bush’'s new world order. Instead, we
should promote political pluralism in
the Middle East, encouraging our
friends in the region to take steps to
enhance legitimacy—and thus the sta-
bility—of their regimes. I am fully
aware that democracy is not just
around the corner in the Middle East.
But the democratic ideal is alive in the
region, and we should not shrink from
encouraging it.

Nor should we be reluctant to per-
suade the Gulf States that investing
their oil profits in the poorer nations
of the Middle East is crucial to re-
gional stability. A key cause of insta-
bility in the region is the jealousy felt
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by many Arabs toward the oil-rich
states, whose contributions to Arab de-
velopment they consider woefully inad-
equate.

A recent report by the Congressional
Research Service that I commissioned
supports this perception. According to
the study, the aid programs of the Arab
oil-exporting nations fell dramatically
during the last half of the 1980’s. Aid
declined from a peak of $9.5 billion in
1980 to $1.5 hillion in 1989, the lowest
level in the 17-year period covered by
the CRS report. Kuwait’'s aid program,
which was $1.1 billion in 1980, dropped
in 1989 to $169 million—a drop of 84 per-
cent. Saudi Arabia’s aid was $5.7 billion
in 1980; by 1989 it had dropped to $1.2
billion—a drop of nearly 80 percent.

Arab leaders often speak of oil as the
birthright of all Arabs. But as this
study demonstrates, only a handful of
Arabs are benefiting from the supposed
inheritance of all.

Mr. President, I am sure that we will
hear arguments that this will offend
our friends in the gulf. To those who
say that this amendment might offend
our allies in the gulf, I say that pro-
moting democracy should not be an of-
fense to anyone, especially those whom
American soldiers fought to defend. It
seems like the least we can expect.

We just sent 500,000 American troops
to the gulf to defend these oil-rich
monarchies from Iraqi aggression. I be-
lieve that our willingness to shed
American blood in the Persian Gulf
permits us to expect progress toward
democracy and economic development.
Without such progress, we will never
have stability in this volatile region.
Another Middle East crisis could de-
velop—and another cry for American
help could follow.

Mr. President, I am grateful to the
mangers of this bill for ther coopera-
tion. I urge the approval of the amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate? If not, the question is
on agreeing to the amendment.

The amendment (No. 895) was agreed
to.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was agreed to.

Mr. BROWN. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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AMENDMENT NO. 89
(Purpose: Striking New Authority relating
to Reimbursement for Protecting Private

Citizens while in New York City)

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk and ask that it
be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from North Carolina [Mr.
gma] proposes an amendment numbered

Strike from page 37, line 24 through page
38, line 24.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I am
looking at page 38 of the bill, and un-
less section 143(b) is removed from the
bill, it will set a perilous precedent by
permitting reimbursement of security
costs incurred by the city of New York,
for the purpose of protecting private
citizens who visit the United Nations
or its affiliated agencies.

According to the committee report
language to accompany S. 1433, found
on page 32 of Senate report 102-98, this
important legal change is proposed to
‘‘correct an apparent anomaly in the
law.” Then, the report continues, ‘“The
U.S. Secret Service is authorized to
protect persons visiting a mission to an
international organization, but the law
does not explicitly cover persons visit-
ing the international organization it-
aalf "

That language is very important in
terms of Senators needing to under-
stand what is afoot.

Current law, Mr. President, makes a
great deal of sense—but the alteration
proposed in section 143(b) does not even
make good nonsense. At present, a
visit by an official of a foreign govern-
ment, who visits a mission accredited
to the United Nations in New York
City and whe requires police protec-
tion, can create a claim. Under current
law, New York City can request the
State Department to pay for at least a
portion of security-related costs that
the New York City Police Department
incurs for foreign government officials.
But the bill adds a new category of
claims.

Section 143(b) amends the law retro-
actively to permit New York City to
pursue claims against the State De-
partment for visits by private foreign
citizens to the United Nations. In other
words, current law covers only visits
by foreign government officials. But
the language in this bill would broaden
the law to include protection for visits
of private citizens.

Senators must not be confused by all
of this. There is more. The purpose of
section 143(b) is not to allow New York
City to make a claim associated with
visits of distinguished personalities
such as Mother Teresa or the Dalai
Lama or any other private celebrity.
The section is specifically crafted for
only one purpose: to permit New York
City to claim reimbursement for a visit
in June 1960 by Nelson Mandela.
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I think Senators will recall how,
after the South African Government
released Nelson Mandela from jail in
February 1990, Mr. Mandela began a
whirlwind series of visits to inter-
national capitals. He was invited by
Président Bush to meet with him at
the White House. During that official
segment of his American trip, it was
appropriate under the law that Mr.
Mandela was protected by the U.S. Se-
cret Service agents. No question about
that.

But, Mr. President, Nelson Mandela
went on to visit other U.S. cities, such
as Los Angeles, Miami, and New York
City. While in New York, Mr. Mandela
gave a speech to the United Nations.
And during the same visit, I think Sen-
ators will recall that Mandela ada-
mantly defended the close alliance be-
tween his organization, the African Na-
tional Congress, and international ter-
rorists and thugs. Nelson Mandela’s
list of close allies include Mu'ammar
Qadhafi of Libya, Yasser Arafat of the
so-called Palestine Liberation Organi-
zation, and that noted statesman of the
Western Hemisphere, Fidel Castro of
Cuba.

On July 27, last week, Mr. Mandela
visited Fidel Castro in Cuba and re-
ceived effusive praise from the Cuban
dictator.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the account of Mr. Mandela's
visit to Cuba be printed in the RECORD
at the conclusion of my remarks.

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

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Chair.

Mr. President, Senators should be
aware, if they are not already aware,
that at this very time we are debating
the issue Mr. Mandela has been on a
virtual pilgrimage to honor Fidel Cas-
tro.

Mr. President, this is not the time to
reopen discussion of future United
States policy toward South Africa. I
made my remarks on that topic on
July 10, after President Bush correctly
terminated many of the U.S. sanctions
against the people of that country,
over the objections of Nelson Mandela.

This Senator from North Carolina
merely wishes to note that section
143(b) is specifically backdated, that is
to say, made retroactive, to cover the
visit of private citizens to the United
States and specifically to the United
Nations.

Therefore enactment of this section
not only would create claims by any
private citizens who ever visits the
United Nations and who needs police
protection or thinks he does. It would
also allow New York City to claim re-
imbursement for the specific visit of
Mr. Nelson Mandela last year—and
that is what this change is all about.
And this is what this Senator objects
to. Hence, the pending amendment.

Mr. President, passage of the motion
to strike protects the taxpayers of
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America against another raid. Of
course, the United States is obligated
to protect the guests of the President
of the United States. Moreover official
visitors in New York who are visiting
missions to the United Nations and af-
filiated organizations also create a rea-
sonable claim against the taxpayers.
This is only proper since they are dip-
lomats representing foreign govern-
ments. But by striking section 143(b) as
this amendment proposes to do, Sen-
ators can assure that the funds pro-
vided by the American taxpayers are
used for proper purposes rather than
for questionable ones.
EXHIBIT 1

[From the Washington Post, July 28, 1991]

CASTRO HEAPS PRAISE ON VISITING MANDELA
(By Lee Hockstader)

HAVANA, July 27.—Two of the world's most
recognized symbols of defiance and longev-
ity, Cuban President Fidel Castro and South
African  anti-apartheid leader Nelson
Mandela, met here this week for the first
time and immediately forged a mutual admi-
ration society.

Castro, well-known as a formidable orator,
showered greater praise than even he is
known for on his obviously flattered guest,
lauding the intelligence, bravery, patriot-
ism, commitment to justice—even the trim
physique—of the president of the African Na-
tional Congress.

“We are in the presence of one who is truly
a marvel of work and intelligence,” Castro
sald in a public appearance Thursday with
Mandela.

Mandela, on a three-day visit here timed to
coincide with the 38th anniversary of the
start of the Cuban revolution, returned the
favor. He said that *‘from its earliest days,
the Cuban revolution has itself been a source
of inspiration to all freedom-loving people.”
He denounced ‘‘a vicious imperialist-orches-
trated campaign to destroy the (revolution’s]
impressive gains,” an apparent reference to
the United States.

Mandela, showing irritation, also brushed
off questions from reporters about Cuba's
human rights record, which has been harshly
criticized by some of the same international
monitoring organizations that took up
Mandela’s cause during his nearly three dec-
ades in South African prisons.

If the two men's assertions of mutual af-
fections sounded similar, their motivations
appeared to be distinct.

For the 64-year-old Castro, isolated inter-
nationally and under fire for his refusal to
liberalize Cuba’s one-party Communist sys-
tem or allow public dissent, the embrace of
the Cuban leader by a leader of Mandela's
moral authority seemed a defense against
Castro’s critics.

With his Communist friends in Eastern Eu-
rope stripped of their power and his allies in
the Soviet Union growing more distant, Cas-
tro’s closest friend in the international scene
suddenly seems to be Mandela, a new ac-
quaintance.

In a ceremony Friday marking the anni-
versary of his 1953 attack on the Moncada
barracks, the opening shot of the Cuban rev-
olution, Castro awarded Mandela the Order
of Jose Marti, Cuba’s highest civilian honor,
With Mandela still at his side, Castro then
delivered his usual anti-capitalist, anti-im-
perialist speech, to which he added a blast at
Washington for having backed South Africa’s
white-minority government and its apart-
heid system of racial separation.
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Mandela, 72, whose ANC is allied with the
South African Communist Party, may have
had ideological common cause with the
Cuban leader, a longtime supporter of the
struggle against apartheid and the ANC. But
his wvisit seemed more an expression of
thanks to Castro for Cuba's 16-year interven-
tion in Angola’s war against the South Afri-
can army and U.S.-backed rebels.

More than 300,000 Cubans served in Angola
from 1975 until the Cuban withdrawal com-
pleted this year, and more than 2,000 of them
were killed there.

“We come here with a sense of great debt
that is owed to the people of Cuba," Mandela
said in a speech preceding Castro’s on Fri-
day. “What other country can point to a
record of greater selflessness than Cuba has
displayed in its relations with Africa?"”

Critics in the United States and elsewhere
have suggested that Mandela has misspent
some of his moral capital by meeting with
such leaders as Castro, Palestine Liberation
Organization Chairman Yasser Arafat and
Libyan President Moammar Gadhafi, whose
International Prize for Human Rights
Mandela accepted. Mandela has bristled at
such criticism, especially from the United
States, which he points out has backed
South Africa’s white regimes.

On a trip to Miami last year, Mandela pro-
voked a bitter reaction from the city's large
Cuban exile community by refusing to criti-
cize Castro. The visit heightened tensions be-
tween Cubans and blacks in that city.

Asked in a news conference today about
the criticism directed at Castro by Miami's
Cubans, Mandela responded angrily.

“Who are they to call for the observance of
human rights by Cuba? They kept quiet for
42 years when human rights were being at-
tacked in South Africa.. . . Who are they to
teach us about human rights?"

Asked about tensions between Miami's
blacks and Cubans, he struck a more concil-
iatory note.

“If by visiting this country I am going to
create tensions in Miami, I am very sorry for
that because I have come here in a spirit of
poa0e,” he said.

‘““The people in Miami are entitled to their
own friends and allies. . . . The people of
South Africa in general and the ANC in par-
ticular are entitled to have their own friends
and allies. . . . And in this particular case,
Cuba is our friend,” he said.

Mandela said he has been reinvited to visit
Miami, but it was not clear by whom.

During his visit here, Castro satisfied what
he said was Mandela's first request upon ar-
rival—to meet three-time Olympic heavy-
weight boxing champion Teofilo Stevenson.
When Castro introduced them at a public
ceremony Thursday, Stevenson and Mandela
embraced, both smiling broadly.

Mandela also toured Havana's old colonial
quarter Friday, but heavy security kept him
from mixing much with the workers and
youngsters who usually crowd the narrow
cobblestone streets there.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
sufficient second? There is a sufficient
second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. HELMS, I thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate?

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, this provi-
sion raises the authorized ceiling for
reimbursing contract firms in State
and local governments for providing
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protection to foreign diplomats and
visitors who come to the United
States. The ceiling has not been raised
since 1982, 9 years ago. The costs have
increased substantially since then.
This provision does not require the
Federal Government to provide reim-
bursement but simply allows the State
Department to do so.

In addition, it amends existing law
providing for the protection of diplo-
matic missions and visits outside of
Washington. The legislative history of
this provision made it clear that the
Secretary of State is not to be limited
to protecting only heads of State visit-
ing missions and the amended language
would unambiguously grant the Sec-
retary of State flexibility to protect
major foreign visitors visiting inter-
national organizations even if they do
not visit missions to these organiza-
tions.

Finally, this provision allows the
State Department to reimburse the lo-
calities for expenses that were incurred
in the past at the Federal Govern-
ment’'s request but exceeded the reim-
bursement ceiling. Objections to this
provision because it would allow New
York City to be reimbursed for the
visit of Nelson Mandela to the United
Nations I believe is not justified.

The Federal Government protected
Mandela when he spoke to Congress,
and it is inconsistent to refuse to reim-
burse New York for protecting Mandela
when he spoke to the United Nations.
Had New York not protected Mandela
there is no doubt that the Federal Gov-
ernment would have done so, as it did
throughout the visit to the United
States at a much higher cost.

Any expenses incurred by New York
which are not related to the extraor-
dinary protective needs arising from
the Mandela visit to the United Na-
tions are excluded from this visit.

Once again, let me remind my col-
league that this provision does not
mandate reimbursement. It simply pro-
vides authority for reimbursement for
justifiable expenses.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate?

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I request
unanimous consent that the vote on
this matter be postponed until some-
time after 5 o’clock, the time to be de-
termined by the majority leader in
consultation with the Republican lead-
er, if that is agreeable with the Sen-
ator from North Carolina; that the
vote be on or in relation to this Helms
amendment on section 143.

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

Mr. PELL. 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.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 897

(Purpose: To require a report on Chinese

proliferation practices)

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I send to
the desk an amendment on behalf of
Senator BIDEN, and I ask for its imme-
diate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Rhode Island [Mr.
PELL], for Mr. BIDEN, proposes an
amendment numbered 897.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, add
the following new section:

SEC. .

At the end of the bill, add the following
new section:

SEC. 816. REPORT ON CHINESE PROLIFERATION
PRACTICES.

(a) REQUIREMENT.—Within 20 days of the
enactment of this Act the President shall
submit a report to the Committee on For-
eign Relations of the Senate and the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs of the House of
Representatives on ‘‘Chinese Nuclear, Chem-
ical, Biological, and Missile Proliferation
Practices.”

(b) CONTENT.—Such report shall be trans-
mitted in classified and unclassified forms
and shall describe all actions and policies of
the People's Republic of China which relate
to improving the military capabilities of na-
tions in the Middle East and South Asia, in-
cluding a description of previous and poten-
tial future transfer of—

(1) M-series ballistic missile systems, and
of technology and assistance related to the
production of such missile systems;

(2) technologies capable of producing weap-
ons-grade nuclear material; and

(3) technology and materials needed for the
production or use of chemical and biological
arms.

(c) SPECIAL REPORT.—A#t any time that the
President determines that the People's Re-
public of China is preparing to take, or has
taken, any action described in subsection (b),
he shall so report in writing to Congress.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, what this
amendment does is simply requires the
administration to submit a report to
Congress on the subject of Chinese nu-
clear and chemical biological and mis-
sile proliferation. This is an extremely
important matter, and the Congress
needs all the information available to
assess the Chinese irresponsible pro-
liferation practices.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, our side
has reviewed the amendment. We join
in encouraging it.

Mr. PELL. I thank my colleague.
From our viewpoint, we believe this is
a good amendment and recommend
adoption.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate on the amendment?
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If not, the question is on agreeing to
the amendment.

The amendment (No. 897) was agreed
to.
Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the wvote by which the
amendment was agreed to.

Mr. BROWN. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 898
(Purpose: To ensure a detailed report is
available to Congress and the American
people 45 days prior to the announcement
of & waiver of most-favored-nation trading
status for the People’s Republic of China)

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Colorado [Mr. BROWN]
proposes an amendment numbered 898.

Mr. BROWN. 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:

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert
the following new section:

“SEC. 917. REPORTS CONCERNING CHINA.

(A) Not later than 45 days prior to the an-
nouncement of most-favored-nation trading
status for the People's Republic of China, the
President shall submit to the chairmen and
ranking members of the appropriate congres-
sional committees a report detailing specific
progress or lack thereof by the People's Re-
public of China in the following areas:

(1) HuMaAN RIGHTS.—Including—

(a) The surveillance, intimidation and har-
assment of Chinese citizens living within
China because of their pro-democracy activi-
ties;

(b) The surveillance, intimidation and har-
assment of Chinese citizens living within the
United States because of their pro-democ-
racy activities with particular focus on those
whose passports have been confiscated or not
renewed in retaliation for pro-democracy ac-
tivities.

(c) The use of torture or other cruel, inhu-
man or degrading treatment or punishment;

(d) Political prisoners, including those in
Tibet, still held against their will and those
who have received amnesty from the Chinese
government for their pro-democracy activi-
ties;

(e) Prolonged detention without charges
and trials, and sentencing of members of the
pro-democracy movement for peaceful dem-
onstrations for democracy;

(f) The use of forced labor of prisoners to
produce cheap goods for export to countries,
including the United States, in violation of
labor treaties and United States law;

(g) The Chinese Government's willingness
to permit access for international human
rights monitoring groups to prisoners, trials,
and places of detention; and

(h) The detention and arrest of religious
leaders and members of religious groups, in-
cluding those under house arrest, detained,
or imprisoned as a result of their expressions
of religous belief.

(2) WEAPONS PROLIFERATION.—

(a) Exports by the People’'s Republic of
China which relate to improving the mili-
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tary capabilities of nations in the Middle
Bast and South Asia, including a description
of previous and potential future transfers
of—

(1) M-series ballistic missile systems, and
of technology and assistance related to the
production of such missile systems;

(2) technologies capable of producing weap-
ons-grade nuclear material; and

(3) technology and materials needed for the
production or use of chemical and biological
arms,

(b) JOINING ARMS SUPPLIER REGIMES.—The
adoption of guidelines and restrictions set
forth by—

(1) the Missile Technology Control Regime;

(2) the Australia Group on Chemical and
Biological arms proliferation; and

(3) the Nuclear Suppliers Group.

(3) RESTRICTIONS ON TRADE BETWEEN THE
UNITED STATES AND CHINA.—Including—

(a) Internal trade barriers to American
goods and products, with particular atten-
tion paid to those implemented since the
Tiananmen Square massacre in 1988;

(b) Regulations established since 1988 to
ensure strict control over more than 100 cat-
egories of products;

(¢) Excessive duties imposed on imports to
China,

(d) Excessive licensing requirements for
imported goods;

(e) Restrictions on private ownership of
property, including capital;

(f) Section 301 violations, including at-
tempts to evade United States import
quotas;

(g) Protection for intellectual property.

(B) HISTORICAL BACKGROUND.—The report
shall also include—

(1) A compendium of all actions taken by
the Chinese government since the Tianamen
Square massacre in each of the areas of the
report (human rights, arms sales and nuclear
proliferation and trade);

(2) A list of all United States actions taken
since 1988 to underscore United States con-
cerns about Chinese policies, including con-
sultations and communications encouraging
other governments to take similar actions.

(C) CLASSIFIED ANNEX.—The report may in-
clude a classified annex detailing Chinese
arms sales and nuclear weapons proliferation
activities. All other aspects of the report
shall be unclassified.

(D) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-
TEES.—The “‘appropriate congressional com-
mittees’ referred to in (A) above shall in-
clude the Foreign Relations and Finance
Committees of the Senate and the Foreign
Affairs and Ways and Means Committees of
the House.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, the
amendment is fairly straightforward.
It calls for a report on China 45 days in
advance of any announcement of a
waiver of most-favored-nation trading
status for the People’s Republic of
China. It asks the report to cover criti-
cal areas such as human rights, arms
sales and nuclear proliferation, restric-
tions in trade between the United
States and China. It reflects, I think,
the concerns that were raised in pre-
vious debate on the most-favored-na-
tion status. It simply requires a report
that deals with these subjects in depth,
and it makes the record clear as to
what progress, or lack of progress, is
made in these areas. I think it will
bring to the attention of this body, and
others in the American Government, a
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clear idea of the status of these vital
areas that I think both parties are
quite concerned with.

I urge adoption of the amendment.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I think
this is a useful amendment. We have
just had a lengthy debate on MFN for
China, and a report like this will en-
able us to evaluate, next year at this
time, whether China has in fact made
progress on many of the issues of con-
cern to all of us in this Chamber, and
to the American people as a whole.

We are willing to accept this amend-
ment. I think it is a fine one.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate?

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment.

The amendment (No. 898) was agreed
to.
Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote.

Mr. PELL. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

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

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

The Senator from North Carolina is
recognized.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I would
like to pose a question to the distin-
guished chairman, Senator PELL. I am
concerned that Senators are not com-
ing over to offer their amendments.
Maybe it would be well to emphasize
what we have emphasized before, that
shortly after b o’clock, if no Senator is
on hand to offer amendments, I intend
to call for third reading.

The majority leader has made clear
that there will be no time tomorrow
for this bill. Here it is 3:35, and we still
have about two dozen amendments
that have been identified in the unani-
mous consent.

So, by speaking to the distinguished
chairman, I am notifying Senators on
this side of the aisle who have an
amendment, that they would be well
advised to come on over and offer their
amendments. I think that Senator
PELL feels the same way about the
Senators on his side.

Mr. PELL. The Senator from North
Carolina is absolutely correct. It is our
intention, if Senators will not come
over, around 5 o’clock or shortly there-
after, to move for third reading of the
bill.

My understanding is that the major-
ity leadership supports that, and we
have just heard that the minority lead-
ership supports that.

I urge Senators to come over as
quickly as possible. We got through a
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lot of the less difficult amendments—
about 20—but we still have another two
dozen to get through. So please come
over, or please accept third reading.

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Senator.

Mr. President, I hope the staffs who
may be listening to this colloguy be-
tween the distinguished Senator and
me will look on pages 2 and 3 of the
Calendar of Business for today, and
they will see identified all of the
amendments that have been reserved
by various Senators. We are going to be
here tonight in any case. We have a
cloture vote coming up, plus two
amendments on which the yeas and
nays have already been ordered. There
will be more than that in the list of
amendments yet to be considered.

So I do hope that the staffs will take
a look at pages 2 and 3 of the Calendar
of Business for today. If their respec-
tive Senators are listening here, maybe
we can get some of them over here and
start processing the amendments.

I thank the Chair and yield the floor.

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

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

AMENDMENT NO. 899

(Purpose: To require a report on terrorist

assets in the United States)

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Colorado [Mr. BROWN],
for Mr. GRASSLEY, proposes an amendment
numbered 899.

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

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

The amendment is as follows:

On page 169, after line 12, add the following
new section:

SEC. 916. REPORT ON TERRORIST ASSETS IN THE
UNITED STATES.

(a) Beginning 90 days after the date of en-
actment of this Act and every 12 months
thereafter, the Secretary of the Treasury
shall submit to the Committee on Foreign
Relations, the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs, the Committee on Finance and the
Committee on Ways and Means, a report de-
scribing the nature and extent of assets held
in the United States by terrorist countries,
nationals of terrorist countries, and any or-
ganization or individual engaged in terrorist
activities.

(b)(1) For purposes of this section, the term
“terrorist countries,” refers to countries
designated by the Secretary of State under
section 40(d) of the Arms Export Control Act.

(2) For purposes of this section, the term
“terrorist activities” refers to those activi-
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ties defined in section 601(a)(B) of the Immi-
gration Act of 1990, Public Law 101-649.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, this
amendment is another weapon in our
arsenal against terrorism. It would re-
quire that the Treasury Department
report to key congressional commit-
tees on the extent of assets held in the
United States by terrorist countries
and organizations.

This amendment is particularly im-
portant as the BCCI scandal unfolds.
The Bank of Credit and Commerce
International—called by some the bank
of criminals and crooks international—
reportedly served as a bank for outlaws
and terrorists. We need to have the
facts about who used the BCCI and how
our financial system was manipulated
by individuals like Saddam Hussein
and Abu Nidal. How many more BCCI's
are out there? How much of America is
owned and controlled by agents of ter-
ror?

The American people have a right to
know how terrorists are doing business
in our country. And this amendment
would simply, and in a straightforward
manner, provide them with this infor-
mation.

And Mr. President, this amendment
will complement the Anti-Terrorism
Act of 1991, which passed the Senate in
April. That bill creates a civil remedy
for victims of terrorism. A report on
the assets held in this country by ter-
rorists will enable the victims to direct
their legal actions with more precision
and accuracy.

Once a year the Secretary of the
Treasury would be required to report
on the assets held by countries on the
State Department’s list of terrorist na-
tions, as well as terrorist organiza-
tions. Under the Arms Export Control
Act, the Secretary of State is required
to make a determination regarding the
governments of countries that have
“repeatedly provided support for acts
of international terrorism.’”’ Such na-
tions are not permitted to buy Amer-
ican-made weapons, cannot receive for-
eign aid, and cannot get export licenses
for many U.S. products. Now their as-
sets held in our country would also
have to be disclosed to the public.

And the report would also have to in-
clude information about the assets of
terrorist organizations—those groups
which have been involved in any of the
following—the highjacking or sabotage
of aircraft or ships; seizing or detaining
and threatening to kill or injure an-
other in order to compel someone else
to do something as a condition for the
release of the individual; the commis-
sion of a violent act against an inter-
nationally protected person; an assas-
sination; or the use of weapons with
the intent to endanger one or more per-
sons. This definition of terrorist activ-
ity comes from last year's Immigration
Act.

Mr. President, this legislation is long
overdue and I am hopeful my amend-
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ment can be accepted by the managers
of the bill. It is sound public policy for
the Congress and the American people
to know the extent of terrorist-backed
investments in our Nation’s financial
institutions.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate?

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I am famil-
iar with this amendment. I think it is
an excellent one. I trust that the re-
ports will be well read, and I suggest
that we support it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate?

If not, the question is on agreeing to
the amendment.

The amendment (No. 899) was agreed

to.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was agreed to.

Mr. PELL. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

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

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

AMENDMENT NO. 900
(Purpose: To amend the Foreign Service Act
of 1980 relating to grievance proceedings
under the Act)

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk on behalf of
Mr. KASTEN and ask for its immediate
consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Colorado [Mr. BROWN],
for Mr. KASTEN, proposes an amendment
numbered 900.

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

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

The amendment is as follows:

SEC. . AMENDMENTS TO THE FOREIGN SERVICE
ACT OF 19880,

(a) SCOPE OF GRIEVANCES.—(1) Section
1101(a)(1) of the Foreign Service Act of 1980
(22 U.S.C. 4131(a)(1)) (hereinafter in this Act
referred to as “‘the Act’) is amended—

(A) by striking ‘“‘and™ at the end of sub-
paragraph (F);

(B) by striking the period at the end of the
subparagraph (G) and inserting *‘; and"" and

(C) by adding at the end the following:

‘*(H) any discrimination prohibited by—
‘(1) section 717 of the Civil Rights Act of
1964;

“(ii) section 6(d) of the Fair Labor Stand-
ards Act of 1938;

‘‘(iii) section 501 of the Rehabilitation Act
of 1973;
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“(iv) sections 12 and 16 of the Age Dis-
crimination in Employment Act of 1967; or

‘Y(v) any rule, regulation, or policy direc-
tive prescribed under any provision of law
described in clauses (i) through (iv).””

(2) Section 1101(b) of the Act (22 U.8.C.
4131(b)) is amended—

(A) in paragraph (4) by striking ‘‘section
11(?(1:).“ and inserting ‘“‘section 1109(a)(2).";
an

(B) by adding at the end (as a flush left
sentence) the following:

“Notwithstanding the provisions of sub-
sections (b)(1)~(4), nothing in this subsection
or in any other provision of law, shall ex-
clude from the meaning of the term ‘‘griev-
ance" under this chapter any act, omission,
or condition alleged to be discrimination re-
ferred to in subsection (a)(1)}(H)."”

(b) LIMITATION ON FILING OF CERTAIN
GRIEVANCES.—Section 1104(a) of the Act (22
U.S.C. 4134(a)) is amended—

(1) by inserting *‘under this chapter' be-
fore “‘unless’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:

‘(c) Notwithstanding subsection (a), a
grievance based solely on an allegation of
prohibited discrimination referred to in sub-
section 1101(a)(1)(H) is forever barred unless
it is filed with the Department within a pe-
riod of 180 days after the occurrence ar oc-
currences giving rise to the grievance. There
shall be excluded from the computation of
any such period: (1) any time during which,
as determined by the Foreign Service Griev-
ance Board, the grievant was unaware of the
grounds for the grievance and could not have
discovered such grounds through reasonable
diligence and (2) any time during which, as
determined by the Foreign Service Griev-
ance Board, the grievant was assigned to a
post overseas at which the act, omission, or
condition alleged to be discrimination oc-
curred."

(c) SUBSTANTIVE LAW To BE APPLIED.—Sec-
tion 1107 of the Act (22 U.S.C, 4137) is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following:

‘“(f) The Board shall, with respect to any
grievance based on an allegation of prohib-
ited discrimination referred o in subsection
1101(a)(1)(H), apply the substantive law that
would be applied by the Equal Employment
Opportunity Commission if a charge or claim
alleging such discrimination had been filed
with the Commission."

(d) RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER REMEDIES.—(1)
Section 1109 of the Act (22 U.S.C. 4139) is
amended—

(A) in subsection (a) by striking “‘(a)’* and
inserting *‘(a)(1)";

(B) in subsection (b)—

(i) by striking ‘“(b)"’ and inserting ‘(2)"";

(ii) by striking ‘‘subsection (a),” and in-
serting ‘‘paragraph (1),"; and

(iif) by striking ‘“‘under this section” and
inserting “‘under this subsection’’; and

(iv) by adding after paragraph (2), as 8o re-
designated by clause (i), the following:

“(3) This subsection shall not apply to any
grievance with respect to which subsection
(b) applies.”; and

(C) by adding at the end the following:

“(b)(1) With respect to a grievance based
on an allegation of prohibited discrimination
referred to in subsection 1101(a)(1)(H), the
grievant may either—

‘“(A) file a written grievance under this
chapter, or

‘(B) file a written complaint under an-
other provision of law, regulation, or Execu-
tive Order that authorizes relief, but not
both.

“{2) A grievant shall be considered to have
exercised the option under paragraph (1) as
soon as the grievant timely either—
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‘(A) files a written grievance under this
chapter, or

*(B) files a written complaint under such
other provisions of law, regulation, or Execu-
tive Order.”.

(2) Section 1015(d) of the Act (22 U.S.C.
4115(d)) is amended by striking ‘‘section
1109(b)," and inserting ‘‘section 1109(a)(2),".

(e) JuDICIAL REVIEW.—(1) Section 1110 of
the Act (22 U.8.C. 4140) is amended by—

(1) striking out ““Any"" and inserting in lieu
thereof “‘(a) Any'’;

(2) by adding after the second sentence the
following new sentence: “‘This subsection
shall not apply to any grievance with respect
to which subsection (b) applies.’’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following new
subsection:

“(b)1) For purposes of this subsection, the
term ‘aggrieved party' means a grievant.

“(2) With respect to a grievance based, in
whole or in part, on discrimination prohib-
ited under subsection 1101(a)(1)H), a grievant
adversely affected or aggrieved by a final
order or decision of the Board or the Sec-
retary may obtain judicial review of the
order or decision in the district courts of the
United States.

‘*(3) Cases appealed under section (b)(2)
shall be filed under section 717(c) of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964 (42 U.S.C. 2000e-16(c)), sec-
tion 15(c) of the Age Discrimination in Em-
ployment Act of 1967 (29 U.S.C. 633a(c)), and
section 16(b) of the Fair Labor Standards Act
of 1938, as amended (29 U.S.C. 216(b)), as ap-
plicable. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, any such case filed under sub-
section (b)2) must be filed no later than 90
days after the date that the aggrieved party
received notice of the final action of the Sec-
retary or the Board.

“{4) In any case appealed under subsection
(b)(2), the court shall review the record and
hold unlawful and set aside any Board or
Secretary action, findings, or conclusions in
accordance with the procedure and standards
set forth in subsection 1110(a) of the Act (22
U.8.C. 4140(a)) and section 706 of title 5, Unit-
ed States Code, except that the aggrieved
party shall have the right to have the facts
subject to trial de novo by the court review-
ing the order or decision.”

SEC. 3. EFFECTIVE DATE.

The amendments made by this Act shall
take effect on the date of enactment of this
Act.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, Senator
KASTEN sums the thrust of the amend-
ment with the following words:

The Committee has included language in
the bill which provides Foreign Service em-
ployees who are aggrieved by statutorily
prohibited discriminatory acts two options:
either filing such complaints as grievances
in the grievance system, or as EEO com-
plaints in the agency EEO system. When a
member of the Foreign Service believes that
he or she has been discriminated against on
the basis of race, sex, national origin, reli-
gion, age, or handicap, this amendment
would permit the officer the option of filing
either an case or a grievance. Cur-
rently, Foreign Service employees have only
been able to exercise the EEO option.

Basically, what the amendment does,
Mr. President, is simply grant an op-
tion to these employees which other
American citizens have.

I urge the adoption of the amend-
ment.

Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, in the
foreign operations legislation for the
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current fiscal year Senator LEAHY and
I introduced and the Senate approved
this same amendment. The amendment
also had the specific concurrence of the
leadership of the Foreign Relations
Committee.

Mr. President, the amendment deals
with judicial review of grievances al-
leging discrimination in the Foreign
Service. In last year’s report, we de-
scribed the legislation as follows:

The Committee has included language in
the bill which provides Foreign Service em-
ployees who are aggrieved by statutorily
prohibited discriminatory acts two options:
either filing such complaints as grievances
in the grievance system, or as com-
plaints in the agency EEO system. When a
member of the Foreign Service believes that
he or she has been discriminated against on
the basis of race, sex, national origin, reli-
gion, age, or handicap, this amendment
would permit the officer the option of filing
either an EEO case or a grievance. Cur-
rently, Foreign Service employees have only
been able to exercise the EEO option.

Mr. President, when we went to con-
ference later in October 1990, this
amendment was deleted because of ob-
jections by the Post Office and Civil
Service Committee in the House. In our
conference report on the appropria-
tions legislation, we stated the follow-
ing:

The conferees agreed to remove Section 5%
of the Senate bill and defer to the objections
raised by the Post Office and Civil Service
Committee—one of the House authorizing
committees * * * Section 5% is a long over-
due amendment to the Foreign Service Act
of 1980. It provides Foreign Service officers
with rights Civil Service employees have
long possessed: to file complaints involving
prohibited discrimination pursuant to more
expeditious negotiated grievance procedures.
Currently, Foreign Service officers are com-
pelled to file such complaints through time-
consuming appeals procedures such as agen-
cles’ EEO offices. The conferees strongly
urge the authorizing committees to correct
this inequity expeditiously during the next
Congress.

Mr. President, this spring the Civil
Service Subcommittee, chaired by Con-
gressman SIKORSKI of the House Post
Office and Civil Service Committee,
held hearings on the legislation. In a
bipartisan and unanimous vote, the
subcommittee has reported out H.R.
1686, legislation which closely mirrors
the amendment being offered today.

Mr. President, we are offering this
legislation once again in the hope that
the authorization committee will fi-
nally be able to correct this inequity
for Foreign Service personnel of the
State Department as well as other
international agencies.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I think
this is an excellent amendment. Speak-
ing as a former Foreign Service officer,
this fulfills a need, and I am very glad,
indeed, that it is before the Senate. I
urge my colleagues to support it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate? If not, the question is
on agreeing to the amendment.

The amendment (No. 900) was agreed
to.
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Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was agreed to.

Mr. PELL. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. BROWN. 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. KERRY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the gquorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, first of
all, T would like to express my appre-
ciation to the distinguished chairman
of the Foreign Relations Committee
who, basically, covered for this Senator
because I had an unavoidable problem
which delayed me from being able to be
here this morning for a bill for which I
am chairman.

I am very very appreciative to the
chairman of the full committee for
making such extraordinary progress
and moving it along so far in the
course of the day. I am not sure, but
maybe if I had stayed away we might
have finished it faster.

But I am very appreciative for that,
Mr. President. We are really moving
very rapidly on this.

I ask Senators. We have a finite list
of amendments, and we are moving
well through it thanks to Senator
BrROWN and Senator PELL. The leader-
ship, I gather both leaders, have al-
ready expressed a desire to try to pro-
ceed to third reading around 5 o'clock.
I think it is the majority leader’s in-
tention to try to de se.

A number of amendments which are
on the limited list of amendments are
amendments which we believe we
would be able to accept. So we ask Sen-
ators—there are not many of them—
who are on that list if they are avail-
able to be able to come down to the
floor now and assist in that.

I am sure most Senators would ap-
preciate it if we did not have to start
what will be a tough week with a late
night in an effort to try to finish this
bill. I know the leader wants to try to
do that.

In addition, we are waiting for Sen-
ator BROWN to come back at which
time we will proceed forward with a
couple of amendments which I know
that we can take. I would appreciate
that very much.

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. KERRY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the gquorum call be rescinded.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, on behalf
of Senator BIDEN, I will shortly send to
the desk an amendment which has the
agreement of both sides. This is an
amendment regarding our policy on
Radio Free Europe. As all of us know,
the events in Eastern Europe remain
serious, and the developing democ-
racies there are going through a proc-
ess that is complicated, and in many
cases dangerous.

There are many who feel that it is
very important to assert in stronger
terms the importance of Radio Free
Europe to that process. I think all of us
who watched events in Czechoslovakia,
Hungary, and indeed, all of the re-
gion—but I specifically mention
Czechoslovakia—noted with satisfac-
tion as well as interest and pride the
degree to which the news, information,
and broadcasts that came through
Radio Free Europe were indeed a very
significant part of the transition that
took place there. Indeed, Vaclav Havel
personally specifically talked about
the impact that it had on their lives.

Senator BIDEN seeks to try to point
out how critical that is in his amend-
ment and expresses the sense of the
Senate that broadcasts should continue
in that region throughout Eastern Eu-
rope, and should not be curtailed in
any way, until a pattern of free and
fair election is clearly demonstrated
along with a successful establishment
and consolidation of democratic rule.

AMENDMENT NO, 901

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I send
this amendment to the desk and ask
for its immediate consideraton.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
KERRY], for Mr. BIDEN (for himself and Mr.
HELMS), proposes an amendment numbered
201

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

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

The amendment reads as follows:

On page 108, delete lines 13 through 25 and
substitute in lieu thereof the following:

SEC. 303. POLICY ON RADIO FREE EUROPE.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that Radio
Free Euro

(1) by providing valuable information to
the people of Eastern Europe, played & criti-
cal role for four decades in helping to foster
and sustain the aspiration for democracy in
that region;

(2) can and should continue to disseminate
reliable and timely information to the peo-
ple of Eastern Europe not only during the pe-
riod of transition to democracy, but also
while democratic institutions are strength-
ened; and

(3) has been praised by the current demo-
cratic leaders in Eastern Europe as an im-
portant contributor to public knowledge and
the free flow of information during the con-
soliidabion of Eastern Europe's new democ-
racies.
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(b) PoLicy.—It is the sense of the Congress
that Radio Free Europe should continue to
broadcast to nations throughout Eastern Eu-
rope and should not curtail its broadcasts to
any nation until—

(1) new sources of timely and accurate do-
mestic and international information have
supplanted and rendered redundant the
broadcasts of Radio Free Europe to that na-
tion; and

(2) a pattern of free and fair elections in
that nation has clearly demonstrated the
successful establishment and consolidation
of democratic rule.

Mr. HELMS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Carolina.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, this
amendment is absolutely acceptable on
this side. As a matter of fact, I ask
unanimous consent that I be identified
as a cosponsor.

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

Mr. HELMS. I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
additional debate?

The guestion is on agreeing to the
amendment.

The amendment (No. 901) was agreed
to.
Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. HELMS. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. 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.

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

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

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I will
shortly send to the desk an amendment
on behalf of Senator Murkowski. This
is an amendment on behalf of Senator
MURKOWSKI. This is an amendment, in
conjunction with the plan that is al-
ready required in the legislation re-
garding the Moscow Embassy, that re-
guires the Secretary to specifically
submit for consideration and to notify
us of the full consideration with re-
spect to the various options of the re-
building of the Moscow Embassy,
whether teardown, whether top hat
with two layers, or top hat with four
floors.

As all Members know, the Moscow
Embassy has been the singular most
complex and contentious part of this
bill over the last years. We have spent
a great deal of time on it this year, and
I believe we are on a track that hope-
fully can resolve it.

Totally separate from that track, the
Senator from North Carolina has
moved within the context of the appro-
priations process to specify a specific
option, and that will require some ne-
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gotiation between the House and the
Senate. We have chosen in this particu-
lar bill to in a moment proceed along
by making an adequate amount of
money available in order to do the job,
and that includes the job of teardown.

I will say for the RECORD, this Sen-
ator is in favor of teardown. That is
the route I think we ought to go. I
think the Senator from North Carolina
shares that. There are divergent views
on that. This does not specify the
route; it merely requires the Secretary
of State to submit to us his analysis of
consideration of the various options.

AMENDMENT NO. 902

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
KERRY], for Mr. MURKOWSKI, proposes an
amendment numbered 902.

Mr. KERRY. 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:

To be inserted in the bill as Sec. 142(b)(3).

(3) In the preparation of such plan, the Sec-
retary shall insure that detailed consider-
ation be given to at least three construction
options: viz, full teardown, and rebuild, four-
floor “‘top hat'' in which two floors are re-
moved from the unfinished New Office Build-
ing and four floors added, and a two-floor
“top hat" in which no floors are removed but
two are added.

Mr. KERRY. I yield to the Senator
from Alaska.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I wish to com-
pliment the Senator from Massachu-
setts on the very conscientious at-
tempt he has made to resolve the long-
standing dispute over the U.S. Em-
bassy building in Moscow. As a result
of his efforts, the foreign Relations
Committee reported out an authoriza-
tion bill that provides $130 million to-
ward completion of a new U.S. Em-
bassy. The Secretary of State is di-
rected to choose a construction option
and report to ‘‘the appropriate commit-
tees of the Congress a comprehensive
plan” for a new Embassy.

In selecting a construction option, I
believe the Secretary should be guided
by two basic principles: spend as little
of the taxpayer's money as possible
while providing a secure and efficient
facility. It has long been my conten-
tion that it should be possible to meet
these criteria without removing a sin-
gle floor from the uncompleted new
Embassy office building and by simply
adding two newly constructed floors.
This might be called a two-floor top
hat construction option.

I have offered an amendment to be
inserted in the bill as section 142(b)(3)
which would require the Secretary to
give serious consideration to the two-
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floor top hat as one of the available
construction options.

Mr. KERRY. I appreciate the Sen-
ator’s effort to join with other mem-
bers of the Foreign Relations Commit-
tee to see this issue resolved and to in-
sure the Nation finds the best possible
solution for what is a terribly difficult
problem. The Senator's proposal is
thoughtful and serious and deserves
careful consideration by the State De-
partment and the Intelligence Commu-
nity.

We have accepted his amendment as
part of a package of noncontroversial
and technical amendments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from
North Carolina [Mr. HELMS].

AMENDMENT NO. 908 TO AMENDMENT NO. 902

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I send a
second-degree amendment to the desk
and ask for its immediate consider-
ation.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from North Carolina [Mr.
HELMS] proposes an amendment numbered
903 to amendment No. 902.

At the end of the pending amendment, add
the following:

“It is the sense of the Senate that, pursu-
ant to its constitutional responsibilities of
advice and consent in respect to treaties, the
Senate requests that before submitting to
the Senate for its advice and consent to rati-
fication a Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty,
the President provide:

A classified report with an unclassified
summary to the Senate on whether the S5-
23 INF missiles of Soviet manufacture, which
the Soviets have confirmed have existed in
the territories of the former East Germany,
Czechoslovakia, and Bulgaria, constitute a
violation of the INF Treaty or constitute de-
ception in the INF negotiations, and whether
the United States has reliable assurances
that the missiles will be destroyed.”.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I thank
the distinguished clerk. I asked him to
read it in its entirety because the
amendment speaks for itself.

Mr. President, my amendment sim-
ply requests that the President report
to the Senate on the covert Soviet S8
23’s banned by the INF Treaty. I do not
believe this amendment is controver-
sial in the least.

In fact, it is almost identical to an
amendment of mine adopted by the
Senate last year, on August 2, 1990, by
unanimous consent.

The only difference between last
year’s amendment and this one is that
last year the Senate also requested a
report on the status of the Soviet
Krasnoyarsk radar. A special report on
Krasnoyarsk does not seem necessary
now, however, because the Soviets fi-
nally seem to be dismantling it en-
tirely. Indeed, they even seem to have
accelerated their dismantling of
Krasnoyarsk, and it may be completely
destroyed by the end of this year. I
hope so. Of course, they may be moving
the Krasnoyarsk components to some
other place, but we will see about that.
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But since August 2, 1990, the Presi-
dent has not given the Senate its re-
quested full report on the covert Soviet
S5-23 missiles.

And that is a lapse on Pennsylvania
Avenue, and I think we ought to jog
the President's memory, or those who
advise him, or those who just somehow
fail to issue the reports which have
been requested.

Indeed, there is important new intel-
ligence on these SS-23's that was not
included in the February 1991 report to
Congress on Soviet Noncompliance
With Arms Control Treaties. This im-
portant new evidence was acquired too
late to be included in the February re-
port, and it has not been reported to
the Senate at all. And yet now the
President is about to sign a START
Treaty, perhaps on Wednesday, July 31,
1991.

Since last August, the Soviets have
continuously refused to dismantle
these SS-23 missiles, which were
banned globally by the INF Treaty. In
contrast to the Soviet admission that
Krasnoyarsk was a clear violation of
the ABM Treaty, and the belated So-
viet actions to tear it down in order to
come into compliance, the Soviets are
still stonewalling on the SS-23 issue.

Mr. President, my critique of the INF
Treaty was based upon my assessment
that the Soviets had engaged in nego-
tiating deception to preserve covert
INF forces, that they had falsified their
declared data on the numbers of their
INF missiles, and that they had ille-
gally retained banned INF missiles as
covert forces.

In April 1990, the Soviets finally ad-
mitted that they covertly provided SS-
23 missiles banned by the INF Treaty
to three Eastern European nations—
the former East German Democratic
Republic, Czechoslovakia, and Bul-
garia.

In March 1990, the former chief Unit-
ed States INF negotiator, Ambassador
Maynard Glitman, described this So-
viet covert deployment of banned SS-
23's in Eastern Europe as ‘‘deceit and
mendacity,” and he added that this de-
ceit and mendacity had characterized
Soviet private and public behavior be-
fore during and after the INF negotia-
tions. I wish that Ambassador Glitman
had mentioned this deceit and mendac-
ity during the Senate’s consideration
of the INF Treaty.

President Bush in his February 1991
report to Congress on Soviet Non-
compliance With Arms Control Trea-
ties called the Soviet covert SS-23 de-
ployment ‘“bad faith.”” But this Feb-
ruary report was only an interim, in-
complete report, and did not include
the full 85-23 story. As I mentioned,
this important new evidence on the
covert SS-23's was acquired too late to
include in the February report.

Now the administration has this im-
portant new evidence relating to the
55-23 deployment, but they will not re-

20199

lease this new evidence to the Senate
or to the public. I asked that this new
evidence be reported to the Senate in
March, but so far nothing has hap-
pened.

More recently, the United States
CFE negotiator has accused the Sovi-
ets of fraud in the CFE negotiations,
and we have conclusive smoking gun
intelligence evidence that the Soviet
data declared at the time of CFE Trea-
ty signing November 19, 1990, was
grossly false. Moreover, Russian Presi-
dent Boris Yeltsin told Senators last
month, and former Soviet Foreign Min-
ister Eduard Schevardnadze also con-
ceded in 1988, that Soviet negotiators
had long engaged in falsification and
deception in arms control negotiations.

Mr. President, on July 17, 1991, the
Acting Director of Central Intel-
ligence, Mr. Richard Kerr, testified in
public to the Senate Committee on
Foreign Relations on the proposed Con-
ventional Forces in Europe Treaty. In
his unclassified testimony, the Direc-
tor of Centeral Intelligence stated spe-
cifically that under the INF Treaty:
“* * * the detection of a single pro-
scribed [INF] weapon [is] a violation
[of the INF Treaty] once the reductions
period is completed.”

Well, I must agree with the DCI, Mr.
Richard Kerr. The 3 year INF reduction
period was over on May 31, 1991, and
after that date, all United States and
Soviet INF missiles and all their sup-
port equipment, anywhere in the world,
were supposed to be completely de-
stroyed. But is there new evidence that
Soviet INF missiles and INF equipment
that were all supposed to have been de-
stroyed by May 31, 1991, are still in-
tact? Would this be a flagrant violation
of the INF Treaty?

Mr. President, we should recall that
former Secretary of State George
Shultz stated during the INF ratifica-
tion hearings in the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee that the United
States would react strongly to any So-
viet violations of the INF Treaty. But
the United States has not reacted
strongly at all to Soviet INF viola-
tions, and now before the Senate has
even been fully informed about the
most important one—the covert SS-
23's—the President is about to sign a
new START Treaty.

Mr. President, I hope that President
Bush will ask the interagency compli-
ance group to send a full report to the
Senate on the SS-23’s soon, and also
answer these questions soon, before he
signs a new START Treaty.

The Senate needs a full report on the
Soviet covert 85-23's before the Presi-
dent signs a major new arms treaty,
START, perhaps on Wednesday. The
Senate originally unanimously re-
quested this report last August, but all
we got was an incomplete report in
February. It is time that we receive a
full report.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts [Mr. KERRY].

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator from North Carolina is correct.
The amendment does speak for itself.
We are happy to accept this amend-
ment. This is an area of inquiry that
we verified last year, and which we
think ought to be made.

Needless to say, it is important for
the Senate to assert in conjunction
with possible treaty consideration
some sort of oversight with respect to
those treaties. We have always done
that, and the Senator from North Caro-
lina is correct that this particular
question about this missile is an im-
portant one, and it is one the Senate
ought to have a report on.

We are happy to accept this amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate? If not, the question oc-
curs on amendment No. 903 of the Sen-
ator from North Carolina to amend-
ment No. 902 of the Senator from Alas-
ka.

The amendment (No. 903) was agreed
to.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I move to
reconsgider the vote.

Mr. KERRY. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate?

The guestion now occurs on amend-
ment No. 902. Is there further debate?
If not, the question is on agreeing to
the amendment of the Senator from
Alaska.

The amendment (No. 902), as amend-
ed, was agreed to.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. HELMS. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I would
remind colleagues we are about to have
a vote, I think. But this is the moment
the leader intended to try to proceed to
third reading. Both sides have agreed
to try to go to third reading.

So, Mr. President, I hope if anybody
else has an amendment this is the mo-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does any
Senator seek recognition?

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ab-
sence of a quorum has been suggested.
The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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AMENDMENT NO. 804
(Purpose: To condition certain loans to

Latin American and Caribbean countries)

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I have an
amendment that I am sending to the
desk, and I ask for its immediate con-
sideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Clerk will report the amendment.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Colorado [Mr. BROWN]
proposes an amendment numbered 904.

Mr. BROWN. 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:

On page 169, after line 12, add the following
new section:

SEC. 916. CONDITIONS ON NEW LOANS FOR
COUNTRIES WHOSE DEBT HAS BEEN
REDUCED.

(a) CERTAIN ADDITIONAL LOANS PROHIB-
ITED.—No government of a Latin American
or Caribbean country for which the United
States has reduced any debt described in sub-
section (b) shall be eligible for any loan au-
thorized pursuant to the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961 for a period of up to five years
from the date that the debt reduction has
been initiated and, then, such country is eli-
gible for such a loan only if the President
has certified to the Speaker of the House of
Representatives and the chairman of the
Committee on Foreign Relations of the Sen-
ate that such country has the ability to
repay the loan throughout the term of the
loan.

(b) DEBT COVERED.—The debts referred in
subsection (a) are the amounts owed to the
United States (or any agency of the United
States) that are outstanding as of January 1,
1991, as a result of concessional loans made
by the United States (or any agency of the
United States) pursuant to the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961 (or any predecessor for-
eign economic assistance law) by any Latin
American or Caribbean country.

(c) SUPERSEDING OTHER PROVISIONS OF
LAW.—The provisions of this section super-
sede any other provision of law.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, the
amendment is quite simple. What it in-
dicates is that nations whose debts we
have forgiven in the Caribbean area, as
well as Latin America, which have
been forgiven under a law passed by
this body or affirmed by this body re-
cently, would not be eligible for new
loans unless the President steps for-
ward and certifies they have the ability
to repay future loans.

I might mention that included in the
list of nations, 11.8 bhillion dollars’
worth of loans, are countries such as
Venezuela, which has enormous re-
sources in terms of oil, natural gas,
and other natural resources; Mexico,
which also has enormous natural re-
sources.

So the suggestion is simply this. We
made some bad loans. We can second
guess those who made those loans, but
that decision has been made and
passed. The money has been put out.
We have passed the point where we
have forgiven those loans, presumably
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because we feel they are uncollectible.
But it is not too late to make sure we
do not make the same mistake a sec-
ond time.

So this measure simply says when
you are going to loan to those coun-
tries who defaulted on those loans, in
effect, when you are going to make ad-
ditional loans to countries who de-
faulted on their obligations to the
United States, that at least the execu-
tive branch is required to certify that
they have the ability to repay those
loans.

Mr. President, some will suggest this
is too tough a standard, that you
should not expect people to repay their
loans or even the President to certify
they have the ability or he thinks they
have the ability to repay their loans.

But let me suggest what is important
here. It is not that we may not choose
to help these countries again in the fu-
ture. I suspect many of them were
countries this Nation will want to
work with in a mutual effort in the fu-
ture. But what is at stake here is the
question of whether or not it is the
Congress of the United States that ap-
propriates money or whether that
money is appropriated by default.

Let me suggest how that works. In
the case of loans that are in the proc-
ess of being forgiven, those loans were
made without specific authorization of
Congress with regard to the funds that
were expended to each country. This
body, the elected representatives of the
people, did not vote to give Venezuela
$20 million, and yet that could be the
result of what has happened. That
money was loaned and we have not
passed the ability to write off that
loan.

By insisting that new loans have to
be ones where the country that borrows
the money has the ability to repay, all
we are saying is that if you want to
take taxpayers’ money and give it
away, you have to have the elected rep-
resentatives of this Nation vote on it.
You could always come up with new
loans for these countries, but only if
they are not creditworthy do you have
to have Congress act. That is not se-
vere, that is not tough, that is not
overly binding.

As a matter of fact, the purpose of
the foreign aid bill is to correspond
those matters and have the elected rep-
resentatives vote on it. This simply
closes the loopholes. It says one mis-
take is enough. It says we are going to
follow the normal procedure. It says
when you use the money of the tax-
payers of this Nation, you at least
ought to either have your elected rep-
resentatives vote on it or, by the very
minimum measure, not loan money to
countries that have defaulted on those
measures.

Let me ask how many here would
take a check from someone whose
check has bounced. Is there anyone
here who would do that? Is there any-
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one here who thinks that is good busi-
ness practice? The fact is, taking
bounced checks does not make much
sense. And taking a second check from
someone whose check you know has
bounced makes little sense at all.

We ought to ask our Nation to follow
reasonable procedures. This is simple,
it is basic, and it is a minimal require-
ment. I believe the taxpayers of this
Nation have a right to ask at least this
much from us.

Mr. President, at this point, I ask
unanimous consent that the entire list
of debts to the Latin American govern-
ments as well as Caribbean govern-
ments which we have passed authoriza-
tion to write off be printed in the
RECORD.

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

Latin American debt to the United States
Government, January 1991

Argenting ..........ccceecenmisnnaes $524,955,820
Belize ........ 26,412,350
Bolivia ... 527,947,386
Brazil ..... 2,490,464,261
Chile ......... 431,770,695
Colombia .. 998,390,147
Costa Rica ... 235,561,176
Dominican Republic . 669,072,918
Ecuador .... 218,399,126
El Salvador 756,358,092
Guatemala 304,169,186
Guyana ..... 115,048,601
Haiti ......... 134,649,101
Honduras .. 455,649,236
Jamalca .... 865,800,888
Mexico ...... 1,538,445,576
Nicaragua . 264,564,738
Panama ....... 240,301,541
Paraguay .. 34,882,914
PO i 798,170,032
St. Vineent .......ccceereeeen 1,481,309
Trinidad and Tobago ... 113,936,144
UPOBRUAY ciivivesivinseveceiven i 46,238,711
Voneznela .........csssinis 20,006,261

TPOLRL - svusnniovromsiinsinnonsns 11,812,676,209

Source: Mr. Thomas Moran, Manager of the For-
eign Credit Reporting System, Department of Treas-
ury. From: Status of Active Foreign Credits, Pub-
lished by the U.S. Government.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I retain
the remainder of my time. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
WELLSTONE). Is there a sufficient sec-
ond?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I have
just gotten hold of this since I arrived
here this afternoon, and I have looked
at it. I commend my colleague from
Colorado for what I think he is trying
to do, but I have some question about
whether or not there are some things
that he does not intend to do that may
happen as a consequence of this amend-
ment and whether or not the language
is framed in a way that it might not
have a better impact if we were to
change it a little bit. I would be happy
to discuss that more specifically with
my colleague.

What my colleague seeks to do is ap-
propriate. There are countries that
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have had their debts reduced, and
many Americans are struggling, obvi-
ously, to make ends meet and are ques-
tioning why they should be seeing dol-
lars go down a hole where a country
does not take reform efforts or does
not pull its own fiscal act together, and
yet they take our hard-earned tax dol-
lars and get another loan or a loan
from a bank which writes it off and
then it comes back to haunt us, by vir-
tue of the write-off, and we wind up
picking up the difference.

The problem here is—and I think it is
something we need to work on—sever-
alfold. First of all, paragraph (c) of the
amendment states that this will super-
sede all other provisions of law. Now,
there are other laws that apply to
loans, and we have prohibitions against
countries getting loans if they do not
live up to certain standards.

For instance, in the narcotics law, if
a country is not fully cooperating with
us or if other problems exist in the ef-
fort to fight narcotics, we have the
ability to cut back, to not continue
loans.

According to this legislation, by vir-
tue of the supersession clause, coupled
with paragraph (a), which suggests
that a loan will be authorized if the
President certifies that such country
has the ability to repay, it would then
create a mew standard for all repay-
ments because of the supersession, and
it would say that all they have to do is
be able to repay notwithstanding the
existence of another provision of law.

Even if you did not read it that way,
even if you did not accept that poten-
tial confusion, the other problem that I
think exists—and I would like to see if
we can work some language out that
would perhaps address this—but the
other problem that at least this Sen-
ator sees is that it says that the quali-
fication for whether you give a loan
will be that ‘‘such country has the abil-
ity to repay the loan throughout the
term of the loan.” I do not know any
President who can certify that a coun-
try can repay it throughout the term of
the loan.

But, second, what happens if you
have a government under one President
and one administration in Latin Amer-
ica that had seen its loans reduced and
then you have a total change of gov-
ernment and in comes a reform-minded
government that says we have a plan,
we are going to cut spending, we are
going to devalue whatever the currency
is, we are going to undertake very
strict fiscal measures, we are going to
put our country through a certain
amount of pain, but essential to our
getting through this hard time is that
we have some ability to grow and ex-
pand our base economically? We are de-
pendent upon some infusion of a loan
in order to do that. It is going to be an
extraordinary leap of faith to be able
to assume that on day 1 or month 1 of
that new administration coming in,
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they have the ability to repay a loan
throughout its terms.

Yet, according to this, that is the
only standard on which you could
make that loan, when that loan may be
in the interests of our foreign policy.
That loan may be precisely what we
would seek to do in an effort to get
that country into a stronger position
so that, indeed, they can go down the
road. And that is often a judgment we
make subjectively in these kinds of
matters.

So I would simply suggest to my col-
league, maybe we ought to take a mo-
ment to talk about that. I may be
wrong, but that is certainly my read-
ing and I would be happy to see if we
could come to somewhat of an agree-
ment. I agree with him. I do not think
we should be making stupid loans, and
an awful lot of stupid loans were made,
and there is no question about it. Some
extraordinary loans were made under
circumstances that make you wonder
how anybody was in the business. Obvi-
ously they are not now, some of them,
as a consquence of that. So I hope we
could arrive at some agreement on
this.

1 yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado is recognized.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I thank
my colleague from Massachusetts for
his thoughtful remarks. They are typi-
cal of the thorough approach he has
taken toward this legislation and the
efforts of the subcommittee.

I am glad to report that I think the
measures he brought up benefit by
clarification. First of all, subparagraph
(c). We have checked on subparagraph
(c). What it means, simply, is that
these provisions are in addition to
other provisions. So rather than jeop-
ardize the other provisions, they sim-
ply say you have to go through, you
have to have the certification here for
the additional loan.

So there is no problem. I am happy to
make that point clear for the record.
There is no problem with regard to
drug questions or anything else. The
simple fact is, if you fail to comply, if
you fail to meet your obligations and
you have defaulted and we have writ-
ten off the note, then you have an
added requirement of the Presidential
certification.

Let me remind the body, though,
here, that even if you cannot meet
Presidential certification you can cer-
tainly be considered in the foreign aid
appropriations bills and authorization
bills. All this means is that Congress
gets a chance to vote, if you are plan-
ning on loaning money to someone who
is not creditworthy.

This provision is not out of line with
the temper of the measure that passed
this body. Included in that is a provi-
sion that no new loans were to be
granted to countries that have de-
faulted on their obligations to the
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United States or had their debts for-
given under the provisions of that
measure for 5 years. So that the ques-
tion of recognizing a special status for
people who fail to pay their loans and
obligations to the United States is al-
ready recognized in the bill. This sim-
ply adds a second term, a second provi-
sion for countries that have fallen into
that category.

The Senator also mentioned what is,
I think, an important area we ought to
look at. That is the question of coun-
tries that have gotten new govern-
ments, that bear some promise. That,
under the measure, simply becomes a
question for the President to deter-
mine. If he comes to the conclusion
this government is indeed sincere and
can, with that change of policy, meet
that obligation, the President is per-
fectly free under this legislation to
issue the certification. It is simply a
matter for his judgment.

But, lastly, let me come to the point,
I think, that is appropriate. The list
that we have had printed in the RECORD
is a list of countries that have loans of
$11.8 billion, that the American tax-
payer has come up with the money for
and loaned overseas. These were loans
that were made unsecured. They were
made to foreign governments. That
came out of the hard work and the ef-
forts and the labor of the working men
and women of this country. Each one of
us who goes back to our State is going
to have to answer to the taxpayers for
those defaults—more particularly for
our wilingness to write those loans off.

That decision has been made by this
body. The decision has been made by
this body to write off those loans, or
get the President to write off those
loans in perpetuity. They are not kept
on the books, not kept as a counter-
weight for future obligations we might
incur. They are simply written off.
They have been written off by a coun-
try that has the biggest deficit of any
country in the history of the world.

I do not know about other Senators,
but this Senator does not feel com-
fortable telling the working men and
women of this country they have to
forget the money that is owed to them,
particularly when many of those coun-
tries have enormous assets, and an
ability to pay. All this bill says is if
you have defaulted on your obligation
to the American taxpayer, to the work-
ing men and women of this country, if
you are going to get out of that obliga-
tion, you at least have to be credit-
worthy if you are going to get another
loan.

I hope my colleagues will support
this measure. I hope we will have a
strong vote in favor of saying one mis-
take is enough and at least you ought
to have a credit report, a credit check
before you make second loan.

I urge the adoption of the amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts is recognized.
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Mr. KERRY. I wonder if my colleague
will yield for a question just for a mo-
ment. I appreciate his comments very,
very much. I might say for the record,
since I was not here at the opening, I
have enjoyed enormously working on
this in a close, bipartisan, and very
friendly fashion. I think we have made
a good piece of legislation here.

I would just like to ask him how he
sees this standard being applied in
terms of the capacity to repay a loan
throughout the term? If he might give
us a sense of how he would see that
judgment being exercised?

Mr. BROWN. The language that is in-
cluded was meant to give broad discre-
tion to the administration. By empha-
sizing or at least including the words
“throughout the term of the loan,” our
thought was that regarding the Gov-
ernment which he has made the case
for, that is turning things around—that
this allows the President to take into
consideration not simply the hard as-
sets and liabilities of the country at
the present time but the potential of
the country in future years. So, indeed,
many people who might not qualify for
a loan today would, under this defini-
tion, be allowed to borrow the money
because the President could take into
consideration their future ability to
deal with that obligation.

Mr. KERRY. So, if I may inquire fur-
ther, Mr. President, the Senator is spe-
cifically inserting in his definition of
‘‘ability’ a subjectivity that gives a
significant amount of latitude to the
President of the United States. Is that
correct?

Mr. BROWN. That is correct and that
was our intent. Frankly, we recognize
many of these loans have been offered
not simply as a business deal but as an
effort to assist other countries. And we
think that should be considered.

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. KERRY. Let me just interrupt
my flow of questioning here to do a bit
of housekeeping, if I may very quickly.
That is to propound a unanimous-con-
sent request.

Mr. President, with respect to the
pending Helms amendment No. 896, I
ask unanimous consent there be a limi-
tation on time for debate as follows: 10
minutes for Senator MOYNIHAN, 10 min-
utes for Senator D'AMATO, and 10 min-
utes for Senator HELMS, and that fol-
lowing the conclusion or yielding back
of time that there be a vote on or in re-
lation to the amendment at a time to
be set by the majority leader after con-
sultation with the Republican leader,
and that no amendments to the lan-
guage proposed be stricken be in order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, I just inquire of
the distinguished Senator from Massa-
chusetts if this has been cleared with
the Republican leader?

Mr. KERRY. This has, indeed, been
cleared on both sides.
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Mr. BROWN. This has been cleared.

Mr. COCHRAN. I withdraw my res-
ervation, Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. Is there ob-
jection to the request? Without objec-
tion, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 504

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I thank
my colleague, and I thank the Senator
from North Carolina. If I could come
back, Mr. President, to the question I
was asking the Senator from Colorado.
As I understand his answer, the Presi-
dent of the United States would be able
to look at a country that does not have
the immediate ability to pay but that
the President deems, by virtue of
changes that are being made, by virtue
of Government policies or whatever
broad set of considerations the Presi-
dent wanted to use as a part of his
analysis, the President could deter-
mine that a loan should go forward; is
that correct?

Mr. BROWN. That is correct.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I wonder
if my colleague would share with me,
having both of us stated that what we
wanted to do is not allow money to
somehow go down a rat hole, there is
no real guarantee that it might not; is
that not fair to say. That we are giving
the President subjectivity which some
might say might not be that different
from the subjectivity that has been ex-
ercised in the past.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I think
the Senator makes an excellent point.
There is no ironclad guarantee that
this money will be repaid. I think that
is correct, although I at least feel there
is some benefit. It seems to me in cases
where a nation not only does not have
the ability to repay the loan, but has
not been willing to adopt those policies
that could turn things around, it seems
to me it makes the administration a
little less likely to extend credit under
those circumstances. By having the Ex-
ecutive go on line, it requires them to
at least do an analysis of this kind
which is not now clearly called for and
at least requires them to make a judg-
ment in this area, which has not al-
ways been the case either.

Mr. KERRY. I appreciate the frank-
ness and candor of my colleague in
that spirit. Certainly, his language
would send a message and cannot real-
ly bind a particular kind of behavior. I
think his definition of ability is help-
ful.

I am troubled still, and perhaps I am
troubled a little bit by ignorance, and
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I ask my colleague to give me further
guidance, if he would, with respect to
the superseding issue.

As I read this particular paragraph,
paragraph (c), it says: ‘“The provisions
of this section supersede any other pro-
vision of law.”

It does not refer specifically to the
loan process or to this section, but any
other provision of law, period. I do not
understand why that would not, for in-
stance, in the Brooke-Alexander
amendment where you have a rule with
respect to 6-month arrearages on loans
where no country can go beyond 6
months without automatically being
cut off, why would this not apply to
that section also, thereby obviating
the Brooke-Alexander amendment,
which would, in effect, mean you have
only one standard now with respect to
loan programs?

Mr. BROWN. I appreciate the Senator
bringing this point up. It should be
made very clear that the superseding
provision of subparagraph (c) simply
makes it clear that the additional re-
quirement, that is the certification of
an ability to repay, is simply an addi-
tional requirement. So there is no re-
quirement here that the President ex-
tend the loan. It is merely a clarifica-
tion that all loans made to countries
who defaulted after that time period
have to have a Presidential certifi-
cation for a new loan.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to add Senator
HELMS as a cosponsor to my amend-
ment.

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

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I believe
the pending business is the amendment
of the Senator from Colorado; is that
correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, there is
no objection on our side with the ex-
ception of the continued sense of inter-
pretive difference here with respect to
the issue of the supersession clause. My
colleague and I have discussed it, and
what we will do is take this amend-
ment at this time with the understand-
ing that when we get to conference, if
it continues that there is in fact a legal
impediment by that, we would deal
with it at that point in time.

Mr. President, I have no further com-
ment at this time.

I yield the floor.
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Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, with no
other debate on the amendment, I ask
unanimous consent to vitiate the yeas
and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment.

The amendment (No. 904) was agreed
to.
Mr. KERRY. I move to reconsider the
vote,

Mr. BROWN. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 505

(Purpose: To establish an endowment fund to
support a student exchange program
among secondary school students from the
United States and secondary school stu-
dents from former Warsaw Pact countries
in Eastern Europe)

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from New Jersey [Mr. BRAD-
LEY] proposes an amendment numbered 905.

Mr. BRADLEY. 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:

On page 92, between lines 10 and 11, insert
the following:

SEC. 226. ENDOWMENT.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF FEDERAL ENDOW-
MENT.—The Director is authorized to estab-
lish an Endowment Fund (hereafter in this
section referred to as the “*Fund'’), in accord-
ance with the provisions of this section, to
support an exchange program among second-
ary school students from the United States
and secondary school students from former
Warsaw Pact countries in Eastern Europe,
including from the territory formerly known
as East Germany. The Secretary may enter
into such agreements as may be necessary to
carry out the purposes of this section.

(b) TRANSFER.—

(1) APPROPRIATIONS AND OTHER AVAILABLE
FUNDS.—The Secretary shall transfer to the
Fund the amounts appropriated pursuant to
the authority of subsection (f) and any other
funds available to carry out the exchange
program assisted under this section.

(2) GIFTS.—(A) The Secretary is authorized
to accept, use, and dispose of gifts of dona-
tions of services or property to carry out the
provisions of this section.

(B) Any funds received by the Secretary
pursuant to subparagraph (A) shall be trans-
ferred to the Fund.

(3) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, in invest-
ing the endowment fund corpus and income,
shall exercise the judgment and care, under
the prevailing circumstances, which a person
of prudence, discretion, and intelligence
would exercise in the management of that
person’s own business affairs.

(4) SPECIAL RULE.—The Fund corpus and in-
come shall be invested in federally insured
bank savings accounts or comparable inter-
est bearing accounts, certificates of deposit,
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money market funds, mutual funds, obliga-
tions of the United States, or other low-risk
instruments and securities.

(d) WITHDRAWALS AND EXPENDITURES.—The
Secretary may withdraw or expend funds
from the Fund for any expenses necessary to
carry out the exchange program described in
subsection (a).

(3) DEFINITIONS.—For the purposes of this
section—

(1) the term ‘secondary school" has the
same meaning given to such term by section
1471(21) of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965; and.

(2) the term “‘Director” means the Director
of the United States Information Agency.

(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated
$4,000,000 to carry out the provisions of this
section. Funds appropriated pursuant to the
authority of the preceding sentence shall re-
main available until expended.

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, this is
an amendment which will create an en-
dowment fund of up to $4 million in
order to establish an exchange program
between high school students in former
Warsaw Pact countries including the
eastern part of Germany and the
United States. It is my intention that
the bulk of this flow would be from
high school students in Eastern Europe
including the eastern part of Germany
to the United States.

It would be administered by the
USIA, and high school students in the
eastern part of Europe, former Warsaw
Pact countries, would come and spend
a year with American families. I be-
lieve that that year spent with Amer-
ican families would be of long-term
benefit to this country, would promote
democracy, would allow them to see
firsthand how our democracy works,
would give them an appreciation of
how a market economy works, how our
democracy works, and how a plural-
istic society functions better than any
book they could ever read. It would
also provide that funds be allowed to be
contributed to this endowment fund
from the private sector if such funds
were available.

I think it is a major and positive in-
vestment. We need to do it now because
many of those countries have had no
experience with a market-oriented
economy or with the democratic proc-
ess, and this would give them that op-
portunity.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I have
discussed this amendment with the dis-
tinguished Senator, and I find it has
great merit. We approve it on this side.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from New Jersey for his ef-
forts. This is part of a larger effort on
which Senator BOREN and I, and Sen-
ator BRADLEY and others have been
working. It really dovetails into an-
other piece of legislation which will
come to the floor. I think it is a very
important part of expanding our abil-
ity to reach those people who really
need to be reached.

We have an enormous number of
graduate students in this country in
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various programs. We are simply not
reaching the secondary level or equiva-
lency.

I congratulate the Senator for his
sensitivity to that impact and particu-
larly in that part of the world. I think
it is important for us te note these pro-
grams are just extraordinary in their
return. They are so low an investment
in the long run for the understanding
people get. All you have to do is travel
to one of these other countries and get
a sense of the awe that they hold for
the United States and the difference it
makes to their lives, just any scrap of
‘information, any piece of the outside
world that gives them a sense of the
opportunities available to us. All of a
sudden you take a student and give
them a piece of that over a period of
time and the cultural, political, and so-
cial impact is enormous.

This is a very good piece of a larger
effort which is going to take place. I
know the Senator from Oklahoma is
present. This is a very important piece,
because what he is doing is really going
to augment the national security ca-
pacity of this country ultimately. I
congratulate him for his sensitivity to
this entire effort.

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, I thank
my colleague from Massachusetts for
his comments. I join with him in com-
mending the Senator from New Jersey
for this initiative.

We have been working together, the
members of the Foreign Relations
Committee and the members of the In-
telligence Committee, to improve and
increase the international skills of the
next generation of Americans. We find
ourselves very thin in the areas of
knowledge of foreign language, inter-
national studies, experts in various re-
gions of the world. This kind of knowl-
edge is essential if we are to be secure
as we move into the next century. The
attributes for world leadership as we
approach the next century will be very
different than those in the past.

We are in a very new environment,
one that demands that our young peo-
ple speak the languages of the world
and understand the regions of the
world in a way they were never forced
to do before. Our very survival, the
very definition of national security it-
self, must encompass the development
of these skills. Along with it, it is ex-
ceedingly important that we build
bonds of friendship and relationships,
especially with the next generation of
leaders who will be coming foward in
those nations that were formally part
of the Warsaw Pact.

Early in high school years we need to
begin to build these bonds of friendship
and understanding, commitment to
the ideals that have indeed been the
motivating factor for those that have
brought about the revolutionary
changes in the movement toward free-
dom in Eastern Europe. We need to as-
sure ourselves that the next generation
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will have the same kind of commit-
ment to those ideals, and will have an
even deeper understanding of these in-
stitutions.

That is exactly what the Senator
from New Jersey is helping to assure
through this proposal: The beginning of
really a very modest effort to exchange
students now, beginning at the high
school level, between the United States
and those countries, East Germany and
the other countries of the Warsaw
Pact.

So I congratulate him on it. It is
very consistent and complementary to
the efforts that we will be bringing to
the floor as part of the intelligence bill
later this year—what we have called
the National Security Education Act
as part of our intelligence bill.

I strongly support what is being at-
tempted here. I thank him, and also
thank the distinguished chairman of
the subcommittee who has worked
closely with us and who has also con-
tributed his ideas, including his very
strong support for the programs that
would increase and improve the train-
ing of teachers in these fields like for-
eign language and regional studies,
something that we will be considering
as a part of the intelligence bill later
on.

So I congratulate all of those in-
volved in this particular proposal. I
want to express my strong support for
it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate?

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, again
I want to thank the distinguished mi-
nority representative, Senator HELMS,
and Senator KERRY and Senator BOREN
for their support of this initiative.
Again, it is my intention that we have
the weight of the exchange from the
students from Warsaw Pact countries
coming to the United States. It is my
hope that the overwhelming—80 or 90
percent of the flow—flow could be in
that direction because I think it is
very important that they see firsthand
how America functions. High school
students would be able to have an expe-
rience that I think would last a life-
time.

I appreciate the support of the Mem-
bers.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, this is an
excellent amendment. The USIA Pro-
gram is currently underway to help
graduates and undergraduates, but not
younger people. This program is unique
in that it helps high school students,
and it is one that should be encour-
aged—and I hope supported by the Con-
gress.

Mr. BRADLEY. I urge adoption of the
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
is no further debate, the question is on
agreeing to the amendment of the Sen-
ator from New Jersey.

The amendment (No. 905) was agreed
to.
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Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which
the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. KERRY. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. D’AMATO addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York is recognized.

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I in-
quire what the business is at the
present time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. S. 1433,
State Department authorization, is the
pending business.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I think
the Senator is trying to figure out
what the order is with respect to the
amendment that he wants to speak to
of Senator MOYNIHAN and Senator
HELMS. We have, under the unanimous-
consent agreement that we entered
into earlier, agreed that there would be
one-half hour allotted to that amend-
ment with 10 minutes to the Senator
from New York, 10 minutes to the Sen-
ator from North Carolina, and 10 min-
utes to the Senator from New York. I
do not believe that any particular
order was set out.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York is recognized.

AMENDMENT NO. 896

Mr. D’AMATO. Thank you Mr. Presi-
dent. I wanted to ascertain if we were
on the amendment that deals with the
protection services that are offered as
it relates to the Secretary of State and
his discretion to use various protective
services depending upon where and
when.

Let us be clear about what this
amendment will do. This amendment
deals with reimbursement for the city
of New York as it relates to its police
and the extraordinary services that it
provides. What does it provide? It pro-
vides services to the diplomats at the
United Nations or the diplomatic mis-
sions, those protective services.

There are some who may say this is
costing the taxpayers more money.
They point out, for example, Mandela's
visit to New York City. Is not that ter-
rible, that all of these moneys are
going to be spent and that New York
City is going to be reimbursed?

Let us be clear about this amend-
ment. If this amendment is passed, it
will mandate higher costs for the tax-
payers of the United States. Under-
stand, if this amendment is passed it
mandates higher costs for the citizens
of the United States. The effect of this
amendment will be to deprive the Sec-
retary of State of the discretion to use
the New York Police Department for
protecting of dignitaries. He loses that
option. When he loses that option, the
dignitaries will still be afforded protec-
tion, as they are elsewhere. What hap-
pens? He will then have to use the Fed-
eral protective services. And the Fed-
eral protective services will cost the
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taxpayers twice as much as what the
New York City Police Department pro-
vides.

That is unfair to all our taxpayers.
That is unfair to the while fabric of our
community and what this country is
about. If indeed the Secretary of State,
this Secretary or any other future Sec-
retary, can find more cost effective
ways of protecting the diplomatic
corps who reside at the United Nations,
then let him do so. But let us not adopt
this amendment that would wind up
costing our taxpayers more money,
provide less in terms of protection,
give a duplicative kind of protection,
and would fly in the face of what
makes sense.

This amendment will raise the cost
to taxpayers, not lower them. When
you read them initially you might tend
to think, why should we be giving
money? We are giving money that is an
extraordinary service that otherwise
would have to be paid for by the Fed-
eral Protective Service. It is that sim-
ple. We should not cloud the extraor-
dinary services rendered by New York
City and its police force in behalf of
the U.S. Government.

That is what is being done. It is not
an ordinary service. Is it because it is
in behalf of our Government that asks
should we provide these services to the
distinguished dignitaries to wvisit? I
think so. I do not believe we want to
say we have no responsibility. I think
it will behoove us to give to the Sec-
retary of State the ability to designate
those. And obviously he is working
with the protective services of this
country in making that determination.

Mr. President, I see that our distin-
guished senior Senator is here. I have
no need to speak to this further. I
might point out that not only our sen-
ior Senator here brings with him the
background in terms of governmental
service as an ambassador, as special as-
sistant to former President Johnson,
and to former President Nixon, but
also himself was the representative of
this Nation at the United Nations. He
was our Ambassador. As such I think
he can talk with some particularity as
to the pitfalls of this amendment and
why it should be defeated.

I yield the floor.

Mr. MOYNIHAN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The sen-
ior Senator from the State of New
York is recognized.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I
thank my able and energetic colleague
for having made this case so effec-
tively. It is no wonder that almost 50
years into the experience of the United
Nations such an amendment should
come to the floor. The decision to lo-
cate the headquarters of the United
Nations in the United States was an
important statement at the time that
the Secretary of State, the then Sec-
retary, our revered George C. Marshall,
signed an agreement between the
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United States and the United Nations
known as the ‘‘headquarters agree-
ment,” having to do with the control of
the administration of the United Na-
tions as the largest diplomatic enclave
in the world to be located in New York
City.

President Truman sent this agree-
ment to the Senate, and in it, he said
very simply:

(July 2, 1947) The United States has been
signally honored in the location of the head-
quarters of the United Nations within our
country.

Naturally, the United States wishes to
make all appropriate arrangements so that
the organization can fully and effectively
perform the functions for which it was cre-
ated and upon the successful accomplish-
ment of which so much depends.

For nigh onto half a century, the city
of New York has assumed the respon-
sibilities for the protection of diplo-
matic missions, visiting heads of state,
visiting dignitaries from other coun-
tries, many of whom arrived in situa-
tions of great tension in the regions
from which they come, and which it is
our duty under the 1947 agreement to
protect and provide the access to the
city, to the United Nations, to their
missions.

This has been done with extraor-
dinary success, and in that near half
century, we have never had an unto-
ward event, not because no such event
ever set out to happen, but because the
New York City Police Department has
learned their work.

No other such effort has ever been re-
quired—partially in Geneva, but not
nearly. The New York City Police De-
partment works intimately with the
Secret Service, the FBI, with the po-
lice departments of other countries
around the world, in its exceptionally
efficient, unobtrusive, effective mode
of carrying out the international re-
sponsibilities of the United States.
How it could be questioned that we
ought to do the simple task of reim-
bursing the city very modest sums, as
my friend and colleague said, I do not
know. If the city were to turn it over
to the Federal Government, it would be
an enormous cost. If we were to think
of this in terms that you would counter
on the Senate floor, we might make
the case that there could be worse
things for the economy of New York
than to have 10,000 Federal protective
officers stationed there. It would not
be very helpful to the U.S. budget. But
that is the alternative.

Should the President or the Senate
think that is a desirable one, they can
look at it. But we do not. We have a
simple provision. The chairman of the
Committee of Foreign Relations, who
is present, at the founding of the Unit-
ed Nations, our revered chairman, Sen-
ator PELL, stands behind this simple
measure.

It is not troubling that it is here on
the floor; it is disappointing. I cannot
but suppose it will be resoundingly the
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judgment of the Senate to support the
committee, support the chairman, to
carry out this elemental duty which we
undertook in 1947, with George C. Mar-
shall as Secretary of State, and Harry
S. Truman as President of the United
States.

I cannot imagine the need to prolong
this debate, and I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re-
maining time on this amendment is
controlled by the Senator from North
Carolina.

Mr. HELMS. addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Carolina.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, may we
have order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
will be order in the Chamber.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I do not
blame the Senator from New York for
trying to bring home the becon. But
the problem is, this money is coming
out of the hides of all of us in the other
49 States, and it is setting a precendent
that I am not sure this Senator wants
to set.

The city of New York wants the tax-
payers all over the country to pick up
the tab for a security function provided
by the New York City Police Depart-
ment. It is as simple as that. Nelson
Mandela—let us be blunt about it—
came to this country, and he went to
New York, and he went to other States.
But no other city has come trotting to
Washington, DC, or has sent their Sen-
ators, to say: look, you help us pay for
a function that we are supposed to pay
for ourselves.

There is only one purpose of the lan-
guage of my amendment that is pend-
ing at the desk. My amendment would
strike the language in the bill which is
intended to pay millions of dollars to
New York City for security provided
for Nelson Mandela's visit to New York
City in June of 1990.

Nelson Mandela is a private citizen.
He has no diplomatic status. He is not
a head of state, nor was he visiting any
U.S. Government premises. I told AL
D’AMATO a few minutes ago that I un-
derstood, and I think he understands
the way I feel about it. I said the same
thing to my friend, PAT MOYNIHAN. But
this is a little much.

Nelson Mandela traveled throughout
the United States. He visited many
cities. All of these cities and State ju-
risdictions provided security for him.
And I repeat: They have not sent their
Senators trotting to Washington, DC,
to say: Bail us out.

I do not think this provision ought to
be in there. Why should New York be
any different from the other cities?
Why should the taxpayers of North
Carolina and the other 49 States have
to pay for costs incurred by New York
City for a private visit by a private cit-
izen of another country?

Of course, Mr. Mandela visited the
headquarters of the United Nations,
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but he did not visit any diplomatic
mission—the equivalent of an Em-
bassy—at the United Nations.

If a head of state visits the United
Nations, U.S. law provides that the
United States pays for security as part
of the cost of diplomacy. If a foreign
minister visits the United Nations, the
United States pays. But Mr. Mandela,
despite his broad notoriety, is not a
diplomat. He is a private citizen; I reit-
erate that for the purpose of emphasis.

Moreover, New York City is asking
millions of dollars in Federal funds,
funds paid by the taxpayers all across
this country, for his visit to Yankee
Stadium. That is hardly a cost associ-
ated with the United Nations.

Mr. President, by broadening the law
to include visits in the future by pri-
vate citizens to the United Nations, do
you not see that this bill opens the
door to future extravagances of this
kind? A precedent is a precedent. This
is why I am seeking bo strike the provi-
sion in the bill which will result in us
the future years, in paying millions
upon millions of dollars from the tax-
payers’ funds for governmental func-
tions of the city of New York.

The taxpayers of the United States
should not have to pay any local ex-
penses of New York City.

Furthermore, I wonder who is paying
for Mr. Mandela's security down in
Cuba? But Nelson Mandela just went
down there and worshipped at the
shrine of Fidel Castro.

In any case, this is not a good prece-
dent for this Senate to set. There may
be the votes cast out of friendship and
sympathy for New York City. New
York City is all right. I like to go there
occasionally, but I would not like to
live there. But I say to you, Mr. Presi-
dent, we should not set this precedent.

I reserve the remainder of my time,
which is how much?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Carolina has 4 minutes
and 48 seconds.

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Chair.

Mr. President, I am prepared to yield
back my time. Has all time been used
except mine?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Neither
Senator from New York used all his
time. The senior Senator has 4 minutes
and 46 seconds remaining.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I
yielded back my time and I intended to
do so for the distinguished junior Sen-
ator from New York. So on this side we
have no further time.

Mr. HELMS. I am perfectly willing to
yield back the remainder of my time
provided Senator D'AMATO does the
same.

Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of my time.

Mr. HELMS. Very well.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts is recognized.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, it is my
understanding all time now is yielded
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back. It is my understanding the leader
still intended to set a time for this
vote some time in the future.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
order does provide for that, that is cor-
rect.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, we are
proceeding at a very good clip here. We
have every few amendments left on the
list.

I might just share with colleagues a
sense of where we are. We are waiting
for Senator SMITH, who has some lan-
guage that I think he is trying to work
out. Senator ROTH has an amendment.
Senator LEVIN has an amendment. Sen-
ator GORTON has an amendment on
Yugoslavia.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. KERRY. I am delighted to yield.

Mr. HELMS. Why do not we each of
us have our respective cloakrooms
check the Senators who have amend-
ments outstanding and see if indeed
they are going to offer the amendments
so that we will have a clearer picture?
I think we ought to move to third read-
ing as soon, as we can.

Mr. KERRY. I think that is a good
idea. We checked with some of them. A
number of these amendments have
gone away in the last few minutes. We
are down to the Senators I think I
named. I think the Senator from North
Carolina has a good idea. If we run a
check through both cloakrooms, we
can have a sense and we could go to
third reading in short order. I know
both leaders hope very much we could
do that.

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

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

Mr. HELMS. May I inquire if the
yeas and nays have been requested on
final passage?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. They
have not.

Mr. HELMS. I request the yeas and
nays on final passage.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Chair, and I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
KERRY). The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

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

July 29, 1991

AMENDMENT NO. 906

(Purpose: To provide State Department per-
sonnel with compensation for loss of per-
sonal property incident to service)

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I will
shortly send an amendment to the desk
which is agreed to on both sides, I be-
lieve.

This is an amendment which in-
structs the Department of State to re-
port back to the Congress in 90 days
with a plan to try to provide additional
compensation for State Department
employees who suffer personal property
losses incident to their service over-
seas. Currently, those losses are cov-
ered only up to an amount of $40,000.
With events in the world and the kind
of situations that employees of the
State Department have been subjected
to in recent years, those losses often
are much greater than that amount.
One can imagine the price of a car now-
adays and a few personal belongings
and you quickly have gone over that
kind of price.

So what we hope is that the State
Department would submit a notion of
how we might be able to extend that
coverage for those who are subjected to
those kinds of situations.

I send the amendment to the desk
and ask for its immediate consider-
ation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
KERRY] proposes an amendment numbered
906

Mr. KERRY. 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:

At the appropriate place in the bill, add
the following new section:

SEC. .

Not later than 90 days after enactment of
this Act, the Department of State shall sub-
mit to the chairman of the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee of the Senate and the
Speaker of the House of Representatives, a
report on the need for the establishment of a
mechanism to compensate employees of the
Department of State who have legitimate
claims resulting from loss of personal prop-
erty under circumstances set forth in Mili-
tary Personnel and Civilian Employees
Claims Act of 1964, as amended (31 U.S.C.
3721¢), and whose losses exceed the amounts
covered in such Act. This report shall in-
clude legislative recommendations, if nec-
essary, to implement these recommenda-
tions. Losses covered by this report shall in-
clude legitimate claims for losses incurred in
Mogadishu, Somalia.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, the
amendment is entirely acceptable on
this side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to amendment
number 906.

The amendment (No. 906) was agreed
to.
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Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was agreed to.

Mr. KERRY. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I do not
know if the Senator from Arizona has
an amendment he is about to proceed
with.

Again I would say to colleagues,
those who are on the list, we are down
to the last Senators who are on the
list. I know the leaders were just out
on the floor. The hope is that we will
go to third reading very shortly. There
are a couple of votes that are backed
up.

AMENDMENT NO. 807

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report. -

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Arizona [Mr. McCAIN],
for himself, Mr. KERRY, and Mr. SMITH, pro-
poses an amendment numbered 907.

Mr. McCAIN. 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 119, line 20, strike all
through page 121, line 9, and insert in lieu
thereof the following:

SEC. 621. POLICY ON RELATIONS BETWEEN THE
UNITED STATES AND VIETNAM AND
CAMBODIA.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds that—

(1) it is United States' policy to promote
democracy and open, competitive markets in
a world community increasingly receptive to
such ideals;

(2) the presence of American citizens,
media, and commodities helped to foster the
emergence of democracy and free market
systems within East European nations and
among East European citizens in their strug-
gle against Communist rule;

(3) it is a priority of United States policy
to resolve finally the nearly 2,300 missing-in-
action (MIA) and prisoner-of-war (POW)
cases from the Vietnam war;

(4) direct contact with, and increased ac-
cess by American citizens in Vietnam
through humanitarian and business endeav-
ors could serve to assist in the resolution of
POW/MIA cases through increased access to
Vietnam;

(5) the Cambodian people confront a con-
tinuing threat from the Khmer Rouge and a
severe economic crisis including shortages of
food, fuel and fertilizer; and

(6) the United States has maintained a
complete economic embargo against Viet-
nam and Cambodia since April 1975, prohibit-
ing all United States financial transactions
involving citizens of Vietnam;

(b) STATEMENT OF PoLicy.—It is the sense
of the Congress that—

(1) the goals of United States policy in
Vietnam and Cambodia would be advanced
by fully normalizing relations diplomatic
and economic with Vietnam and Cambodia;

(2) the scope and pace of relations are af-
fected by Vietnam's cooperation in achieving
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the fullest possible accounting for Ameri-
cans still classified as missing-in-action
(MIA) or prisoner-of-war (POW) in Southeast
Asia, by Vietnam's cooperation in achieving
a peaceful political settlement of the Cam-
bodian conflict and by the release from re-
education camps of former political and
military officials of South Vietnam and Vi-
etnamese who were formerly in the employ
of the United States; and

(3) cooperation includes the Government of
Vietnam's agreement to grant full and com-
plete access to the United States Joint Cas-
ualty Resolution Center Teams in Hanoi,
Vietnam for the investigation of all Amer-
ican prisoner-of-war discrepancy cases, to
grant access to the United States upon the
specific request of the United States to cer-
tain prison and reeducation facilities in
Vietnam which may pertain to the fate of
American prisoners-of-war, to provide the
United States with full and complete access
to historical records which may pertain to
American prisoners-of-war and missing-in-
action in the Vietnam War, and to a time
table for the excavation of all remaining
crash sites in Vietnam which may pertain to
United States military personnel unac-
counted for in the Vietnam Conflict era;

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, it is my
understanding that this amendment
has been cleared by both sides.

Mr. HELMS. I would say to the Sen-
ator we probably will, but I have not
seen it. May I have a copy?

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. 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.

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

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

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak as if in
morning business?

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

CHINA MFN ACTION PLAN

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, last
week, the Senate had a spirited debate
on extension of most-favored-nation
status to China.

The Senate was divided over whether
MFN was the right tool for expressing
our concerns over Chinese behavior.

But the Senate was unanimous that
Chinese behavior was unacceptable. We
all expressed deep concern over China’s
abuse of human rights, sales of weap-
ons, and trade practices.

Just before the debate began in the
Senate, the President transmitted to
me a letter detailing a number of steps
he planned to address on our concerns
with China. In return he urged the Sen-
ate not to impose new conditions on
the extension of MFN to China.

Many Senators—including myself—
were impressed by the President’s let-
ter and voted to extend MFN without
conditions.
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But now the burden is on the Presi-
dent to fulfill the commitments he
made in his letter.

Over the next few weeks, the issue of
extending MFN to China is likely to be
before the Senate again when the Sen-
ate considers the conference report and
the likely Presidential veto.

As I decide how to vote on those
questions, I will be looking for evi-
dence that the President has at least
begun to implement his commitments.

Beyond that, if substantive progress
has not been made by the time MFN
must be reconsidered next year, Con-
gress is unlikely to extend MFN with-
out conditions.

Mr. President, I would like to review
briefly the steps I expect the President
to take with regard to China.

HUMAN RIGHTS

All Senators are deeply concerned
about Chinese abuses of human rights.

In his letter, the President indicated
that he planned to continue diplomatic
efforts aimed at freeing political pris-
oners in China. We must see concrete
evidence that these efforts are making
Progress.

The President also indicated that he
plans to continue a policy of opposing
multilateral loans to China that do not
serve basic human needs and continue
sanctions put in place after Tiananmen
Square.

In my view, fulfilling this commit-
ment will require more than simply
going through the motions of opposing
multilateral lending. We must also ac-
tively lobby the other members of the
World Bank to support our position.

The most substantive commitments
made with regard to human rights con-
cern stopping importation of Chinese
goods made by prison labor. Morally,
we simply cannot allow goods produced
by Chinese political prisoners to be im-
ported into the United States.

In the letter, the President an-
nounced that he had directed the Cus-
toms Service to prohibit entry of en-
tire classes of goods suspected of hav-
ing been produced by prison labor.

This prohibition will continue until
the Chinese sign an agreement to cease
export of these goods to the United
States or demonstrate that the goods
in question are not produced by prison
labor.

In my capacity as chairman of the
International Trade Subcommittee of
the Senate Finance Committee, I plan
to work with Customs Service and
human rights groups to see that this
commitment is fully and vigorously
implemented.

MISSILE AND NUCLEAR PROLIFERATION

The President also outlined an ambi-
tious plan for halting Chinese exports
of missiles and nuclear material.

The centerpiece of the President's
plan was to press the Chinese to adhere
to the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty
and the missile technology control re-
gime. In this regard, the Chinese did



20208

agree during a recent round of talks in
Paris to work with other major coun-
tries to prevent exports of missiles and
nuclear materials to the Middle East.

In the coming months, I will be look-
ing for further concrete evidence of
progress on these issues.

Certainly, if the Chinese were to
transfer dangerous missiles to the Mid-
dle East or other unstable regions, I ex-
pect the President to immediately im-
pose severe sanctions on China.

TRADE

As chairman of the International
Trade Subcommittee, I am particularly
concerned with China's unfair trade
practices.

As the administration has noted,
China has engaged in a long list of un-
fair trade practices, including cir-
cumventing textile trade agreements,
pirating United States intellectual
property, and blocking United States
exports to China.

With regard to circumvention of tex-
tile agreements, the administration
has already this year charged $85 mil-
lion worth of penalties against China's
textile quota. The President noted that
further charges would likely be made
within a matter of days.

With regard to piracy of intellectual
property, the administration—at my
request—named China as a priority for-
eign country under the Special 301 pro-
visions of the 1988 Trade Act. In ac-
cordance with the law, a Special 301 in-
vestigation was initiated against Chi-
nese piracy in May.

The initial deadline for the investiga-
tion is November 26. If the Chinese do
not agree to cease piracy of United
States intellectual property, I expect
the administration to implement the
law and retaliate against Chinese ex-
ports to the United States.

The most important deadline in the
President’s letter arrives next month.
Chinese trade barriers block as much
as several billion dollars’ worth of
United States exports annually. To re-
spond to those barriers, the President
wrote:

The administration has proposed holding
another round of market access consulta-
tions in August, 1991. If that round of nego-
tiations falls to yleld substantial commit-
ments from the Chinese authorities to dis-
mantle market access barriers, the Adminis-
tration will self-initiate Section 301 action
to address those barriers * * *,

Unless the August consultation
vields an agreement to eliminate all
major Chinese trade barriers, I expect
the President to launch a major Sec-
tion 301 investigation at Chinese trade
barriers.

I realize that this investigation is
likely to be the largest of its kind ever
initiated and could result in retalia-
tory tariffs being imposed on hundreds
of millions and perhaps billions of dol-
lars worth of Chinese goods. Nonethe-
less, Chinese trade barriers can no
longer be tolerated and I expect the
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President to fully live up to his com-
mitment.
TAIWAN

Finally, in part as a general dem-
onstration of our general displeasure
with China, the President committed
to support actively Taiwan’'s applica-
tion to join the GATT.

Although it is clearly in the interest
of the United States and the world
trading community for Taiwan to join
the GATT, the administration had pre-
viously blocked such a move because of
pressure from China.

To implement the commitment to
support Taiwan's application, I expect
the administration to put the topic of
Taiwan’s application on the next GATT
Council meeting.

CONCLUBION

The President and I have both argued
that present law gives him all of the
tools he needs to respond to our con-
cerns with China.

Now, he has the chance to prove his
case.

Over the coming weeks and months,
we will be comparing the administra-
tion's actions against the commit-
ments made in his letter. Our level of
scrutiny will be high.

If the President and the Chinese ex-
pect the Congress to continue to ex-
tend MFN without conditions, the
President must vigorously fulfill his
commitments.

If he fails to, there can be little
doubt that the Congress will attach
conditions to further extensions or cut
off MFN for China entirely.

Mr. President, I thank the Senator
from Massachusetts, the Senator from
Rhode Island and others, and yield the
floor.

FOREIGN RELATIONS AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT, FISCAL YEARS 1992
AND 1993

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona is recognized.

AMENDMENT NO. 07 WITHDRAWN

Mr. McCCAIN. Mr. President, there
has been a slight modification of the
amendment I previously offered. I ask
unanimous consent to withdraw the
amendment I had previously submitted
for consideration.

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

The amendment (No. 907) was with-
drawn.

AMENDMENT NO. %08

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, for my-
self, Senator KERRY, and Senator
SMITH, I send an amendment to the
desk and ask for its immediate consid-
eration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:
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The Senator from Arizona [Mr. McCAIN],
for himself, Mr. KERRY, and Mr. SMITH, pro-
poses an amendment numbered 908.

Mr. McCAIN. 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 119, line 20, strike all
through page 121, line 9, and insert in lieu
thereof the following:

SEC. 621. POLICY ON RELATIONS BETWEEN THE
UNITED STATES AND VIETNAM AND
CAMBODIA.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds that—

(1) it is United States' policy to promote
democracy and open, competitive markets in
a world community increasingly receptive to
such ideals;

(2) the presence of American citizens,
media, and commodities helped to foster the
emergence of democracy and free market
systems within East European nations and
among East European citizens in their strug-
gle against Communist rule;

(3) it is a priority of United States policy
to resolve finally the nearly 2,300 missing-in-
action (MIA) and prisoner-of-war (POW)
cases from the Vietnam war;

(4) direct contact with, and increased ac-
cess by American citizens in Vietnam
through humanitarian and business endeav-
ors could serve to assist in the resolution of
POW/MIA cases through increased access to
Vietnam;

(5) the Cambodian people confront a con-
tinuing threat from the Khmer Rouge and a
severe economic crisis including shortages of
food, fuel and fertilizer; and

(6) the United States has maintained a
complete economic embargo agalnst Viet-
nam and Cambodia since April 1975, prohibit-
ing all United States financial transactions
involving citizens of Vietnam;

(b) STATEMENT OF PoOLICY.—It is the sense
of the Congress that—the goals of United
States policy in Vietnam and Cambodia
would be advanced by fully normalizing reg-
ulations diplomatic and economic with Viet-
nam and Cambodia provided that;

(2) the scope and pace of relations with
Vietnam are affected by Vietnam's coopera-
tion in achieving the fullest possible ac-
counting for Americans still classified as
missing-in-action (MIA) or prisoner-of-war
(POW) in Southeast Asia, by Vietnam's co-
operation in achieving a peaceful political
settlement of the Cambodian conflict and by
the release from reeducation camps of
former political and military officials of
South Vietnam and Vietnamese who were
formerly in the employ of the United States;
and

(3) cooperation includes the Government of
Vietnam's agreement to grant full and com-
plete access to the United States Joint Cas-
ualty Resolution Center Teams in Hanoi,
Vietnam for the investigation of all Amer-
ican prisoner-of-war discrepancy cases, to
grant access to the United States upon the
specific request of the United States to cer-
tain prison and reeducation facilities in
Vietnam which may pertain to the fate of
American prisoners-of-war, to provide the
United States with full and complete access
to historical records which may pertain to
American prisoners-of-war and missing-in-
action in the Vietnam war, and to a time
table for the excavation of all remaining
crash sites in Vietnam which may pertain to
United States military personnel unac-
counted for in the Vietnam conflict era;
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the consideration of the
amendment? The Senator from Arizona
is recognized.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I know
that many Senators feel very strongly
about resolving the issues that sepa-
rate the United States and Vietnam,
and I appreciate their efforts to focus
attention on this question. Senators
KERRY, SMITH, and I are offering this
amendment so that the Senate might
go on record as observing the impor-
tant connection of these issues to the
development of a new relationship with
Vietnam. I want to thank my friend
from Massachusetts, and my friend
from New Hampshire for joining me in
spnsoring this amendment, which I be-
lieve represents the interests of all
Americans.

Mr. President, George Washington, in
his farewell address, advised his coun-
try to ‘‘cultivate peace and harmony”
with all nations. ‘“The nation which in-
dulges toward another an habitual ha-
tred or an habitual fondness is in some
degree a slave. It is a slave to its ani-
mosity or to its affection, either of
which is sufficient to lead it astray
from its duty and interests.”

We would be wise to recall Washing-
ton’s advice as we measure our griev-
ances with Vietnam against our inter-
ests in a new relationship. It is not in
the interests of the United States to
remain forever estranged from Viet-
nam. Yet neither is it in the interests
of the United States to risk the resolu-
tion of questions with which the Amer-
ican people are gravely concerned by
prematurely developing normal diplo-
matic and economic relations with
Vietnam.

It may strike some Senators as iron-
ic that so many years after the end of
the Vietnam war, normal relations
with Vietnam could be considered pre-
mature. I share with many Americans
a desire to close the final chapter of
that war and enter into a new relation-
ship with our old adversary. However,
our primary obligations are clear, and
they must govern our relationship
until they are fulfilled.

We are first and foremost obligated
to the 2,273 Americans who are still
classified as missing in action or pris-
oner of war in Southeast Asia, and
their families.

We are obligated to the Cambodian
people who have been mired in abject
misery from war and deprivation for
decades. We are obligated to the former
officials of South Vietnam, and to
former Vietnamese employees of the
United States who still linger in reedu-
cation gulags. We are obligated to the
people of Vietnam who still suffer
under political repression while other
peoples around the world are entering
into a new dawn of freedom.

These questions are, and must re-
main the primary occupation of the
U.S. Government. We need not sacrifice
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either our obligations or our interest
in a new relationship with Vietnam.
We need only understand that if the
wounds of war are indeed to be resolved
by a new relationship with Vietnam,
that new relationship will have to be
marked by respect and comity. With-
out resolving the questions that still
separate us we will not achieve that
kind of relationship, and the memory
and the pain of war will remain.

1 thank Senators for understanding
this truth. I look forward to working
with my colleagues to secure the full-
est possible accounting of American
POW's and MIA's, to helping bring
peace to the people of Cambodia, to se-
curing the release of Vietnamese polit-
ical prisoners, and to beginning a new
relationship with the people of Viet-
nam.

I want to again thank my colleague
from Massachusetts and my colleague
from New Hampshire. All of us have
differed from time to time as to ex-
actly the proper route that we should
take to closing the final chapter of this
painful and unpleasant memory to
most Americans. At the same time, I
share the same goal with the Senator
from Massachusetts and the Senator
from New Hampshire: to resolve these
issues in a way that allows us to move
forward in peace and harmony with the
Vietnamese people and, thereby, ease
the wounds and the pain that still af-
flicts this Nation concerning the era
that we called the Vietnam war.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Arizona for his
amendment and also for his comments.

The Senator from Arizona spoke
about the memories and the pain of the
experience and, indeed, the horror of
them. There is no Member of the U.S.
Senate who on a day-to-day basis car-
ries, I think as much of the daily re-
minder of that as the Senator from Ar-
izona whose experience is really an ex-
traordinary one.

When I had the chance to be part of
a delegation and fly over to Saudi Ara-
bia and to Iraq shortly after the war, I
had a chance to get to know the Sen-
ator better. I must say, listening to his
descriptions of what it was like when
he was held as a prisoner in Vietnam
and listening to his description of how
he survived that crash and, indeed, the
experience itself, it was really quite ex-
traordinary.

So there are few people in the Senate
who can obviously speak with the kind
of credibility and with the directness
as can the Senator from Arizona.

The amendment, 1 think, will assist
in the process of making very clear
what the Senate's view is with respect
to the linkage of the MIA/POW issue
and other issues to the considerable
discussion that has been going on
about economic ties, and so forth.
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Again, I reiterate that this Senator
does not believe there should be a full
normalization or diplomatic ties with
the issues outstanding that the Sen-
ator from Arizona has discussed. On
the other hand, I think there are a
number of us in the Senate who believe
that moving more rapidly to engage in
certain economic exchanges will facili-
tate the achievement of those goals.

When I was in Hanoi about a month
ago, I met with the Swedish, French,
Australian, British, and German Am-
bassadors. We had about a 2-hour lunch
during which every single one of them
spontaneously looked at me and said,
“Why are you people not over here?
Why do you not have your people on
the ground in this country? You would
be learning more, you would know
what is happening. If you are really
concerned about MIA’s and POW'’'s,
what better way to roam the country-
side as we do and learn and find out
whether or not it is possible there is
somebody out there?"

I think any of us know that just in
the norms of human exchange that if
we are there in that kind of capacity,
the chance just to have a dinner or
drink a beer or sit across a table from
somebody, get to know them, have a
relationship builds trust and it builds
the capacity to be able to garner infor-
mation.

It seems to me that if we want to
have somebody find out whether 5
years ago or 10 years ago they saw an
American being held in captivity or
whether recently they have seen some-
body in the country, you could not
speed up the process more than by hav-
ing some people on the ground who are
beginning to do that, in addition to the
very competent personnel who have
been over there as part of the joint
team who are searching for people.

But there are so many doubts right
now. There is such a credibility gap
that nothing would do more than to try
to reestablish credibility and to have
people there who without any govern-
mental position or without any kind of
formality in their relationship could
begin to let us know what is happen-
ing.

So, Mr. President, I think this is a
good amendment because it sets out
the POW/MIA issue critical to all of us
in this country and must be resolved.
The issue of Cambodia is vital to all of
us and must be resolved as an impor-
tant part of that affecting the pace,
though not obviously the totality of
the relationship.

Finally, Mr. President, the question
of reeducation is as integral to our
thinking on these matters because it is
a matter of human rights and it is the
kind of thing that the United States
has just asserted with respect to China
and ought to be asserted with respect
to any country that refuses to treat its
citizens with the kind of decency that
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those of us in the free world are too
easily able to take for granted.

Mr. President, I think this is a good
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska is recognized.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President,
first of all, let me indicate to my two
learned colleagues that I have the
deepest respect for the personal experi-
ence both these Senators have had in
Vietnam and I rise as a former chair-
man of the Veterans' Committee who
has had the honor of holding some 40
hours of hearings, along with the sen-
ior Senator from California [Mr. CRAN-
STON] with regard to the MIA/POW
issue.

I, too, have expressed a significant
degree of frustration associated with
that process. As a consequence, Mr.
President, I think it is appropriate to
recognize specifically what we are
doing in this statement of policy. The
Foreign Relations Committee voted 12
to 1 for specific language with regard
to the policy of the United States with
regard to Vietnam.

I think at this time, Mr. President, it
is important to point out a specific
statement of policy of the action taken
by the Foreign Relations Committee:

It is the sense of the Senate that the goal
of the United States policy in Vietnam
would be advanced by increasing access to
Vietnam and by the expeditious removal of
the trade embargo against Vietnam.

The amendment that has been pro-
posed by my good friend from Arizona
addresses it in a specific statement as
follows:

* * * in Southeast Asia, by Vietnam’s co-
operation in achieving a peaceful political
gettlement of the Cambodian conflict and by
the release from reeducation camps of
former political and military officials of
South Vietnam and Vietnamese who were
£ormerly in the employ of the United States.

* &

Indeed, Mr. President, we have a dis-
tinction. The distinction is in the
original action taken by the Foreign
Relations Committee. We were not try-
ing, if you will, for a commitment of a
resolve of the Cambodian conflict. In
the action taken initially by the For-
eign Relations Committee, we were in-
terested in the question of access. In
other words, can we resolve at least a
portion of the questions that remain
with regard to Vietnam by access?

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to print in the RECORD a letter
from Foreign Minister Thach relative
to the matter of access because I think
it is germane to this deliberation and
discussion and should be in the formal
records of the U.S. Senate.

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

HANoOI, June 25, 1991.
Hon. FRANCIS H. MURKOWSKI,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR SIR: I have received your letter dated

18th June 1991 and highly appreciate your ef-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

forts as well as those of your colleagues to
improve relations between our two coun-
tries. As you know, the Government of the
Socialist Republic of Vietnam consistently
looks upon the question of MIA as a humani-
tarian issue not to be linked with any politi-
cal condition. Therefore, while hundreds of
thousands of Vietnamese missing-in-action
still remain unaccounted for, the Vietnam-
ese Government has been doing its utmost to
alleviate the suffering of American MIA's
families. Also for that reason, we have never
put any specific restrictions on U.S. special-
ists as well as politicians, American people
and MIA families themselves coming to Viet-
nam to look for American MIAs,

From September 1989 to March 1991, hun-
dreds of trips were made to 28 provinces,
from North to the South, from deep jungles
to the islands by U.S. specialists who freely
interviewed many people from common peo-
ple to high-ranking officials, all this in spite
of the fact that the U.S. Administration still
pursues a hostile policy toward Vietnam as
shown in its continued embargo against
Vietnam and restrictions put on SRV visi-
tors’ travel inside the U.S.

In order to promote an early solution to
the MIA issue, at the U.S. Government's re-
quest SRV Government has recently agreed
to the establishment of a U.S. MIA office in
Hanoi. Specialists from both sides have
drafted regulations on this office’s operation
and are waiting for approval from the two
governments so that the office can soon
begin to fanction officially.

On May 5th 1991, at Senator John Kerry's
request the Vietnamese side agreed to grant
permits for U.S. veterans organizations to
set up a U.S. MIA liaison office in Hanoi and
to allow American MIA families to come to
Vietnam to join in the search for the MIAs.
The Vietnamese side welcomed this initia-
tive and made it clear that, for Americans
sent to Vietnam for the legitimate purpose
of looking for MIAs, Vietnam will create fa-
vorable conditions such as speedy entry and
exit wvisa formalities according to inter-
national practice and granting of permits to
facilitate travel anywhere in Vietnam.

The Vietnamese side holds that both sides,
Vietnam and the U.S., have no interest in
prolonging the moral wounds of war. On the
contrary, both Vietnam and the U.S. need to
settle the MIA issue as best and as fast as
possible. The Vietnamese side is looking for-
ward to concrete steps by the U.S. in con-
sonance with this desire.

Yours Sincerely,
NGUYEN Co THACH,
Minister for Foreign Affairs, Socialist
Republic of Vietnam.

Mr. MURKOWSKI., Mr. President,
really, what we are doing by this ac-
tion, is we are linking a Cambodian re-
solve instead of, in the opinion of the
junior Senator from Alaska, the neces-
sity of recognizing in the past 14, 15, 16
years the linkage simply has not
worked and the merits of delinking, I
think, deserve consideration. In addi-
tion, the highest priority is to resolve
the MIA/POW issue, and that has not
been resolved either.

The question arises from the Senator
from Alaska, this could be best done by
access—in other words, taking advan-
tage of the current position of the Gov-
ernment of Vietnam with regard to ac-
cess as opposed to what it was pre-
viously.

July 29, 1991

I recall in 1986, visiting Vietnam, and
when the guestion of access came up
and the question of the MIA/POW’s and
many unanswered questions, the re-
sponse was simply, well, Senator, you
have to take our word for it; we are a
sovereign country.

That is no longer the case with re-
gard to Vietnam. The Vietnamese have
offered us access. The question of
whether it meets our criteria is some-
thing else. But what is our criteria? Is
it to have a humanitarian organization
have access to Vietnam to satisfy our-
selves? I do not think so necessarily,
Mr. President. But certainly this Gov-
ernment has the sophistication; it has
the knowledge to send in, if, indeed,
the Vietnamese Government is willing
to allow it—I think they would be hard
pressed not to. It would certainly put
them to the test—a group that would
satisfy ourselves as to the expertise,
the intelligence capability, and so
forth, to have access to that country
and address the issue that is utmost on
our minds, and that is the MIA/POW
issue.

What we are doing by this action is
restating our policy of previous years
that simply ties it into a Cambodian
settlement.

I would like to see a Western pres-
ence in Vietnam because I think a
Western presence would go a long way
toward establishing, if you will, signifi-
cant influence not only in Vietnam but
as a consequence to bring in pressures,
bring in Western influence, which could
very well resolve the Cambodian di-
lemma.

As we address the amendment, I
think we see the McCain amendment
seeking to amend the underlying lan-
guage which was offered in the com-
mittee by Senator KERRY and myself
and that vote of 12 to 1. That language
states the United States policy goals
would be furthered by reaching an
agreement with Vietnam that would
result in ending our trade embargo
against Vietnam. The POW/MIA issue,
as I have stated before, continues to be
our highest priority. But I believe that
objectives outlined in the amendment
could best be achieved more quickly by
the question of having access to Viet-
nam and asking for it.

Over the last 4 years or so a mission
headed by General Vessey has been
working with Vietnam to fully resolve
the outstanding POW/MIA cases, and
since this dialog began they have had
more progress in the issue than cer-
tainly at previous times, yet we have a
long way to go.

I do not intend to oppose the amend-
ment, as I indicated to my friend from
Arizona, but I would like to inform my
colleagues that I have introduced this
topic of access previously with regard
to a resolution of our Vietnam situa-
tion. I think it certainly deserves cred-
it.

What we are attempting to do is, of
course, design a roadmap, and without
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access I still think we are dealing from
a point of isolation rather than access.

If we go back to the original intent of
the Foreign Relations Committee ac-
tion, Mr. President, it was mandated
that before there could be any of the
considerations associated with any
type of communication with Vietnam,
it would depend on progress on the
POW/MIA issue. It was again ques-
tioned as to what kind of a group
would satisfy us or whether it would
take many trips. But the question
again was let us try access for a
change; full access to the country will
help get greater results. If we want to
scour the countryside, then let us do it.
The Vietnamese must authorize full ac-
cess and unlimited travel. As I have in-
dicated, that has been proposed by the
Vietnam Government. To my knowl-
edge, we have not taken them up on it.

Let us not also forget, Mr. President,
we have already moved the goalposts.
You recall when the position and the
policy of this Nation was that we de-
mand as a condition for any relation-
ship of any kind the withdrawal of
troops from Cambodia. That was basi-
cally done in 1989. Now we have moved
the goalposts by demanding that the
Vietnamese produce a Cambodian set-
tlement. That is just what we are doing
in this policy in which we are now
about to move.

So I do not think that the focus
should shift. I really feel that there is
a movement in this direction. Our pol-
icy is shifting to some extent from a
resolve of the MIA/POW issue to a
question of resolve of the Cambodian
issue. I think the POW/MIA issue
should remain utmost in our mind.

Mr. President, we are not talking
under any terms and circumstances of
normalization. There is no diplomatic
recognition. We would utilize the lega-
tion in New York for our contacts. But,
Mr. President, there is no United
States presence currently in Vietnam.
There is Korean. There is French.
There is Japanese. They are doing busi-
ness there.

The point of United States influence,
United States presence in that part of
the world by United States legitimate
business in a nonstrategic trading op-
portunity I think deserves merit be-
cause, again, Mr. President, I think our
influence can assist not only in a re-
solve of the ultimate Cambodian situa-
tion, but by having access into the
country I think we can address what is
utmost on the minds of all of us, and
that is the simple question and the
very emotional question of resolving
the issue of the MIA/POW’s.

Mr. President, I certainly recognize
the sensitivities as expressed by my
colleagues who, as I have stated, have
a very personal consideration in this.
But I think it is important to point out
that we are basically moving into a
policy conforming to the dictates of
the administration where we simply tie
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in a Cambodian settlement to any con-
sideration of any type of lower level re-
lationship with Vietnam.

Mr. President, the Senator from
Alaska is not convinced that is the
quickest and best way to resolve the
MIA/POW issue. The Senator from
Alaska is convinced we should ask the
Vietnamese for access into that coun-
try, well thought out, by a group we
feel has the capability and let us scour
the countryside and get this issue be-
hind us once and for all. Unfortunately,
I do not think we are doing that by this
action.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, the dis-
tinguished minority leader is waiting
to proceed with an amendment, so I
will just take one quick minute.

I say to my friend from Alaska, who
has worked closely with me on this,
this Senator does not view this amend-
ment as moving away from the policy
which he has just described and with
which I still agree. I think the wording,
which is what we have worked on in
the course of the day, those of us who
do believe we could proceed faster by
moving more rapidly on the economic
front, let’s do so. It does not deny it ex-
ists. It simply says the scope and pace
of relations will be affected by it. But
you can still operate under the eco-
nomic leading toward the future.

On the other hand, for those who dis-
agree with that, there is room enough
to make the argument that this does
not make an affront to their view. I
think it is a happy compromise and I
think we continue to push.

Mr. HELMS. The amendment as
modified is acceptable on this side.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, the
amendment is acceptable on this side.

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President,
I rise to comment briefly on the United
States trade embargo toward Vietnam
and Cambodia and our relations with
those countries.

There are clearly differences among
Senators on how best to proceed re-
garding these matters. There are no
differences, however, in the objectives
we all seek. Eventual normal trade and
diplomatic relations with Vietnam and
Cambodia; settlement to the Cambodia
conflict; and as great as possible reso-
lution of the POW/MIA questions. We
all share these objectives. These are
only differences on how to achieve
them.

Yes, the trade embargo has its
costs—on us and the target countries.
But the embargo gives us critical le-
verage over Vietnam in areas of ex-
treme importance to this country: a
comprehensive settlement to the Cam-
bodia conflict and the fullest possible
accounting of our POW’'s/MIA’s in Indo-
china.

The recent party congress in Viet-
nam seems to confirm that the con-
servative Communist leadership is
firmly in control, and that they are un-
willing to share any political power.
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They may bring non-Communists into
the cabinet, but I am not persuaded at
this point that they would have much
power.

There are noteworthy indications,
however, that the Communist leaders
are in fact willing to work much more
cooperatively with the United States
on the Cambodia settlement and POW/
MIA matters.

At a time when they are edging to-
ward us, it does not seem prudent to
relieve too much pressure. There are
indications that the party leadership
has a strong desire for the United
States to lift the embargo in order to
provide the impetus and fuel for a huge
economic recovery and expansion.

It seems to this Senator that we
should maintain the pressure of the
embargo in order to encourage greater
compromises not only on Cambodia
and the MIA's, but also regarding de-
mocratization and market liberaliza-
tion in Vietnam. We have very few
good cards in our hands regarding Viet-
nam. The embargo is certainly one of
them. We should not cast it aside too
lightly.

Yes, there is an argument to be made
for shifting from the stick to the car-
rot in our relations with Vietnam. But
such a shift should not be made pri-
marily based on economic and business
motivations. Let us not abandon a pol-
icy that the Bush administration has
worked hard to develop and implement,
and one that has great potential for
sluCCess.

Thank you, Mr. President. I yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment (No. 908) was agreed
to.
Mr. HELMS. I move to reconsider the
vote.

Mr. KERRY. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re-
publican leader is recognized.

AMENDMENT NO. 909

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk for myself and
the distinguished Senator from Rhode
Island [Mr. PELL] and ask for its imme-
diate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Kansas [Mr. DOLE.], for
himself and Mr. PELL, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 909.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert
the following section:
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SEC. . PROVISION FOR DIRECT UNITED STATES
ASSISTANCE TO AND TRADE RELA-
TIONS WITH DEMOCRATIC GOVERN-
MENTS AT THE REPUBLC LEVEL.

An essential purpose of the United States
foreign assistance is to foster the develop-
ment of democratic institutions and free en-
terprise systems. Stabel economic growth,
fostered by free enterprise and free trade, is
also important to the development of demo-
cratic institutions. In regard to those na-
tions whieh are in transition from com-
munism to democracy, it is the policy of the
United States, to the extent feasible and
consistent with United States national inter-
est, to provide foreign aid to, and to encour-
age expanded trade with, democratic govern-
ments at the republic level that exist within
countries which include a ruling communist
majority in other republic governments and/
or at the Federal level.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, last week
during Senate consideration of the fis-
cal year 1992 foreign aid authorization
bill, the Senate passed a provision ex-
pressing Senate support for democratic
republics in the Soviet Union. This
amendment builds on that prineciple
and extends it to the Democratic Re-
publics of Yugoslavia.

This amendment makes it the policy
of the United States to support those
democratic republics directly—through
foreign aid and trade relations. At the
present time, United States policy pro-
vides only for assistance to, and trade
relations with, the Soviet and Yugo-
slav central governments. Under the
present system, we have only two op-
tions: to support these central govern-
ments or withhold support to these
central governments. What we don’t
have as an option, is direct support to
the freely-elected democratic govern-
ments at the republic level within the
Soviet Union and Yugoslavia. As all of
my colleagues know, while there are
some reformers in both the Soviet and
Yugoslav central governments, these
are not elected, democratic govern-
ments—they are Communist govern-
ments. And, as we have seen in the Bal-
tics, in Kosova, and most recently in
Slovenia and Croatia, these are govern-
ments which still resort to wviolence
against democratic movements, demo-
cratic republic governments and their
citizens. Therefore, the real hope for
democracy's ultimate victory in the
Soviet Union and Yugoslavia is the
survival and growth of democratic re-
public governments.

I believe that this amendment will
substantially strengthen, as well as im-
plement—in the Soviet Union and in
Yugoslavia—the principles upon which
United States foreign assistance is
based, namely the development of
democratic institutions and free enter-
prise systems. This amendment will let
us put our money where our mouth is,
it will be possible now to back our
rhetoric in support of democracy with
tangible support.

Mr. President, we know who the true
democrats are, and where they are.
What’s left to do is to support them, so
that they will not be crushed under the
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weight of Communist central govern-
ments. This amendment offers new
hope for these fledgling democratic re-
public governments which are still
struggling against communism. I urge
my colleagues to support this amend-
ment.

I think this amendment has broad
support on both sides of the aisle. I
know of no objection to the amend-
ment.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, there is
no objection on this side.

Mr. HELMS. There is no objection on
this side, Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment (No. 909) was agreed

Mr. HELMS. I move to reconsider the
vote.

Mr. KERRY. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, may I
inguire of the managers of the bill
whether they are prepared to deal with
the amendment that I have given them
copies of at this point?

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I believe
if the Senator from Washington is
going to proceed with the language as
we discussed, we are prepared to move
forward.

AMENDMENT NO. 810

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Washington [Mr. GOR-
TON] proposes an amendment numbered 910.

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert
the following:

Findings:

All individuals are endowed with the
unalienable rights of Life, Liberty, and the
pursuit of Happiness;

The powers of government are derived from
the consent of the governed;

It is the role of government to protect and
foster these rights;

It is the duty of the people to abolish gov-
ernments destructive of these rights;

In the course of human events, it may be-
come necessary to dissolve political bands
which connect one people with another; and

The Government of Yugoslavia, among
others, has denied its people these fundamen-
tal rights and used its armed forces to at-
tack and kill its own citizens.

Therefore, it is the sense of the Senate
that the United States, in accord with the
philosophy of the Declaration of
Indepenence, support the right of the people
of Solvenia and Croatia to establish new gov-
ernments that honor the unalienable rights
of all of their citizens.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, at cer-
tain times, it seems to this Senator
that it is appropriate to refer to our
historic backgrounds and to our first
principles. In that connection, in spon-
soring this amendment, I would like to
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refresh the memories of my colleagues
with one paragraph from the Declara-
tion of Independence of the United
States.

Jefferson wrote:

We hold these truths to be self-evident,
that all men are created equal, that they are
endowed by their Creator with certain
unalienable Rights, that among these are
Life, Liberty and the pursuit of Happiness.

We all know those words, but they
are followed by words which are par-
ticularly appropriate at this point. Mr.
Jefferson goes on to say:

That to secure these rights, Governments
are instituted among Men, deriving their
just powers from the consent of the gov-
erned. That whenever any Form of Govern-
ment becomes destructive of these ends, it is
the Right of the People to alter or to abolish
it, and to institute new Government, laying
its foundation on such principles and orga-
nizing its powers in such form, as to them
shall seem most likely to effect their Safety
and Happiness. Prudence, indeed, will dictate
that Governments long established should
not be changed for light and transient
causes; and accordingly all experience hath
shewn that mankind are more disposed to
suffer, while evils are sufferable, than to
right themselves by abolishing the forms to
which they are accustomed. But when a long
train of abuses and usurpations, pursuing in-
variably the same Ojbect evinces a design to
reduce them under absolute Despotism, it is
their right, it is their duty, to throw off such
Government, and to provide new Guards for
their future security.

As the Communist system breaks
down and its reach and depth dimin-
ishes, nationalism and ethnic strife fro-
zen in time for the better part of half
a century has surfaced throughout the
world. For the United States, this situ-
ation poses several foreign policy di-
lemmas. Foremost among them is re-
sponding appropriately and consist-
ently to the demands for independence
by groups in a country where freedom,
religion, ethnic identity, and culture
have been repressed.

In the past, the United States, in
most cases, has given precedents to
territorial integrity and stability over
independence and freedom. The most
recent and notable example of this pol-
icy on our own part is our reaction to
the Kurdish independence movement in
Iraq.

There are exceptional cases however,
in which the United States has taken
the opposite stance. The most recent
example that comes to mind is with re-
spect to Eritrean independence from
Ethiopia.

Clearly, each independence move-
ment is unique, and though there are
no hard and fast rules for dealing with
these situations, there is a solid prece-
dent for American policy: our own Dec-
laration of Independence. Two hundred
and fifteen years ago, our Founding Fa-
thers reasoned that ‘‘in the course of
human events” it may become nec-
essary ‘‘for one people to dissolve the
political bands which have connected
them with another.” On this basis, the
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United States broke from Great Brit-
ain.

But the principles of this great docu-
ment are not limited to the American
people. Abraham Lincoln, reflecting on
this thought in the depths of the Civil
War said, and I quote him:

1 have never had a feeling, politically, that
did not spring from the sentiments embodied
in the Declaration of Independence. * * * I
have often inquired of myself what great
principle or idea that kept this Confederacy
80 long together. It was not the mere matter
of separation of the colonies from the moth-
erland, but that sentiment in the Declartion
of Independence which gave liberty not alone
to the people of this country, but hope to all
the world, for future time. It was that which
gave promise in due time the weights would
be lifted from the shoulders of all men, and
that all should have equal chance. This is
the sentiment embodied in the Declaration
of Independence. * * * I would rather be as-
sassinated on this spot than surrender it.

As Lincoln noted, the principles of
the Declaration of Independence are
universal and are applicable through-
out the world. For this reason, the
United States, in accordance with the
philosophy of the Declaration of Inde-
pendence, should, in the view of this
Senator, support independence move-
ments in Slovenia and Croatia.

Mr. President, not all human events
counsel separation, whether for the
United States or in Yugoslavia. Light
and transient causes are certainly not
reasons to resolve longstanding bound-
aries and political unions. But as the
Thirteen Colonies recognized, some
acts of existing governments cannot be
overlooked. For the colonists, living
under an absolute tyranny was one
such condition.

In Yugoslavia, Slovenia and Croatia
have endured nearly 50 years of Com-
munist rule, and three quarters of a
century of union with Serbia, reason
enough, perhaps, for wanting a new
system of government. But Slovenia
and Croatia have been subjected to an
absolute tyranny under a Serbian-
dominated government that rivals in
severity that experienced by our fore-
fathers.

Slovenia and Croatia have been sub-
jected to standing armies used to quell
demonstrations for freedom. Yugo-
slavia is nearly as ethnically diverse as
the United States. Unlike the United
States, it is not a melting pot. Histori-
cally and geographically independent
ethnic groups have not, regrettably,
melded into one nationality. Yet, rath-
er than agree to a looser federation,
the central government maintained
ethnically segregated, generally Ser-
bian-dominated, armies to preserve
peace in the republics. Like the Brit-
ish, the Yugoslav Government did this
without the consent of the people af-
fected.

Finally, Yugoslav Armed Forces,
under Serbian control “independent of
and superior to the civil power,"” to use
the words of the Declaration, took con-
trol. In June, they rolled into Slovenia
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to quell calls for reform and dem-
onstrations for freedom.

Since then, they have continued to
incite the domestic imsurrections in
Croatia. This use of the armed forces of
the central government to kill its own
citizens irretrievably broke the social
contract binding the people of Yugo-
slavia into one nation. Our colonists
were subjected to treatment, which
they duly noted in the Declaration.

Mr. President, this senator holds sec-
ond place to none in his respect for the
historic struggles of the Serbian peo-
ple. One of the most profound and mov-
ing books I have ever read is by Re-
becca West, entitled ‘‘Black Lamb &
Grey Falcon,” a peek into the history
of Serbia and its attempt to escape
from the domination of others.

Nevertheless, that domination has
not been accepted by many of its mi-
nority groups. Three quarters of a cen-
tury of attempting a centralized gov-
ernment seems at least in the views of
the citizens of Slovenia and Croatia to
have failed. Having been the subject of
attempts to——

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, will my
colleague yield for a moment?

Mr. GORTON. I am delighted to.

Mr. KERRY. I wonder if I could ask
my colleague, without interrupting, we
are trying to proceed with a couple of
amendments that are contested. This is
an uncontested amendment that we
will accept.

I wonder if my colleague—I know the
leader is trying to move this process—
would be willing to enter into an agree-
ment on time?

Mr. GORTON. I say to the Senator
from Massachusetts that the time re-
maining in my remarks is less than
that of his interruption.

Mr. KERRY. I thank the Senator.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, this
binding among the peoples of Yugo-
slavia has been destroyed by the
central government. As our forefathers
believed in 1776, and the Slovenes and
Croats believe now, it is a people’s
right to change so oppressive a form of
government. This is an unalienable
right we Americans must not ignore.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate on the amendment?

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment.

The amendment (No. 910) was agreed
to.
Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. GORTON. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 912
(Purpose: To strike funds for USIA's
“Worldnet" television program)

Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, I send
to the desk an amendment and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.
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The Senator from Pennsylvania ([Mr.
s\ﬁl'zomm] proposes an amendment numbered
Mr. WOFFORD. 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:

On page 83, strike lines 18 and 19 and insert
in lieu thereof: “‘and Expenses’, $401,109,500
for the fiscal year 1992 and $401,109,500 for the
fiscal year 1893, provided that no funds shall
be available for any expenditure related to
the “Worldnet" television program.

Mr. KERRY. Will the Senator yield
for a moment?

Mr. WOFFORD. Yes.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, with re-
spect to the amendment of the Senator
from Pennsylvania, I ask unanimous
consent that on that amendment deal-
ing with Worldnet, there be 20 minutes
equally divided and controlled in the
usual form; that following the conclu-
sion or yielding back of time, there be
a vote on or in relation to the amend-
ment at a time set by the majority
leader, after consultation with the Re-
publican leader, and that no amend-
ments to the amendment be in order.

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

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent, also that the Sen-
ator from Arkansas have his amend-
ment considered next, or have his issue
considered next.

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

The Senator from Pennsylvania is
recognized.

Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, this
amendment will save the taxpayers
over $22 million by striking the funds
for USIA's Worldnet television pro-
gram. This program has only minimal
viewership and entirely duplicates ef-
forts done far better by the private sec-
tor.

Worldnet was initiated in 1983 by the
USIA Director, Charles Wick, who had
grand visions of a global U.S. Govern-
ment television network. At vast ex-
pense USIA acquired satellite time,
constructed ground receivers and pro-
duced daily programming. One program
was an uninspired version of *‘The
Today Show,” while another took on
the job of teaching viewers who already
spoke English the intricacies of Amer-
ican English.

Meanwhile, USIA officers scurried
around European cities trying to cajole
foreign cable operators to carry this
programming.

USIA made extravagant claims for
Worldnet viewership. In one moment of
exuberance, Director Wick claimed 5
billion viewers saw Worldnet's cov-
erage of the 1985 Reagan-Gorbachev
summit. On another occasion, USIA
claimed more than 20 million regular
viewers of its Worldnet programming.

These claims were viewed with con-
siderable and, as it turns out, justified
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skepticism by the distinguished chair-
man of the Foreign Relations Commit-
tee, Senator PELL. As part of the 1987
USIA authorization, Senator PELL pro-
posed an amendment requiring USIA to
hire an independent audit company to
survey the number of actual viewers of
Worldnet. The Pell amendment pro-
vided that Worldnet could continue to
receive funding as long as it had 2 mil-
lion viewers or just 10 percent of the
USIA claim.

The survey was completed in 1988. It
showed that Worldnet had no more
than 200,000 viewers, just 10 percent of
the Pell threshold and only one percent
of the USIA claim.

Furthermore, the survey determined
that, without counting viewers of the
““George Michael Sports Machine,”
which was carried over the air by an
Italian television station, the
viewership of Worldnet's public affairs
programming was in the neighborhood
of 20,000.

In Germany, the survey found that
during certain time periods Worldnet
went out on cable without a single
viewer.

Meanwhile, the American private
sector was entering the field of inter-
national television with spectacular
success.

CNN now operates in more than 60
countries and has tens of millions of
viewers.

During the gulf war, CNN became the
world's authoritative source for up-to-
the-minute news and the place where
our leaders, as well as those of other
countries, made their diplomatic pro-
nouncements.

Through CNN, our leaders were able
to fight and win the public relations
battle of the Persian Gulf war. And, we
were able to do this at no cost to the
American taxpayer.

According to USIA’s Congressional
Liaison Office, Secretary Baker has not
appeared one single time on Worldnet.
Not once. Clearly, the administration
considers Worldnet a waste of its time.
I hope the administration will also
agree with me that Worldnet is a waste
of the American taxpayers’ money.

Unfortunately, it is hard to kill pro-
grams here in Washington, however
wasteful they may be. Worldnet was
resurrected in 1989 and continues
today.

Perhaps if our taxpayers had unlim-
ited sums of money, we could afford to
produce television that no one watches.
But not at a time when human needs
are growing here at home, our econo-
my’s in recession, millions are unem-
ployed and the real incomes of working
families are falling while taxes are ris-
ing.

Over the last 12 years, the budget for
the U.S. Information Agency has more
than tripled, making it one of the fast-
est growing agencies in our Govern-
ment.

While much of this growth has been
merited, the easy availability of funds

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

has allowed the agency to avoid the
tough choices that other parts of our
Government have had to face.

Let us be sensible fiscal conserv-
atives. Let us kill a program that does
not work and cannot compete with the
private marketplace. And instead in-
vest our tax dollars where they can do
some good right here at home.

American taxpayers will be more
than $22 million better off.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BRYAN). Who is controlling time for
purposes of yielding at this point?

Mr. KERRY. I believe the unanimous
consent said that the Senator from
Pennsylvania would control his 10 min-
utes, and I will control the 10 minutes
for the proponents.

Mr. WOFFORD. I yield to the distin-
guished Senator from Rhode Island.

Mr. KERRY. How much time re-
mains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Four
minutes, 43 seconds. The Chair informs
the Senator from Massachusetts that
the time allocation was under the
usual form. If the Senator from Massa-
chusetts opposes the amendment of-
fered by the Senator from Pennsylva-
nia, the Senator from Massachusetts
controls the time.

Mr. KERRY. The Senator from Mas-
sachusetts opposes the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts controls the
time.

Mr. KERRY. I do not believe I con-
trol the time of the Senator from
Pennsylvania. The Senator from Penn-
sylvania is yielding to the Senator
from Rhode Island.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I just want
to rise and say I think the amendment
is a good amendment. There would be
$21 million saved to the taxpayers, and
that is a tidy sum of money. I yield the
remainder of my time.

Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, I re-
serve the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I believe
the Senator from Indiana wishes to
speak. How much time will the Senator
need?

Mr. LUGAR. I wish to speak in oppo-
sition, if the Senator will yield 5 min-
utes.

Mr. KERRY. I yield 5 minutes.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, this
amendment is extremely shortsighted.
I know of no media available to the
U.S. officials to present the United
States’ position that is more effective
than Worldnet. Indeed, the whole pur-
pose of this appropriation bill is to ap-
propriate money for an effective Amer-
ican foreign policy, to project our
views. I make that point because the
commercial networks are under no ob-
ligation to promote the viewpoints of
the U.S. Government, our views as
Americans.
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Indeed, the networks are under some
obligation to be objective, present
many views, the views of the anchor-
men or the views of the editorial writ-
ers or those at least who are a part of
the networks to begin with, and then
to try to find opposing views at least to
find some balance.

The USIA has found uniquely with
Worldnet an opportunity to penetrate
the thought processes of countries,
friends or foe alike. I take two exam-
ples from personal experience in recent
months. Just last week the distin-
guished Member of the House, Mr. So-
LARZ, and I were asked by Worldnet to
interact with officials in China. Our
Embassy in Beijing invited 40 officials
of the Chinese Government to attend a
session in which those officials asked
of SoLARZ and myself questions about
United States policy.

We made assertions about China. We
made very strong assertions, as a mat-
ter of fact, in middle of the most-fa-
vored-nation debate about human
rights problems in that country, and
the bandwagon effect of history that is
bringing on market economics and de-
mocracy, and China should join it. Our
views were transmitted to our con-
sulate in China and, likewise to our
consulate in Hong Kong. That is a serv-
ice that is not performed by ABC, by
CNN, by any of the networks, commer-
cial entities of the United States of
America, unless by invitation the Chi-
nese decide at least to put on portions
of those programs.

In a recent program to Latin Amer-
ica I was involved in dialog with a jour-
nalist in Caracas who ran the entire
show as a part of his talk show at
noontime to an audience estimated at
a million persons. This was a direct ad-
vocacy of American views, over Cara-
cas, to all the persons listening at that
particular time.

I make this point, Mr. President, be-
cause I appreciate perhaps the pro-
ponents of the amendment have not
known of the powers of American tele-
vision when projected constructively
by USIA, but Senators ought to know,
the money ought to be retained. The
amendment should be defeated. As a
matter of fact, Mr. President, it would
be well for all Senators to have a bet-
ter idea of the power of American jour-
nalism and the ability of American for-
eign policy to affect the course of af-
fairs.

There is no more powerful medium
than television, and our ability to
change tyranny into democracy in
Eastern Europe, in Latin America, and
now even in Southeast Asia, it seems
to me, hinges very largely on our cre-
ative abilities to get ideas, to insinuate
them into societies, that sometimes
have repealed those ideas and made
communication very difficult.

For these reasons, Mr. President, I
am hopeful that Worldnet will be sup-
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ported and that this amendment will
be rejected. I thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President,
much time remains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts controls 5
minutes and 26 seconds.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I thank
the distinguished Senator from Indi-
ana. I ask my colleagues to think hard
about this amendment. I share the be-
lief very, very deeply that this amend-
ment is shortsighted, that it would
take away a very important commu-
nications tool that has increased in its
importance in recent years.

Mr. President, Worldnet is not a tele-
vision network, so to speak. Worldnet
sends out special kinds of programs,
but also sends out tapes, special infor-
mation packages that cannot go out
through the commercial television sys-
tem. Worldnet is totally distinct from
the other kinds of television which peo-
ple use as an excuse to suggest that
Worldnet ought to be cut.

Let me also point out, unlike CNN
which broadcasts in English and peri-
odically in Spanish, Worldnet is avail-
able in a number of different lan-
guages, including Arabic, Indonesian,
and even Urdu.

Second, CNN is available only to
those who pay for it or only to those
who have access to a satellite dish. But
Worldnet is based on the notion that
information is a right and not a privi-
lege. So Worldnet is available, as a re-
sult, to anybody and particularly to
Third World countries.

Finally, CNN does not and should not
represent the United States. Worldnet
specifically is there to represent a
viewpoint of the United States just as
other countries are trying to represent
their viewpoint through increasingly
present systems of television.

In a 2-week sampling from June 3 to
17, U.S. posts in Latin America and the
Caribbean reported a placement of
some 1,441 items, a total of 159 hours of
air time, in channels of 21 out of 27
countries served by USIA posts.

I call to the attention of my col-
leagues this USIA advisory commission
which, in its annual report, said that at
a time when the influence of television
is increasing, Worldnet budget has al-
ready dropped by 17 percent from 1989
to 1991. So, Mr. President, I would sug-
gest respectfully that that budget is al-
ready insufficient and that is precisely
what the U.S. advisory commission
found.

I would hope that my colleagues will
recognize the interactive television
gains that we get through Worldnet
and the extraordinary benefits that
many people in other countries, policy-
makers, and others, have agreed that
Worldnet presents. I hope that this cut
will be rejected as a result of the bene-
fits that are provided by this impor-
tant service.

how
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I retain the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair would advise the Senator from
Pennsylvania has 4 minutes and 24 sec-
onds remaining on his time. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts controls 2
minutes and 8 seconds.

Who yields time?

The Senator from Pennsylvania is
recognized.

Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, I just
say to the Senator from Indiana that
Worldnet is not a very valuable tool.
Practically no one is viewing it.

I say to the Senator from Massachu-
setts that indeed Worldnet is not a tel-
evision network. It is not much of a
television programming when prac-
tically no one is watching.

I come to this amendment not just
out of a desire to find ways to save tax-
payers money in general, but because
of the very specific experience over
many years that makes me skeptical of
government television programs. Dur-
ing the very beginning of the growth of
the United States official Government
information services, I spent most of a
year in India and Pakistan. A decade or
so later, I spent 2 years in Ethiopia and
in many countries of Africa. I worked
in other countries for other periods of
my life. And in all of those places I
have seen the skepticism, and I think
justifiable skepticism, that people have
about any government’s including our
Government’s, official programming.

Now we have been expanding this
Worldnet into an area where CNN and
the private sector from the United
States have been doing a spectacular
job.

I will just rest with saying that I be-
lieve that the real position of the Unit-
ed States is best represented not by
Government television programming in
Worldnet, but by the free press, the
free television, of the United States.
That is what the United States rep-
resents. A free society is its own best
advertisement. That would best convey
what we want to convey in this world—
what freedom really is—and it will save
taxpayers more than $22 million.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President,
much time do I have?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts has 2 minutes
and 7 seconds.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I yield
1% minutes to the Senator from Colo-
rado.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado is recognized.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I rise in
opposition to this amendment. It seems
to me with this bill and other measures
that we have advanced in this body we
have suggested the American view-
point, the American vision, ought to be
communicated to the world. We do it
through consulates. We do it through
embassies. We do it through ambas-

How
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sadors. We do it through world con-
ferences. We do it through world ex-
change programs. We do it through as-
sistance programs. We do it through
loans. It is an area where reasonable
men and women can disagree as to the
extent and the amount of money appro-
priate.

But if you accept the proposition, as
I believe every Member of this body
does, that this Nation needs to commu-
nicate its ideas and its visions to the
world, to say you are going to do that
by every means except television sim-
ply is not very sound.

It seems to me, if we are in the busi-
ness of communicating our ideas for
the world, that we have overlooked one
of the most basic and effective tools we
can have if we say that television, and
communication of ideas through tele-
vision, should not be part of it. I be-
lieve this expenditure of money is one
that is perhaps one of the more effec-
tive and cost effective ways of commu-
nicating our message.

If I were to trim the budget—and I
made a number of recommendations
today to do that—but if I were to trim
it, this would be one of the last areas
to cut, not one of the first. I hope the
amendment will be defeated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair will inform the Senator that the
time allocated to the Senator has ex-
pired.

The Senator from Massachusetts con-
trols 30 seconds.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I yield 30
seconds to the Senator from South Da-
kota.

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I rise
to oppose the amendment to strike
Worldnet funding. Worldnet has a prov-
en track record. Since 1983, the U.S. In-
formation Agency [USIA] has utilized
satellite technology to deliver pre-
miere public affairs programming for
international television viewers.
Worldnet utilizes the medium of this
century—television.

Worldnet broadcasts spread needed
information in regions of the world
that do not have good indigenous tele-
vision and film services. Worldnet
reaches areas that do not have access
to international media services such as
CNN. Worldnet assists fledgling media
services in HEastern Europe achieve
quality broadcasts by channeling sat-
ellite transmissions to U.S. Embassies
and USIA posts around the world. The
embassies then make the broadcasts
available to both select and mass audi-
ences.

Mr. President, our European allies,
including France and Germany, under-
stand the importance of international
television broadcasting as a cost effec-
tive method of promoting democracy.
Over the last few years these nations
have invested heavily in international
satellite television.

At the time of European expansion of
international television broadcasts, the
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budget for Worldnet has dropped by 17
percent from fiscal year 1989 to fiscal
year 1991. Despite these budget cuts,
Worldnet has been able to increase its
broadcasts to Eastern Europe and
Latin America.

Mr. President, I agree with the Sen-
ator’s goal of replacing U.S. Govern-
ment-funded media services with pri-
vate media services. However, at this
time, Worldnet is often the only source
of television news. Rather than elimi-
nating all Worldnet funding, I would
suggest a study of the effectiveness of,
and need for, Worldnet under the co-
ordination of USIA.

Mr. President, I commend the Sen-
ator for offering an amendment that
appears to be a $25 million savings for
the American taxpayer. However, the
deletion of Worldnet funding probably
will result simply in the money being
diverted elsewhere at the expense of
this effective foreign policy tool.

Mr. President, I would state from
personal experience, once being in
Cairo, Egypt, where the people at the
local television station told me that
they frequently use the material, I
think we have to learn to use tele-
vision in its battle for ideas. We use
Radio Free Europe. We use television
to convey ideas for all other ideologi-
cal warfare. I think that if we do not
continue this, we just abandon this ef-
fort, we will be abandoning a very im-
portant opportunity.

The news from the United States is
an important thing. And a lot of tele-
vision stations around the world use as
a source this Worldnet, and I think we
should be putting our best foot for-
ward. I think Worldnet has been suc-
cessful.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
allocated to the Senator from Massa-
chusetts has expired.

The Senator from Pennsylvania has 1
minute and 46 seconds remaining.

Mr. WOFFORD. I would only say, Mr.
President, if this expenditure of $22
million were worth it, I would think
the Secretary of §State, Secretary
Baker, would find it worth his time to
be on Worldnet at least once. I am
ready for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the
Senator requesting the yeas and nays?

Mr. WOFFORD. I am.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

In the opinion of the Chair, there is a
sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator wish to yield his time back?
One minute ten seconds are remaining
to the Senator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. WOFFORD. Yes I yield back the
remainder of my tim

The PRESIDING OFFICER All time
has been yielded back.

KERRY. Mr. President, I have
two a.mendment.s that are both accept-
able on both sides. I send to the desk a
package of technical amendments.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair understands, pursuant to the
unanimous-consent request, that the
majority leader will designate a time
for the vote on this amendment as well
as others.

Under the previous agreement, the
Senator from Arkansas was to be rec-
ognized for a period of 20 minutes, to be
controlled in the usual form, 10 min-
utes allocated to each side.

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I am
about to propound a request for a
unanimous-consent agreement which
has been cleared by the distinguished
Republican leader and will permit us to
proceed to disposition of this bill and
the other pending votes this evening.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that Senator KERRY be recognized
to offer two amendments, which I be-
lieve have been cleared on both sides.

Following disposition eof those
amendments, I ask unanimous consent
that Senator BUMPERS be recognized to
address the Senate for 5 minutes, fol-
lowing which Senator DODD be recog-
nized to address the Senate for 5 min-
utes, following which Senator ROTH
then be recognized to offer an amend-
ment expressing the sense of the Sen-
ate on U.S. nuclear weapons in Europe;
that there be 20 minutes of debate on
the Roth amendment, equally divided
and controlled in the usual form, with
no amendments to the amendment in
order; that, upon the use of or yielding
back of that time, the Senate proceed,
without any intervening action or de-
bate, to vote on or in relation to the
Roth amendment; that, following the
disposition of the Roth amendment,
the Senate proceed, without any inter-
vening action er debate, to vote om or
in relation to the Woiford amendrent;
that, following the disposition of the
Wofford amendment, the Senate pro-
ceed, without any intervening action
or debate, to vote on or in relation to
the Pressler amendment No. 892; that,
following the disposition of the Pres-
sler amendment, the Senate proceed to
vote, without any intervening action
or debate, on or in relation to the
Helms amendment No. 896; that, fol-
lowing the disposition of the Helms
amendment, the bill be read for the
third time; that the Foreign Relations
Committee then be discharged from
further proceedings on H.R. 1415, the
House companion measure; that all
after the enacting clause be stricken
and the text of S. 1433, as amended, be
inserted in lieu thereof, and the Senate
then proceed to vote without any inter-
vening action or debate on final pas-
sage of H.R. 1415.

I further ask unanimous consent
that, following the vote on final pas-
sage of H.R. 1415, there be 10 minutes of
debate equally divided in the usual
form on the motion to proceed to the
consideration of 8. 1554, a bill to pro-
vide emergency unemployment com-
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pensation; that, upon the conclusion or
yielding back of that time, the Senate
proceed to vote on the motion to in-
voke cloture on the motion to proceed
to the consideration of S. 15564. I fur-
ther ask unanimous consent that all of
the votes other than the first and last
stated vote be for 10 minutes only.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hearing none, the
unanimous-consent agreement pro-
pounded by the majority leader is
agreed to.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, Sen-
ators should now be aware then that
there will be six rollcall votes this
evening, the first of which will com-
mence, if all of the time set forth is
used, in approximately 35 minutes and
that, if the Roth amendment is accept-
ed or the time not used, votes could
begin in as little as 15 minutes.

So I hope all Senators’ offices will
notify Senators that beginning some-
where between 15 to 35 minutes from
now the Senate will begin a series of
six rollcall votes.

I thank my colleagues for their co-
operation. I thank the distinguished
chairman and ranking member of the
full committee and the managers of
the bill for their diligence in proceed-
ing to bring this bill to a conclusion
this evening.

I thank the Senator from Arkansas
for his courtesy as well.

Mr. BUMPERS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair might inform the Senators that,
as the Chair understands the unani-
mous-consent agreement, the Senator
from Massachusetts [Mr. KERRY] is to
be recognized for the purpose of offer-
ing two amendments, and then the
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. BUMPERS]
is to be recognized for a period of 5
minutes.

Under the unanimous-consent agree-
ment, the Chair recognizes the Senator
from Massachusetts.

AMENDMENT NO. 813

(Purpose: To make technical corrections)

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I believe
I sent the amendment to the desk and
I now ask for its immediate consider-
ation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
KERRY] proposes an amendment numbered
913.

Mr. KERRY. 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:

On page 3, Immediately above the item re-
lating to section 162, insert the following
ftem:

Sec. 161. Material donations to United Na-
tions peacekeeping opera.tlons‘

On page 3, in the item relating to section
171, strike out ‘“The™.
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On page 4, strike out the item relating to
section 303 and insert in lieu thereof the fol-
lowing:

See. 303. Policy on RFERI.

On page 9, after the period at the end of
line 21, insert the following: ‘‘Authorization
of appropriations for such arrearage pay-
ments provided in this subparagraph shall
remain avallable until the appropriations
are made.”.

On page 10, after the period at the end of
line 12, add the following: ‘*Authorization of
appropriations for such arrearage payments
provided in this subparagraph shall remain
available until the appropriations are
made.".

On page 18, strike lines 13 through 16.

On page 18, line 17, strike out ‘(3)"" and in-
sert in lieu thereof ‘“(2)".

On page 19, line 3, strike out *(4)" and in-
sert in lieu thereof *(3)".

On page 19, line 6, strike out **(5)"' and in-
sert in lieu thereof ‘‘(4)".

On page 19, strike the period at the end of
line 9 and insert in lieu thereof the follow-
ing: **, except that the 15-day period under
that section shall apply only insofar as con-
sistent with the emergency nature of the sit-
uation in cases where the safety of human
life is involved.".

On page 19, line 10, strike out **(6)" and in-
sert in lieu thereof *'(5)".

On page 19, line 13, strike out ‘*(7)"" and in-
sert in lieu thereof “(6)"".

On page 25, line 3, strike out ‘‘notification
and".

On page 25, line 6, strike out “notification”
and insert in lieu thereof ‘‘detailed report-
ing".

On page 25, line 7, strike out ‘‘notify on a
timely basis’’ and insert in lieu thereof ‘‘sub-
mit a report on a timely basis to".

On page 25, line 10, insert at the end there-
of the following: ‘‘Such report shall set forth
for each person denled a visa pursuant to
such section—

/(1) the name of the alien;

*(2) the alien’s nationality; and

*(3) a factual statement of the basis for
such denial.”,

On page 25, line 20, strike out ‘‘the basis
for'’ and insert in lieu thereof ‘‘a short state-
ment of the grounds for”.

On page 36, line 3, strike “‘and”.

On page 36, between lines 8 and 4, insert
the following:

“(I) activities of the Immigration and Nat-
uralization Service; and”.

On page 37, strike out line 5 through 11 and
insert in lieu thereof the following:

(C) by striking out ‘“‘after such date’ and
inserting in lieu thereof “‘without regard to
the fiscal year such obligations were entered
into, including obligations entered into be-
fore such date’’.

On page 28, beginning on line 18, strike out
“reimbursable’ and all that follows through
“period’ on line 20 and insert in lieu thereof
the following: ‘‘deemed to be reimbursement
obligations entered into pursuant to section
208(a) of that title as if the amendment made
by this subsection were in effect during that
period and the services had been reguested
by the Secretary of State".

On page 47, line 12, insert “by inserting
'm:school,' before ‘kindergarten’ and” after
u( )'n_

On page 48, strike lines 12 through 15.

On page 54, line 4, strike out ‘60 days” and
insert in lieu thereof ‘9 months".

On page 55, line 22, strike out “in" and in-
sert in lieu thereof ‘‘by".

On page 63, line 2, add at the end thereof
the following new sentences: “‘In the event
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that the head of any originating agency con-
giders it necessary to deny access to the Ad-
visory Committee to the original text of any
record, that agency head shall notify the Ad-
visery Committee in writing, describing the
nature of the record in question and the jus-
tification for withholding that record.”.

On page 63, line 19, strike out ‘‘Advisory
Committee" and insert in lieu thereof “Sec-
retary of State’'.

On page 63, lines 20 and 21, strike out ““The
Secretary of State’” and insert in lieu thereof
“him by the Advisory Committee’.

On page 63, line 21, add at the end thereof
the following new sentence: “In the event
that the Secretary of State decides not to
furnish such copy to the originating agency,
the Secretary shall notify the Advisory Com-
mittee in writing, describing the reasons for
his decision."'.

On page 63, line 23, insert “from the Sec-
retary of State’ after ‘‘report”.

On page 64, line 3, strike out “Advisory
Committee” and insert in lieu thereof *“‘His-
torian'.

On page 64, line 13, insert ‘‘(as determined
by the Secretary of State and the Archivist
of the United States)" after ‘‘value”.

On page 65, line 16, before the semicolon in-
sert the following: “or would demonstrably
impair the national security of the United
States”.

On page 66, line 6, strike out ““Act" and in-
sert in lieu thereof “‘title”.

On page 66, between lines 10 and 11, insert
the following:

In the event that the Secretary of State con-
siders it necessary to deny access to records
under paragraph (3), the Secretary shall no-
tify the Advisory Committee in writing, de-
scribing the nature of the records in question
and the justification for withholding them.

On page 66, line 25, strike out ‘‘system-
atic".

On page 73, line 2, strike out “‘one" and in-
sert in lieu thereof “‘two".

On page 86, strike Hnes 18 through 21 and
insert tn Meun thereof the following: ""The Di-
rector of the United States Information
Agency ehall establish distinct Croatian and
Serbian programs within the Yugoslavian
section of the Voice of America’.".

On page 91, between lines 2 and 3, insert
the following new undesignated paragraph:

Section 225(a) of such Act is further
amended by striking out ‘‘shall” each of the
two places it appears and inserting in lieu
thereof “‘are authorized to".

On page 05, line 18, strike out ‘‘Act” and
insert in lieu thereof ‘‘title’.

On page 109, line 4, strike out “‘Act” and
insert in lien thereof “‘title’’.

On page 110, line 4, strike out **30"" and in-
sert in lieu thereof '‘90".

On page 110, lines 7 and 8, strike out *‘dur-
ing Operation Desert Shield or Operation
Desert Storm” and insert in lieu thereof
“‘subsequent to August 2, 1980,

On page 110, line 13, strike out “Act" and
insert in lieu thereof ‘‘title’’.

On page 110, line 17, before the sermicolon
insert the following: ‘‘or, where required by
law for certain reporting purposes, the Be-
lect Committee on Intelligence of the Senate
and the select Committee on Intelligence of
the House of Representatives’,

On page 111, line 2, strike out ‘‘or”.

On page 111, line 3, insert before the period
the following: ‘“‘which has become United
States property in accordance with the laws
of war”.

On page 111, line 5, strike out “Act™ and
insert in lieu thereof “‘title’.

On page 111, strike out lines 6 and 7 and in-
sert in lieu thereof the following:
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(1) the abandonment or failure to take pos-
session of spoils of war by troops in the field
for valid military reasons related to conduct
of the immediate conflict, including the bur-
den of transporting such property or a deci-
sion to allow allied forces to take possession
of certain property solely for use during the
immediate conflict;

On page 111, line 11, strike out “‘or".

On page 111, line 13, strike out the period
and insert in lieu thereof a semicolon.

On page 111, between lines 13 and 14, insert
the following:

(4) the return of spoils of war to previous
owners from whom such property has been
seized by enemy forces; or

(5) minor articles of personal property
which have lawfully become the property of
individual members of the armed forces as
war trophies pursuant to public written au-
thorization from the Department of Defense.

On page 114, line 9, strike out “‘Act" and
insert in lieu thereof *‘title’.

On page 116, line 24, strike out “Act™ and
insert in lieu thereof *‘title’.

On page 130, line 13, strike out “Act’ and
insert in lieu thereof *‘title".

On page 149, line 11, strike out ‘‘Baltic Re-
publics” and insert in lieu thereof ‘‘Baltic
States’.

On page 154, line 23, strike “‘(known as the
‘Sejm")".

On page 169, line 12, after the period, add
guotation marks and a period.

On page 6, line 16, strike ''$1,743,005,000"
and insert in lieu thereof ‘*$1,727,005,000".

On page 6, line 17, strike ‘'$1,745,005,000"
and insert in lieu thereof ‘‘$1,735,005,000".

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, this
amendment represents a package of
technical corrections which has been
accepted by both sides.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate on the amendment of
the Senator from Massachusetts?

If not, the question is on agreeing to
the amendment.

The amendment (No. 913) was agreed
to.

AMENDMENT NO. 914
(Purpose: To express the sense of the Con-
gress that the United States should seek,
through diplomatic channels, the release of
political prisoners in South Africa)

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I send a
second amendment to the desk on be-
half of Senators LEVIN and KASSEBAUM
and ask for its immediate consider-
ation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
KERRY], for Mr. LEVIN, for himself and Mrs.
KASSEBAUM, proposes an amendment num-
bered 914,

Mr. KERRY. 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:

On page 169, after line 12, add the follow-
ing:

SEC. . POLICY TOWARD THE RELEASE OF POLIT-
ICAL PRISONERS BY SOUTH AFRICA.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds that—

(1) on August 6, 1990, the African National
Congress and the South African Government
issued a joint statement, known as the “‘Pre-
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toria Minute,” in which both parties accept-
ed a definition of “‘political prisoner™ which
was broader than the standard international
definition of prisoners of conscience, and,
pursuant to this agreement, agreed all politi-
c;g prisoners were to be released by April 30,
1991;

(2) the South African Human Rights Com-
mission and the African National Congress
(ANC) have identified a significant number
of prisoners that they consider to be covered
by the Pretoria Minute who remain incarcer-
ated, including in the “homeland” areas;

(3) an agreement between the South Afri-
can government and the African National
Congress on the release of political pris-
oners, as defined by the Pretoria Minute, is
considered indispensable to creating the
proper atmosphere for a transition to a
nonracial democracy in South African;

(4) the definitions applied in the Pretoria
Minute are substantially different from
those in the Comprehensive Anti-Apartheid
Act of 1986;

(5) the United States Congress remains
concerned about the delay in the resolution
of this central issue.

(b) PoLicY.—It is the sense of the Congress
that—

(1) the President and the Secretary of
State should pursue, through diplomatic ac-
tions with the South African Government,
the resolution of this controversy and the re-
lease of all political prisoners;

(2) not less than 90 days after enactment of
this Act, the Secretary of State shall submit
to the Committee on Foreign Relations of
the Senate and the Speaker of the House of
Representatives a report documenting the
progress which has been made concerning
the release of all political prisoners;

(3) satisfactory resolution between the
South African Government and the African
National Congress of the issue of the release
of political prisoners, is essential to the con-
tinued progress toward the establishment of
a nonracial democracy in South Africa.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, this
amendment expresses the sense of the
Congress that the administration
should undertake to pursue, through
diplomatic actions with the South Af-
rican Government, the resolution of
the controversy over the release of po-
litical prisoners. The amendment re-
quires the President to report on what
progress has been made on this issue. I
think, as we all know, the controversy
on this issue continues to be a major
obstacle to the talks among both the
South African Government and the
ANC. I think all of us believe this
would be a good amendment. I think it
is accepted on both sides.

Mr. LEVIN, Mr. President, the Unit-
ed States Congress has already clearly
stated the importance that it attaches
to the release of all South African po-
litical prisoners and to the establish-
ment of a climate conducive to the free
exercise by South Africans of all races
of their right to participate in the po-
litical process.

Release of all political prisoners has
also been a fundamental demand of the
antiapartheid forces in South Africa
and the international community. It
has been a key condition for the relax-
ation of international pressure and re-
admittance of South Africa to the com-
munity of nations.
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On August 6, 1990, the African Na-
tional Congress and the South African
Government issued a joint statement,
known as the ‘“‘Pretoria Minute,” in
which both parties accepted a defini-
tion of ‘‘political prisoners.” Pursuant
to this agreement, all political pris-
oners were to be released by April 30,
1991. However, after that agreed upon
deadline, the Human Rights Commis-
sion of South Africa and the African
National Congress have identified a
significant number of political pris-
oners who remain incarcerated in
South Africa, including the ‘“home-
land’” areas.

My amendment expresses the sense of
the Congress that the United States
should seek, through diplomatic chan-
nels, the release of all political pris-
oners in South Africa and requires the
Secretary of State to submit to the
Congress a report documenting the
progress which has been amde concern-
ing their release. My amendment also
reaffirms the sentiment of Congress
that a satisfactory resolution between
the South African Government and the
African National Congress of the issue
of the release of political prisoners is
essential to the continued progress to-
ward the establishment of a nonracial
democracy in South Africa.

Mr. President, I am very pleased that
my colleague, Senator KASSEBAUM, the
ranking minority member of the Sub-
committee on Africa has joined as a co-
sponsor to this resolution.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, earlier
today I suggested that this is not the
time to debate future United States
policy regarding South Africa.

The amendment by the Senator from
Michigan [Mr. LEVIN] steps to the
brink of debating South Africa but
does not go over the edge.

If adopted, the Levin amendment, in
my opinion, should not alter United
States policy toward South Africa.
After all, Mr. President, United States
policy regarding so-called political
prisoners was established by President
Bush when sanctions ended.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate on the amendment?

The Chair hearing none, the question
is on agreeing to the amendment.

The amendment (No. 914) was agreed
to.

Mr. KERRY. Mr, President, I move to
reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was agreed to.

Mr. BUMPERS. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senator from
Arkansas [Mr. BUMPERS] is recognized.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I had
intended to offer an amendment to-
night to strike section 915 of this bill.
That was a provision that was inserted
in the committee by the Senator from
Connecticut [Mr. Dopp], which would

July 29, 1991

authorize us to embark on yet another
method of selling arms.

I know there is not a single person in
this body for whom I have a greater re-
spect or closer friendship than my good
friend, the Senator from Connecticut.

Mr. President, I feel strongly about
not starting another methods of selling
arms, especially in the wake of the
Persian Gulf when every poll shows
that every American says that if we
learned anything from the Persian Gulf
it should be to stop the proliferation of
arms all around the world.

Indeed, negotiations are going on
right now in Paris between all the per-
manent members of the Security Coun-
cil to stop it.

Yet here we have a $l-billion loan
guarantee which OMB says will be sub-
sidized to the tune of $63.6 million a
year. This is a 2-year authorization in
this bill.

Incidentally, the reason I am not
going to offer the amendment tonight
is because it is going to have to be con-
fronted again on the appropriations bill
and there is not any point in putting
the Senate through the wringer twice
on the same issue. Therefore, I am not
going to offer my amendment tonight.
Appropriations is really the determina-
tive vote anyway.

Section 915 is very cerefully crafted
to say that the Arms Export Control
Act is amended to authorize an addi-
tional $1 billion in guaranteed loans,
the loan rate to be set at whatever rate
the Eximbank would charge for the
same loan. That is complicated because
the Eximbank has a lot of complicated
formulas.

This is another $1 billion in loan
guarantees that will cost the taxpayers
of America $63.5 million each year, and
all you can do when you go to bed at
night is pray that whomever you make
these concessionary loans to will pay
them back. If they do not, add the full
billion to the burden of the American
taxpayers.

Section 915 is very carefully crafted
to say that sales may only be made to
our NATO allies, plus Japan, Australia,
New Zealand, and Israel.

I would like to ask the American peo-
ple and my colleagues in the Senate,
who here wants to subsidize a loan to
Japan? Who, here, wants to subsidize a
loan to Great Britain? Or Germany? Or
Italy? Or any of the others?

Interestingly, this provision includes
Iceland. Do you know what Iceland
spends on national defense? Zero. Not a
dime. They have not spent a dime in
years on defense. But they are included
in this amendment.

I do not want to make all the argu-
ments just as though I had offered the
amendment because there is going to
be a long, protracted debate on the
floor when the appropriations process
comes up. But the truth of the matter
is that the argument will be made that
the unemployment rate in States like
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Connecticut and Delaware and Massa-
chusetts is very high. Those States do,
indeed, have significant defense indus-
tries. And I know that unemployment
is high. But I promise my colleagues,
the unemployment rate in Connecticut
is not nearly as high as in 25 counties
in east Arkansas.

I applaud the Senator from Connecti-
cut for trying to do something for his
people. If I were in his position I might
be doing the same thing. But, Mr.
President, the worst possible reason in
the world for an amendment to in-
crease the number of arms sales by §1
billion—the worst argument in the
world—is that it creates jobs.

We are going to create jobs in the de-
fense industry? And send more and
more weapons all over the world? And
have those weapons, maybe, ulti-
mately, pointed at us? That's what
happened with some weapons in the
Persian Gulf war.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair informs the Senator from Arkan-
sas that the 5 minutes allocated to him
has expired.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I will
save the rest of my ammunition for a
later time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senator from
Connecticut [Mr. DopD] is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, let me
begin my remarks by saying that I
have no higher regard for any Member
of this body than I do for the distin-
guished Senator from Arkansas. But on
this matter his argument would be ap-
propriate if we were discussing a provi-
sion of this legislation that dealt with
arms sales to Third and Fourth World
countries. Rather, we are dealing here
with sales of private contractors to
NATO countries and New Zealand, Aus-
tralia, Japan, and Israel.

This is not a subsidy to Japan. It
goes to help out private contractors
trying to compete effectively in a mar-
ketplace that has changed. We no
longer compete with governments.
That is what we are up against around
the world. That is certainly true with-
in the European Community and else-
where.

All we are trying to do is create a
level playing field in those markets.
We are trying to see to it that our
products will have at least some sort of
an equal chance to compete effectively
with those of industries that are being
highly subsidized primarily by the gov-
ernments of Japan and Western Eu-
rope.

This amendment confines the nations
to just that group and only that group.
And it deals only with private contrac-
tors, not government-to-government
sales.

So while I respect immensely the
concern of the Senator from Arkansas
about expanding further arms sales
around the world, this particular provi-
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sion—which passed on a recorded vote .

in the Foreign Relations Committee—
is designed specifically to see to it that
American workers and American indus-
tries are not disadvantaged in that
marketplace. Frankly, that is what has
happened.

This provision in the legislation is
designed to see to it that we create
that level playing field.

I wish the world were such that there
were not going to be any more arms
sales; that there were not going to be
any more defense contractors; that we
were going to stop once and forever the
sales of jet engines or helicopters or
other equipment. That would be ideal
and I wish that were the case, and I re-
spect the desire of the Senator from
Arkansas for that to be the case. I am
sure everyone in this body has similar
views.

The hard realities of life, though, are
that there will be defense articles made
and produced in Europe and elsewhere
around the globe. It is an important in-
dustry in this country. And it is our in-
dustry that is suffering. We are already
seeing a 25- to 30-percent reduction in
the U.S. defense industry as a result of
changed conditions in the world.

But to suggest that our industries
ought to be put out of business when it
comes to trying to compete effectively
in foreign markets, I think would be a
mistake.

So this legislation is not just a bill
that deals only with Connecticut or
New England, but rather industries
across this country that have contrib-
uted significantly to this Nation's
health and well-being and, frankly,
ought to have the opportunity to com-
pete fairly and effectively in those
marketplaces.

So Mr. President, I support the work
of the Foreign Relations Committee. I
thank my colleagues on the committee
for having supported this provision. My
hope is that we would fund this provi-
sion because it could make a difference
to American workers, to American in-
dustries, to American technology, and
to research and development in these
important areas. Frankly, that is the
reason it was included in this legisla-
tion.

And let me say that I commend the
administration for being supportive in
helping draft this legislation in a way
that would do the job most effectively.

Mr. President, I say to anyone who
would try to expand this market to
Third or Fourth World countries, I
would strongly oppose any effort in
that regard. But at least in those mar-
kets where the Japanese and others
highly subsidize their industries, at
least in those markets where we try to
compete and we cannot even get in the
door, this legislation will allow us at
least to get in that door. This legisla-
tion will see to it that American prod-
ucts can be competitive on a price
level.
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Until these other countries change
their policies when it comes to subsi-
dizing their industries, I think we
ought to decide we are going to play by
the same rules. If they change their
rules, we will change our rules. But
until that occurs, I do not think Amer-
ican people whose jobs are on the line
ought to have to suffer because other
countries will not play by the rules by
which my friend from Arkansas would
like them to play.

I thank the distinguished Senator
from Massachusetts and the distin-
guished Senator from Rhode Island and
others who supported this provision
when it was raised in the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee. This is not going to
save a large number of jobs. It is not
going to make a tremendous difference
in that regard. But it could make the
difference for some. For that reason, it
is an important provision, and I thank
them for their support.

I yield the remainder of my time.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
rise in opposition to the gentleman
from Arkansas’ amendment. I believe
that it would hurt our defense export-
ers at a time when we are dramatically
downsizing our military—thereby af-
fecting their ability to do business—
and when our economy is suffering
through the throes of a recession. You
might even call it a depression of New
England.

Our defense manufacturers are a crit-
ical part of our manufacturing base.
They produce products which are com-
petitive worldwide. But the problem
confronting our defense manufacturers
has nothing to do with the quality of
their products, it has to do with the
lack of an adequate financing program
to help them compete against manu-
facturers from other nations. Without
this financing, they are at a competi-
tive disadvantage.

The United States is one of the few
leading exporting nations that does not
support its defense manufacturers with
their export sales. The result of this
lack of support is that domestic pro-
ducers lose sales or shift production
overseas through subsidiaries to coun-
tries which will provide export credits.
At a time when our defense industry is
downsizing as a result of inevitable
cutbacks, we cannot afford to hurt our
exporters further by refusing to sup-
port their export activities. We stand
to lose too many jobs if we do not help.
This is particularly important to my
home State of Connecticut which relies
heavily on its defense industry.

What Senator DoDD did with the lan-
guage now contained in the bill is es-
tablish a program that would help our
exporters without putting the Federal
Government at great financial risk. He
does this in two ways: by ensuring that
the Eximbank does a risk analysis of
all pending transactions and by limit-
ing the universe of companies that are
permitted to take advantage of the
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program. The only nations that are eli-
gible to use the guarantee authority
are NATO nations, Israel, Japan, and
our ANZUS allies.

What the Dodd language does not do
is set up the program at the Export-Im-
port Bank. The administrative func-
tion for the program is at the State De-
partment. This should help to diminish
concerns about the so-called crowding
our problem, that some supporters of
the Eximbank were afraid of when it
was first suggested that the Eximbank
begin a policy of exporting financing.
Eximbank would merely make avail-
able its expertise to ensure that all
transactions were financially sound.

We talk a great deal in this body
about competitiveness. We speak about
how we want to help American compa-
nies to compete on a level playing
field, how we want to help them deal
with unfair foreign competition. The
Dodd language on export financing
helps us to achieve that goal by mak-
ing available necessary export financ-
ing for our exporters so that they can
compete against foreign firms.

It is important to remember that
arms traffic will not stop if we decide
not to add our exporters. What will
occur is our companies will once again
be put at a competitive disadvantage.
We simply cannot allow that to hap-
pen, particularly since this bill only af-
fects sales to longstanding American
allies.

With the language contained in this
bill, Senator DODD provides a frame-
work for establishing a carefully con-
trolled defense export financing pro-
gram that addresses the financial and
political concerns of both the adminis-
tration and Congress. He puts a work-
able program in place so that our de-
fense exporters will no longer be at a
competitive disadvantage.

I urge my colleagues to vote against
the amendment of the gentleman from
Arkansas.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut having yielded
this time back, under the previous
order, the Senator from Delaware [Mr.
RoTH] is recognized for the purpose of
proposing a sense-of-the-Senate resolu-
tion, 20 minutes to be allocated for de-
bate under the usual control.

The Senator from Delaware is recog-
nized.

AMENDMENT NO. 915

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Delaware [Mr. ROTH]
proposes an amendment numbered 9815.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
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At an appropriate place in the bill add the
following new section.
SEC. .TO EXPRESS THE SENSE OF THE SENATE

SIGNED FOR DEPLOYMENT IN EU-
ROPE.

(a) FINDINGS.—

(1) the Warsaw Pact military alliance no
longer exists;

(2) the Soviet Union's capability to pose a
military threat to European security has re-
treated radically; and

(3) in light of the retreating Soviet threat,
West European electorates are unlikely to
approve the deployment of new United
States tactical nuclear weapons on European
soil.

(b) Poricy.—It is the policy of the Senate
that the United States Government should
not proceed with the research or develop-
ment of any tactical nuclear system de-
signed solely for deployment in Europe un-
less and until the NATO Council has offi-
cially announced how, when, and where such
tactical nuclear systems will be deployed.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, the amend-
ment which I have offered seeks to ex-
press the sense of the Senate, concern-
ing the research and development of
new United States tactical nuclear sys-
tems designed for deployment in Eu-
rope. In short, I do not believe that
this Nation should research or develop
any such system until our Western Eu-
ropean allies have publicly announced
how, when, and where these new sys-
tems will be deployed.

Currently, this Nation is proceeding
with the research and development of a
new, air-launched nuclear missile, the
SRAM-T, which is designed for deploy-
ment in NATO Europe. But we have ab-
solutely no public commitment from
our European allies that they will ac-
cept this missile on their soil. We are
spending money on a system which
may never be deployed.

We must remember the historical
background to the current European
situation. The INF Treaty withdrew in-
termediate range nuclear missiles from
Europe. Subsequently, the collapse of
the Warsaw Pact rendered the remain-
der of the United States ground-based
nuclear arsenal in Europe obsolete,
since the Lance missile and nuclear ar-
tillery lacking the range to hit Soviet
territory, could only be targeted upon
the new democracies of Eastern Eu-
rope.

At that stage, several European
members of the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization began privately—and I
stress the word ‘‘privately'—to express
concern by the apparent
denuclearization of Europe. Nuclear
weapons had always been viewed as a
seminal deterrent to conventional con-
flict and the United States nuclear
weapons deployed in Europe were
viewed as a guarantee of the United
States commitment to NATO's com-
mon defense. But now, the only effec-
tive United States nuclear weapons in
Europe were gravity bombs, along, of
course, with offshore ship and sub-
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marine weapons—weapons which the
United States could draw out of Europe
at will.

In order to calm these anxieties, the
United States under encouragement
from a number of NATO governments,
began development of the SRAM-T.
Since the weapon would be air-
launched, it would not violate the INF
Treaty, though it and its launching ve-
hicle, probably an F-15, would have suf-
ficient range to strike Soviet soil. The
weapon would be deployed at United
States air bases in Europe to dem-
onstrate clearly the United States
commitment to use, in the final event,
nuclear weapons in defense of Europe.

Now I must descend from the levels
of high strategy to the mundane level
of everyday politics. While European
governments might encourage the
United States to proceed with systems
such as the SRAM-T, they are not, by
any means, willing to announce their
commitment to the system and to per-
mit its deployment upon their soil.

The reasons for their reluctance are
clear. New nuclear deployments are al-
most always unpopular, particularly in
cramped and densely populated West-
ern Europe. That unpopularity will,
necessarily, be magnified by the fact
that the voting public, on both sides of
the Atlantic, correctly perceives the
Soviet military threat to their security
to be in rapid retreat. Certainly, I
would not wish to be the German chan-
cellor who has to explain to the Ger-
man electorate that, though the War-
saw Pact has collapsed and the Red
army has retreated eastward, they now
must accept new, modern nuclear
weapons on German soil.

The answer to this dilemma from Eu-
ropean governments to date, has been
procrastination—the need to deploy
new tactical nuclear weapons in Eu-
rope will supposedly be explained to
the European public at a later time,
when supposedly, the atmosphere is
better than it is now. But, in fact, Mr.
President, I suspect that all of us here
today know that such a time will never
come, It will never be convenient to
announce the deployment of new nu-
clear weapons in Europe. The fatal day
will be put off, repeatedly, and the
United States will be left with an ex-
pensive, useless nuclear weapon on its
hands along with a tarnished image as
an external force which tried to force
nuclear weapons into a newly peaceful
Europe.

Those who dispute this scenario
should recall the history of our deploy-
ment of Pershing II and ground-
launched cruise missiles in Europe. We
had been urged to follow this course by
several European governments who
were concerned by the buildup of So-
viet S5-20's targeted on Western Eu-
rope. However, when the United States
responded to that suggestion, it was
not greeted with strong support. To the
contrary, parties which, in the past,
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had pressed for new United States nu-
clear deployments now behaved like re-
luctant suitors and frequently postured
before their electorates as reluctant
victims of a bellicose United States
Government which was determined to
deploy new nuclear weapons in Europe.
Eventually, the new weapons were de-
ployed, but only after a great deal of
trauma.

We must ask ourselves, Mr. Presi-
dent, if it proved so difficult to deploy
new United States nuclear weapons in
Europe in the 1980°s, when Europe was
definitely threatened by an armed, ag-
gressive Soviet Government and armed
forces, how much more difficult will it
be to deploy such weapons when the
Soviet threat to Europe has retreated
and possibly even disappeared?

I put it to my colleagues that most
NATO European governments will
never, under current circumstances,
risk their standings with their national
electorates in order to approve the de-
ployment of new United States tactical
nuclear systems. At the very least, this
Government should suspend laying out
money on such systems until we and
our European and Canadian allies, sit-
ting together in the NATO council,
have publicly committed ourselves to
the deployment of new tactical nuclear
systems and have informed all of our
voting publics exactly how, when, and
where these systems will be deployed.

Mr. President, I urge the adoption of
my amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, we are
going to accept this amendment. I just
want to say, for the record, there are
Senators, obviously, with differing
views about what weapons ought to be
inserted when, where, and how. But I
think the Senator has appropriately
raised the notion that the NATO coun-
cil ought to be looked to for advice, al-
though I know the Senator has by no
means the notion that once they have
given their advice that is somehow
binding or more than advisory, which
is all it could be.

But it is important for us to have
that view, and clearly it is appropriate
that we should look to the NATO coun-
cil.

We are delighted to accept this
amendment.

Mr. President, I yield back such time
as may remain on this side. I believe
there is no one speaking in opposition,
and all time is yielded back.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair notes all time is yielded back
under the control of the Senator from
Massachusetts. The Chair inquires of
the Senator from Delaware; he has 2
minutes and 12 seconds under his con-
trol.

Mr. ROTH. I yield back my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
is no further debate, the question is on
agreeing to the amendment.
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The amendment (No. 915) was agreed
to.
Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was agreed to.

Mr. ROTH. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, amendment No. 912,
offered by the Senator from Pennsylva-
nia [Mr. WorrFoRD] is the pending
amendment.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I move to
table the amendment of the Senator
from Pennsylvania, and I ask for the
yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is now on agreeing to table
the amendment of the Senator from
Pennsylvania, Mr. WOFFORD.

Mr. MITCHELL addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader is recognized.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I
would like to remind Senators we will
now have a series of votes. The first
one will be for 15 minutes; all others
except for the last vote will be for 10
minutes.

It is an imposition on colleagues for
Senators not to stay here and vote dur-
ing the 10 minutes on the succeeding
votes. I urge all Senators to do so out
of courtesy to their colleagues, so we
can complete this bill and our business
today at a reasonable hour.

Mr. STEVENS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
guestion is on agre

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, may I
address an inquiry to the leader.

What follows the last vote?

Mr. MITCHELL. I have discussed
that with the distinguished Republican
leader. It is our hope to proceed to one
of the remaining appropriations bills,
probably the agriculture appropria-
tions bill, although there will be no
votes on it this evening after the clo-
ture vote.

I hope we can get it in position to
vote on in the morning, or State, Jus-
tice, Commerce appropriations.

Mr. STEVENS. The cloture vote will
be the last vote this evening?

Mr. MITCHELL. The last vote this
evening.

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 812

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
to table the Wofford amendment. The
yveas and nays have been ordered. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Arkansas [Mr. PRYOR] is ab-
sent because of illness.

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the
Senator from Utah [Mr. HATCH] and the
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Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. NICKLES]
are necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Utah [Mr.
HATCH] would vote ‘‘yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 55,
nays 42, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 1564 Leg.]

YEAS—55
Bentsen Glenn Packwood
Bond Gorton Pressler
Boren Gramm Robb
Breaux Grassley Rockefeller
Brown Hatfleld Roth
Bryan Heflin
Bumpers Helms oo
Burns Hollings Shelby
Chafee Inouye Slion
Coats Jeffords p
Cochran Kassebaum Smmith"u
Cohen Kasten
Craig Kerry Specter
D'Amato Lott Stevens
Danforth Lugar Symms
Dole Mack Thurmond
Domenict MeCain Wallop
Durenberger MecConnell Warner
Garn Murkowski

NAYS—42
Adams Exon Metzenbaum
Akaka Ford Milkulski
Baucus Fowler Mitchell
Biden Gore Moynihan
Bi Grah Nunn
Bradley Harkin Pell
Burdick Johnston Reid
Byrd Kennedy Riegle
Conrad Kerrey Sanford
Cranston Kohl Sarbanes
Daschle Lautenberg Sasser
DeConcind Leahy Wellstone
Dixon Levin Wirth
Dodd Lieberman Wofford

NOT VOTING—3

Hatch Nickles Pryor

So, the motion to table the amend-

ment (No. 912) was agreed to.
VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 862

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SAN-
FORD). The question is on agreeing to
the Pressler amendment, No. 892. The
veas and nays have been ordered.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I move to
table the amendment, and I ask for the
yveas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Arkansas [Mr. PRYOR] is ab-
sent because of illness.

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the
Senator from Utah [Mr. HATCH] and the
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. NICKLES]
are necessarily absent.

I further announce that, it present
and voting, the Senator from Utah [Mr.
HATCH], would vote ‘‘nay.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 25,
nays 72, as follows:



20222

[Rollcall Vote No. 155 Leg.]

YEAS—25
Adams Glenn Reid
Bradley Gore Robb
Breaux Hatfield Sanford
Bryan Jeffords Sarbanes
Burdick Kennedy Simon
Byrd - ;m Wellstone
Durenberger Packwood hiiioo
Fowler Pell
NAYS—T72

Akaka Exon McCain
Baucus Ford McConnell
Bentsen Garn Metzenbaum
Biden Gorton Mikulski
Bingaman Graham Mitchell
Bond Gramm Murkowski
Boren Grassley Nunn
Brown Harkin Pressler
Bumpers Heflin Riegle
Burns Helms Rockefeller
Chafee Hollings Roth
Coats Inouye Rudman
Cochran Johnston Sasser
Cohen Kassebaum Seymour
Conrad Kasten Shelby

Kerrey Simpson
D'Amato Eohl Smith
Danforth I berg Spect,
Daschle Leahy Stevens
DeConcini Levin Symms
Dixon Lieberman Thurmond
Dodd Lott Wallop
Dole Lugar Warner
Domenici Mack Wirth

NOT VOTING—3

Hatch Nickles Pryor

So, the motion to table the amend-
ment (No. 892) was rejected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from South Da-
kota. The yeas and nays have been or-
dered.

Mr. KERRY and Mr. PRESSLER ad-
dressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the yeas and
nays be vitiated.

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

The amendment (No. 892) is agreed
to.
Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote.

Mr. KERRY. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 8%

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is now on the Helms amend-
ment No. 896.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I move to
table the Helms amendment and I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
of the Senator fromm Massachusetts to
lay on the table the amendment of the
Senator from North Carolina. On this
question the yeas and nays have been
ordered, and the clerk will call the roll.
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The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Arkansas [Mr. PRYOR] is ab-
sent because of illness.

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the
Senator from Utah [Mr. HATCH] and the
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. NICKLES]
are necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Utah [Mr.
HATCH] would vote ‘‘yea.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 57,
nays 40, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 156 Leg.]

YEAS—5T
Adams Dodd Metzenbaum
Akaka Durenberger Mikulski
Baucus Ford Mitchell
Bentsen Fowler Moynihan
Biden Glenn Nunn
Bingaman Gore Pell
Boren Graham Reid
Bradley Harkin Riegle
Breaux Heflin Robb
Bryan Inouye Rockefeller
Bumpers Jeffords Sanford
Burdick Johnston Sarbanes
Byrd Kennedy Sasser
Cohen Kerry Shelby
Cranston Kohl Simon
D'Amato Lautenberg Warner
Danforth Leahy Wellstone
Daschle Levin Wirth
Dixon Lieberman Wofford

NAYS—40
Bond Gramm Packwood
Brown Grassley Pressler
Burns Hatfield Roth
Chafee Helms Rudman
Coats Hollings Seymour
Cochran Kassel Sir
Conrad Kasten Smith
Craig Kerrey Specter
DeConcini Lott Stdrens
Dole Lugar s
Domenici Mack v
Exon McCain Thurmond
Garn McConnell Wallop
Gorton Murkowski

NOT VOTING—3

Hatch Nickles Pryor

So, the motion to lay on the table
the amendment (No. 896) was agreed to.
REPORT ON U.N. ARREARAGES, AMENDMENT NO.

880

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I rise
to speak to the amendment offered ear-
lier today by the Senator from North
Carolina [Mr. HELMS] requiring a re-
port on the use of the arrearages that
the United States will be paying to the
United Nations. Let me begin by say-
ing, as I have in the past, that I am
pleased that the Congress is facing up
to the issue of our debt to the United
Nations. The United States has become
the biggest deadbeat in the U.N. sys-
tem. We have placed ourselves in the
company of states like Libya, South
Africa, and Syria as a state which does
not pay its legal obligations to the
United Nations. Now that time is past
and we are moving ahead to fulfill
these obligations.

There were definitely problems at the
United Nations. As a former Perma-
nent Representative, I know full well
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that the United Nations needed im-
provement, But there has been im-
provement. The United Nations has
embraced consensus-based budgetary
decisionmaking. We now have a high
degree of confidence that no funds will
be spent for activities to which the
United States has strong objections. In
particular, I wish to commend the
longstanding and vigorous efforts of
our colleague, Senator KASSEBAUM, for
working to encourage budgetary re-
form at the United Nations.

The amendment offered by the Sen-
ator from North Carolina asks for a re-
port. This is unobjectionable. With the
new spirt of cooperation and consensus
at the United Nations we know that
the report will tell the Congress that
the arrearage payments we are making
are going toward activities that the
United States has no objection. For
that reason, I cannot see how anyone
would object to the report that the
Senator requests.

Mr. PELL. I fully concur with the re-
marks of the senior Senator from New
York. The amendment offered by the
Senator from North Carolina does no
more than request a report on how the
U.S. arrearage payments will be spent.
Given the very positive role that the
United Nations is playing around the
world today, I look forward to learning
more about its activities and the way
in which the U.S. arrearage payments
will contribute to those activities. I
likewise concur in the view that—as a
result of the consensus-based budg-
etary decisionmaking at the United
Nations—there is nothing that we are
likely to learn in this report that will
cause the Senate any concern.

Mrs, KASSEBAUM. I agree with my
colleagues in having no objection to a
report on the manner in which the
United Nations will use the U.S. ar-
rearage payments. I will be particu-
larly interested to learn how these
funds will be allocated to the United
Nations' refugee programs. The grow-
ing refugee problem is a true crisis, and
one which demands a serious review of
how we allocate resources and imple-
ment programs.

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President,
I rise to comment briefly on the com-
mittee language pertaining to United
States relations with Laos.

My State of Minnesota has a substan-
tial Laotian population, including
many native Hmong. The Laotian com-
munity in Minnesota obviously follows
events in their homeland very closely
and with a great interest and concern.
Quite of few still have family living in
Laos.

Many Laotian-Minnesotans contact
me regularly to express their continu-
ing concerns and anxiety about persist-
ent human rights violations in Laos,
particularly against the Hmong people.

Mr. President, although it is cer-
tainly true, as the committee bill
states, that significant positive
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changes are occurring in Laos regard-
ing moves toward liberalizing markets,
establishing a system of laws, and co-
operating on POW/MIA and drug traf-
ficking matters, I believe it is ex-
tremely important for members of the
Senate to appreciate that there are
still shortcomings in Laos, particularly
regarding respect for basic human
rights and the treatment of refugees
returning from camps on the Laos-
Thailand border.

As many of my colleagues will recall,
I visited Laos in 1989. It was an ex-
tremely positive and beneficial experi-
ence for me, and hopefully for our
hosts as well. We discussed many of
these issues, including the human
rights questions. The Laotian leaders
with whom we met expressed a desire a
move forward on these matters and to
work cooperatively with the United
States across of the spectrum of our
mutual concerns.

I value that commitment by the Lao-
tian leaders, and I believe it is ex-
tremely important for the Senate to
promote still greater and more positive
changes in Laos. I support the commit-
tee language, as far as it goes, Mr.
President. But I am not convinced that
it goes far enough.

I believe the committee could have
made stronger references to the abso-
lute imperative for the United States
to insist that the Laotian Government
respect fundamental human rights of
all Laotian people and continue mak-
ing progress on democratization and
market liberalization. It should be our
policy objective not only to recognize
and reward changes already made, but
to ensure that Laos carries through to
far greater reforms than currently em-
braced.

Mr. President, many Laotian-Min-
nesotans have expressed particular
concerns regarding reports of forced re-
patriations of Laotian refugees in
camps in Thailand or near the Lao-
Thai border. I have shared these con-
cerns with the State Department, and
it is my hope that the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee will also address
these matters in future hearings.

Mr. President, Members of the Sen-
ate will recall that in early June of
this year, there was a large demonstra-
tion in Washington of the Hmong-Lao-
tian community of the Human Rights
in Laos, Mr. Nkajlo Vangh, shared with
me an extensive report on the dem-
onstration and the concerns of Laotian
community in this country. Because of
its length, I will not submit the entire
report for the RECORD, but I believe the
Senate would benefit from portions of
this report, which I will submit at the
appropriate time.

The Foreign Relations Committee
should be commended for including au-
thorization to establish a USIA office
in Vientiane. Such an office can make
a valuable contribution to providing
citizens of Laos with information and
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insights about the United States and

about democratic values, market

economies, and political freedoms. This
is an important provision, and I urge
my colleagues to support it.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to insert in the RECORD at the con-
clusion of my remarks the conclusion
and summary section of the report re-
ferred to above.

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

WHITE PAPER ON THE PURPOSES OF HMONG
AND LAOTIAN DEMONSTRATIONS IN WASHING-
TON, DC, ON JUNE 9-10, 1991

(Submitted by The Lao Human Rights Coun-
cil on behalf of those refugees in Thailand
and their fellows in the United States.)

CONCLUSION AND SUMMARY

It is our hope that the U.S. Government
and the United Nations will seriously con-
sider the above requests and calls for help
and humanitarian assistance. World politics
is changing. The powers of peoples change
the world. Communism in Eastern Europe
and around the world was collapsed by the
so-called democracy project. Now is the time
to pursue this project in Laos. Laotian peo-
ple desire peace, freedom, democracy, and
human rights. We need American support,
help, contributions, and humanitarian as-
sistance. Freedom of refugees and movement
must replace the forced repatriation of refu-
gees to Laos.

We are here in Washington, DC, because we
need help and humanitarian assistance from
the U.S. Government and the American peo-
ple. The United States Government must no
longer ignore the crying and dying of the
Hmong refugees in the Mekong River and in-
side Laos. Four decades ago, President Harry
Truman declared in 1947 that “‘it must be the
policy of the United States to support free
peoples” against outside threats to their
freedom and self-determination. In January
1961, President John F. Kennedy addressed
the American people that ‘“‘ask not what
your country can do for you—ask what you
can do for your country.” Similarly, the
American people and Government must not
ask what Hmong and Laotian people can do
for America. The American people and Gov-
ernment must ask themselves what they can
do for Hmong and Laotian people who are
crying and dying now. The time has come
and is overdue for the United States to take
some actions on Laos. During the Indochina
war, Hmong and Laotian people and the
Americans shared the price of peace, democ-
racy and freedom for the free world we all
saw in 1989, The world might not have
changed the way it was in 1989 without co-
operation between Laotians and Americans
during the cold war. Indeed we have per-
formed excellent duties for the free world in
the past several decades. In 1975, the Viet-
nam war was over for Americans. However,
the war is not over for Hmong and Laotian
people in Laos yet. Indeed, we had commit-
ments to fight the war together. So today,
we must share the price of peace and freedom
together. Indeed, Hmong and Laotian people
do not receive this kind of price. They do re-
ceive death, human tragedies and tears for 15
years. We all regretted that the United
States and the world have turned blind eyes
to see and deaf ears to hear these human
tragedies and tears. Therefore, Hmong and
Laotian Americans and other individuals
who share our concerns come together today
to request help and humanitarian assistance
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and concern of the U.S. Government and the
United Nations, ASEAN, and the inter-
national community.

We are here to notify the United States
Government, Thai Government, Communist
Pathet Lao government, ASEAN govern-
ments and the United Nations that those ref-
ugees inside Thailand are not willing to re-
turn to Laos at this moment because it is
not safe for them to return. They will go
home when it is the appropriate time. They
will return home based on the 15 points
which were adopted by the people on Janu-
ary 20, 1991. Please see attached copies of the
15 points.

We denounce and reject the letter of March
1, 1991, which Mr. Vue Mai, the chairman of
the Vinai Refugee Camp, sent to the United
Nations High Commissioner for Refugees in
Bangkok and in Geneva. This letter con-
tained that Hmong and Laotian refugees who
are inside Thailand are willing to return to
Laos. Indeed. This letter was made by Vue
Mai himself without the approval and con-
sultation of the other nine group leaders of
the camp and of the refugees. Therefore, on
May 24, 1991, nine group leaders of the refu-
gees forced Mr. Vue Mai to resign. They de-
nounced and rejected the letter of March 1,
1991. Therefore, the statements of March 1,
1991, which contained that Hmong and Lao-
tian refugees are willing to return to Laos
shall be null and void. The Lao Human
Rights Council and Hmong and Laotian
Americans and refugees supported and en-
dorsed the decision of the nine leaders of the
Vinai Refugee Camp issued on May 24, 1991.
Now, Mr. Vue Mai is out of power in the refu-
gee camp. Therefore, his letter of March 1,
1991, to the United Nations became null and
void on the date of May 24, 1991.

FOREIGN RELATIONS AUTHORIZATION ACT,
FISCAL YEAR 1992-83

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join other members of the
Foreign Relations Committee in this
step of developing an effective State
Department authorization bill. The
chairman of the Subcommittee on Ter-
rorism, Narcotics and International
Operations is to be commended for his
careful, thorough leadership and his
many attempts to accommodate a wide
range of views on many controversial
topics.

The bill before us is currently within
the administration's requested alloca-
tion. However, during the subcommit-
tee and full committee markups, sev-
eral changes were made in spending
priorities—approximately $50 million
was redirected from requested initia-
tives to those favored by members of
the committee.

Although throughout the process we
have reached agreement. on many con-
troversial provisions—frankly, many
more than I had expected we would—a
few have not been solved that are im-
portant.

Especially important to the State
Department and the U.S. Information
Agency [USIA] are the removal of
three provisions currently in law that
severely restrict their management
flexibility and prevent natural econo-
mies necessary to maximize the effect
of U.S. diplomatic efforts in a rapidly
changing world environment. The first
two prevent either the State Depart-
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ment or USIA from closing any over-
seas posts without a one-for-one re-
placement with a post of a higher pri-
ority. It is obvious how severely con-
straining this provision is.

The third requires that USIA main-
tain the same proportionate levels of
personnel overseas to those in the
United States as they had in 1981. This
requirement has clearly outlived its
usefulness. The world has changed dra-
matically since 1981 as have the United
States foreign policy commitments. As
a result, Congress has mandated sig-
nificant change at USIA since 1981. In
the last 10 years, USIA has added 911
positions to support congressionally
mandated or congressionally sponsored
programs. This requirement is another
example of Congress’ ability to cut off
its nose to spite its face: USIA reports
an effort to comply completely with
that section would require drastic re-
ductions in broadcasting and edu-
cational exchange personnel—the very
programs Congress has favored.

The bill is strongly grounded in sup-
port for the Baltic countries, for Israel,
and for the growing democratic move-
ment in Yugoslavia. It requires the ad-
ministration to start investigating the
feasibility of a Radio Free China and
launches a top-to-bottom review of the
State Department’s personnel system.

We have undertaken efforts in this
bill to ensure the National Endowment
for Democracy begins an effective re-
form and gets back on its feet. In the
Endowment’s early years, many prob-
lems were uncovered with the Endow-
ment’s ability to account for its funds
and to evaluate the effectiveness of its
programs. Congress was assured in 1984,
1985, and 1986 these problems would be
fixed. However, this year, the General
Accounting Office released an audit of
the Endowment that demonstrated, be-
yond any doubt, that these problems
had not been rectified.

To ensure the Endowment fixes the
many problems outlined in the report—
such as awarding grants
uncompetitively, not evaluating grants
against a set of goals and objectives,
and ineffectively tracking and auditing
Endowment grants—the bill before us
today includes provisions designed to
require reform at the Endowment. Spe-
cifically, it withholds release of the ad-
ditional $5 million requested for fiscal
year 1992 until the NED reports it has
complied with the GAO report and the
GAO certifies it has complied. Also in-
cluded is a provision to require USIA
inspector general financial audits on a
yearly basis.

In addition to these significant steps,
the bill includes a provision designed
to help get America’s financial house
back in order. The provision requires
international credit checks before the
United States makes international
loans or grants, including those
through a multilateral institution. The
bill also withholds all arrearage pay-
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ments to ‘‘special purpose” inter-
national organizations until the Sec-
retary of State reports on the benefits
to the United States of membership In
these organizations and their effect on
America’s consumers.

Furthermore, the bill adds additional
conditions to our sanctions against
Iraqg, requiring that sanctions remain
in place until those Kuwaitis still held
as prisoners in Iraq are released. It also
includes an important provision ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress that
resolving the fates of those prisoners of
war or unaccounted for in Southeast
Asia should be the Nation’s highest for-
eign relations priority.

Taken as a whole, the bill represents
an excellent effort, and a lot of hard
work. I would like to thank Senator
JoHN KERRY, and his hardworking,
helpful staff. Nancy Stetson, the sub-
committee staff director for the major-
ity, has done an excellent job and has
taken special pains to represent the
views of all Senators on the commit-
tee. I would also like to thank Steve
Polanski, Brad Cohen, and Mary
Stakem of the majority staff for their
hard work and many long hours, and
without the hard work and advice of
Bruce Rickerson and others on the mi-
nority staff and their many long days
and nights, we would not have been
ready to bring this to the floor.

Mr. President, thank you. I yield the
floor.

COMPOSITION OF U.S. DELEGATIONS TO THE CSCE
ABSEMBLY

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, last
November the heads of state or Govern-
ment of the Conference on Security
and Cooperation in Europe, recognizing
the important role parliamentarians
can play in the CSCE process, called
for the creation of a CSCE parliamen-
tary assembly. In early April of this
year parliamentarians from the CSCE
participating States gathered in Ma-
drid to formally create the CSCE As-
sembly. Is my understanding correct
that the legislation before the Senate
today authorizes participation in the
Assembly?

Mr. PELL. Yes. The Senator from Ar-
izona is correct. This bill does author-
ize U.S. participation in the CSCE As-
sembly. Over the years the Commission
on Security and Cooperation in Europe,
cochaired by the distinguished Senator
from Arizona, [Mr. DECONCINI], has
played a leading role on the Helsinki
process. The members of the Commis-
sion have developed a real expertise
which will be indispensable to U.S. del-
egations at meetings of the CSCE As-
sembly.

Mr. DECONCINI. During House con-
sideration of the State Department au-
thorization bill, there was a colloquy
between the Foreign Affairs Commit-
tee chairman, DANTE FASCELL, and
chairman of the Helsinki Commission,
STENY HOYER, on the inclusion of mem-
bers of the Helsinki Commission on
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U.S. delegations to meetings of the
CSCE Assembly. Is the Senator from
Rhode Island familiar with this ex-
change?

Mr. PELL. I am. For the reasons out-
lined above, I urge the President of the
Senate, upon recommendation of the
majority and minority leaders of the
Senate, to be sure that each U.S. dele-
gation to the Assembly includes at
least two members of the CSCE Com-
mission.

Mr. DECONCINI. I thank the distin-
guished chairman for his kind remarks
concerning the role of the CSCE Com-
mission in the Helsinki process and for
his recognition of the contribution its
members will make to the work of the
CSCE Assembly.

PRESSLER AMENDMENT NO. 892 TO STATE
DEPARTMENT AUTHORIZATION BILL

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I would
like to note the dilemma that the Pres-
sler amendment to the State Depart-
ment authorization bill presented to
me, and I suspect to many of my col-
leagues as well. I strongly support the
full payment of U.S. arrearages to the
United Nations, and have maintained
that position over the past several
years. The United Nations plays a crit-
ical role in world affairs, and has in-
creasingly demonstrated its impor-
tance in recent months, as best exem-
plified by its successful efforts to help
unify the international coalition
against Saddam Hussein. In view of my
regard for the work of the United Na-
tions, I in no way want my vote in
favor of the Pressler amendment to be
misinterpreted as opposing U.S. pay-
ment of arrearages.

Nevertheless, the United Nations
must act more diligently to ensure
that U.S. citizens are hired fairly and
in numbers commensurate with this
Nation’s overall contribution to the
United Nations. I hope that the Pres-
sler amendment will send a signal to
the United Nations, as well as to the
Bush administration, that we regard
the fair and full employment of Ameri-
cans by U.N. agencies to be a high pri-
ority.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
rise in support of the State Depart-
ment authorization bill. The bill in-
cludes a provision I authored, the Anti-
Boycott Passport Act. The provision is
aimed at reversing Arab League coun-
tries’ outdated passport policies which
isolate and stigmatize our friend Israel
and prohibiting the State Department
from acquiescing in these policies.

The provision resulted from an expe-
rience I had trying to obtain a visa for
a leadership sanctioned trip to Saudi
Arabia and Kuwait earlier this year.
Saudi Arabia would not issue to me a
visa because my passport has an Israeli
entrance stamp. The Kuwaitis have a
similar passport policy. So do a major-
ity of the Arab League countries.

The State Department acquiesced to
the Saudis by issuing to me a new dip-
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lomatic passport and rendering my old
diplomatic passport usable only for
travel to Israel. That the Saudis
wouldn't take an American passport
from a United States Senator because
of an Israeli entrance stamp is an out-
rage. So is the fact that the United
States State Department acquiesces in
the Arab boycott of Israel and stig-
matizes our friend and ally Israel by is-
suing “‘Israel only’' passports.

The provision in this bill is identical
to a bill that I introduced. I am pleased
that the full text of my bill is included
in this legislation. Representatives
BERMAN and SNOWE have introduced an
identical bill in the House of Rep-
resentatives, and a hearing was held on
June 13.

The provision at issue would require
Secretary Baker to instruct our Middle
Eastern diplomatic corps to imme-
diately commence negotiations with
Arab countries toward a reversal of
their passport policy. If, within 90 days
of enactment, negotiations have not re-
sulted in a commitment from each
Arab country to reverse this policy,
the State Department would be prohib-
ited from issuing duplicate passports to
officials of the U.S. Government trav-
eling in the Middle East.

For nondiplomatic United States
travelers, the legislation would pro-
hibit so-called Israel only passports.
So, for example, if the Saudis or any
Arab League country want to persist in
this policy, United States travelers
would be issued ‘“Saudi Only’ or ‘“‘Arab
League Only’’ passports, and Saudi
Arabia would suffer the stigma and iso-
lation United States passport policies
currently impose on Israel.

The provision would not restrict
travel of nondiplomatic citizens as the
State Department has said it would.
The State Department could still issue
duplicate passports for U.s.
nondiplomatic citizens who want to
travel to Israel and Arab League coun-
tries. But it could no longer stigmatize
Israel by issuing an “‘Israel Only’ pass-
port. The State Department would be
forced to place the stigma where it be-
longs—on the Arab countries—and not
on Israel.

The provision would force the Arab
League countries—which the United
States defended in the recent war—to
accept passports from United States of-
ficials even if they have visited Israel.

Americans were welcomed to Saudi
Arabia when they were in uniform,
ready to defend the sovereignty of
those nations and the security of the
entire Persian Gulf. But today Saudi
Arabia and a majority of the Arab
League countries refuse to admit
Americans who have committed the of-
fense of having visited Israel.

To accept this Arab behavior is to
give tacit approval to the Arab
League’s policy of isolating Israel and
refusing to accept her right to exist.
American law and policy reject the
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Arab League boycott. Our companies
are prohibited from complying with the
boycott. We should expect no less from
our diplomats and officials. They, too,
should not be permitted to comply
with the boycott of Israel.

The Arab practice of denying entry
to United States citizens with Israeli
stamps in their passports is an insult
to every American and every American
soldier who fought in Desert Storm.
The administration can act on its own
to reverse this archaic and misguided
Arab policy. It should; but if it doesn’t,
we must enact this legislation and put
an end to this outrageous practice.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is before the Senate and open to
amendment. If there be no further
amendment to be proposed, the ques-
tion is on the engrossment and third
reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading, and was read the
third time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee is discharged from
further consideration of H.R. 1415. All
after the enacting clause is stricken.
The text of S. 1433, as amended, is in-
serted in lieu thereof.

The question is on the engrossment
of the amendment and third reading of
the bill.

The amendment was ordered to be
engrossed for a third reading, and the
bill to be read the third time.

The bill was read the third time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas
and nays have not yet been ordered on
the House bill, as amended.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
having been read the third time, the
question is, Shall the bill pass?

The yeas and nays have been ordered.
The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Arkansas [Mr. PRYOR], is ab-
sent because of illness.

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the
Senator from Utah [Mr. HATCH] and the
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. NICKLES],
are necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting the Seantor from Utah [Mr.
HATCH] would vote “‘yea’.

The result was announced—yeas 86,
nays 11, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 157 Leg.]

YEAS—86
Adams Bond Bumpers
Akaka Boren Burdick
Baucus Bradley Chafee
Bentsen Breaux Coats
Biden Brown Cochran
Bingaman Bryan Cohen
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Cranston Jelfords Pell
D'Amato Johnston Pressler
Danforth Eassebaum Reid
Daschle Easten Riegle
Dodd Kennedy Robb
Dola Kerrey Rockefeller
Domenieci Kerry Roth
Durenberger Kohl Hitnan
Exon Lautenberg Sanford
Zor “ Sarbanes
Fowler Levin Sangdr
Garn Lieberman aa
Glenn Lugar yraauE
Gore Mack Shelby
Gorton McCain Simon
Graham McConnell Simpeon
Gramm Metzenb
Grassley Mikulski SBtevens
Harkin Mitchell Thurmond
Hatfield Moynihan Warner
Heflin Mur i Wellst
Hollings Nunn Wirth
Inouye Packwood Wofford
NAYS—11
Burns DeConcini Smith
Byrd Dixon Symms
Conrad Helms Wallop
Craig Lott
NOT VOTING—3
Hatch Nickles Pryor
So the bill (H.R. 1415) as amended,
was passed.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote by which the bill,
as amended, was passed.

Mr. MITCHELL. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I believe
we need to appoint conferees.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator wish to move to insist on a po-
sition and ask for a conference?

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I move
that the Senate insist on its amend-
ment, request a conference with the
House, and that the Chair be author-
ized to appoint conferees.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Presiding Officer (Mr. SANFORD) ap-
pointed Mr. PELL, Mr. KERRY, Mr.
SIMON, Mr. MOYNIHAN, Mr. BIDEN, Mr.
SARBANES, Mr. DopD, Mr. HELMS, Mr.
LUGAR, Mrs. KASSEBAUM, Mr. PRES-
SLER, Mr. MURKOWSKI, and Mr. BROWN
conferees on the part of the Senate.

Mr. PELL addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I want to
express my gratitude to Senator KERRY
for the great job of managing that he
did, and Senator MITCHELL for schedul-
ing this. I also thank Senator HELMS
and Senator BROWN; and also very
much, indeed, Nancy Stetson and Steve
Polansky.

Also, I thank all Senators for facili-
tating the passage of this legislation,
without whose help this would not
have happened.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I thank
the distinguished chairman of the For-
eign Relations Committee, Senator
PELL, for his succinct summary of the
bill which we have just considered. At
the start of this Congress, the Foreign
Relations Committee adopted a new
structure under which subcommittees
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would take a more active role. There-
fore, this bill was considered and
marked up first at the subcommittee
level by the Subcommittee on Terror-
ism, Narcotics and International Oper-
ations, which I Chair.

After holding five comprehensive
hearings, the subcommittee on May 14
reported an original bill to the full
committee by a 7T to 0 vote. As the
chairman of the committee has already
indicated, the committee favorably re-
ported the bill to the Senate on June 12
by a unanimous vote of 18 to 0. These
votes reflect the bipartisan process by
which the bill was formulated and the
strong support that it has engendered
from both sides of the committee.

I would like to thank the ranking mi-
nority member of the subcommittee,
HANK BROWN, for his cooperation and
contributions throughout this process.

In marking up this bill, the sub-
committee and the full committee en-
deavored to stay within the cap on dis-
cretionary spending for function 150—
the international affairs function—set
by the budget agreement. Therefore,
increases in one account were offset by
corresponding decreases in another ac-
count within the bill, with two excep-
tions. The committee lowered the au-
thorization for foreign military financ-
ing in the foreign aid authorization bill
in order to increase the authorization
for migration and refugee assistance in
this bill. The committee also offset §3.4
million for new academic exchanges by
authorizing less than the administra-
tion’s request for the Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency.

This approach was taken deliberately
in order to produce authorization lev-
els that are realistic in budgetary
terms. I hope my colleagues will bear
this in mind if they are considering of-
fering funding amendments. It is my
hope that when the Senate finishes
with this bill, the funding levels will
continue to be reasonable in the con-
text of the budget caps.

Mr. President, since this is the first
time that the subcommittee has had
responsibiliity for marking up this leg-
islation, a rather conservative ap-
proach was taken. In many instances,
the administration’s requests were
fully funded. However, in some impor-
tant respects, priorities were reor-
dered.

As the chairman of the committee
has previously indicated, the author-
ization for migration and refugee as-
sistance was increased by $110 million
to a total of $600 million. It takes only
a cursory look at the worldwide refu-
gee situation to determine that the ad-
ministration's fiscal year 1992 re-
quest—$490 million—is nowhere near
enough to meet the needs. This request
was based on an estimate of 15.7 mil-
lion refugees. In the intervening
months since the State Department’s
budget was prepared, conflicts in Libe-
ria, Somalia, Iraq, and elsewhere have
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caused a dramatic increase in the num-
ber of refugees. Today, there are an es-
timated 18.2 million refugees. Clearly,
the needs of these additional refugees
need to be addressed and the commit-
tee has sought to do that through its
higher authorization level.

The Foreign Relations Committee
traditionally has been a strong pro-
ponent of international exchanges. In
keeping with that tradition, the com-
mittee not only fully funded the ad-
ministration’s fiscal year 1992 request
for exchanges but also restored the $2.7
million cut made by USIA—for budg-
etary purposes—for exchanges in Afri-
ca, Asia, and Latin America. In addi-
tion, the committee authorized over
$13 million for new exchange programs
including one for Vietnamese students
that I proposed.

The fiscal year 1992 authorization for
the State Department’s building ac-
count was decreased by $50 million to
offset the increases in other programs.
Of this, $30 million went to the refugee
account. The buildings account was
used for offsets because it can absorb
them. Funding for capital programs is
disbursed more slowly than for other
accounts.

In addition, in past years, the admin-
istration has frequently reprogrammed
funds from and within the buildings ac-
count, often because of construction
delays. The committee’s authorization
level, although $50 million less than
the request, is still $162 million over
the fiscal year 1991 appropriated level.
That sum does not include the $130 mil-
lion which the administration has re-
quested and the committee has author-
ized for construction of the new office
building at the U.S. Embassy in Mos-
cCow.

There are many views within the
committee and indeed within the Con-
gress on what construction option
should be chosen for the Moscow Em-
bassy. The bill before us leaves that
question open. While I personally am
inclined to support teardown and re-
build, I think that the most important
issue is not the option but resolving
the disagreement in order that work
begin on one option or the other. This
issue has been with us for far too long.
If we in the Congress cannot reach
agreement on what should be done,
then clearly we ought to leave it up to
the administration’s discretion and let
them get on with it.

Mr. President, I would like to men-
tion three other important aspects of
this bill. First, as our chairman has al-
ready noted, the bill authorizes both
full funding for the assessed contribu-
tions to the United Nations and other
international organizations and repay-
ment of all outstanding arrearages.
The administration requested full aun-
thorization for the arrearages this
year. The committee willingly pro-
vided it.
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Second, unlike the bill passed by the
House, this bill authorizes appropria-
tions for USIA for both fiscal years 1992
and 1993. The House provided only a 1-
year authorization because of the re-
view currently being conducted by the
President’s Task Force on U.S. Govern-
ment International Broadcasting. The
outcome of that review will have im-
portant ramifications for TUSIA's
broadcasting activities.

Senator BROWN and I are fully pre-
pared to examine all of these issues
next year. However, we felt, and the
full committee agreed, that USIA
should not be penalized in the appro-
priations process for lack of an author-
ization for fiscal year 1993.

Third, as the chairman of the com-
mittee said, the fiscal year 1993 author-
izations are generally a straight line of
those for fiscal year 1992. This ap-
proach was taken because neither the
administration’s official requests nor
the budget allocations for fiscal year
1993 have been finalized.

Mr. President, I believe that the bill
we are about to consider is a reason-
able piece of legislation. I want to
thank the chairman and the ranking
minority Member, Senator HELMS, for
the support and encouragement that
they have given to me and Senator
BROWN throughout this process.

Mr. President, I particularly thank
Senator BROWN for our working rela-
tionship. Also, I thank all the staff:
Nancy Stetson, Steve Polansky, Brad
Cohen, Bill Ashworth, and Mary
Stakem; also the Republican staff:
Carter Pilcher and Bruce Rickerson.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I extend
my particular thanks to Senator
KERRY. He has been a delight to work
with on this bill. He is too tough a ne-
gotiator, but outside of that, he has
done a superb job.

Senator HELMS and Senator PELL
have been particularly helpful and
kind, along with their staff, Nancy
Stetson, who has been most helpful to
us, along with Deborah DeMoss and
Bruce Rickerson on our side.

EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT
COMPENSATION

MOTION TO PROCEED

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there now will be 10
minutes of debate on the motion to
proceed to S. 15564.

Mr. DOLE addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re-
publican leader.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I would
like to urge my colleagues to vote in
favor of invoking cloture on the mo-
tion to proceed to S. 15654, the Emer-
gency Unemployment Compensation
Act of 1991.

No one disputes the pain and hard-
ship of the unemployed and I think a
debate on these important issues is
time well spent.
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It is unfortunate that the other side
of the aisle is using this serious issue
as a political game and apparently only
decided to do so barely a week ago.

The Bentsen proposal appeared on
my doorstep right before markup. Now,
with no hearings, no report filed, and
little consideration, we are marching
to floor consideration so that my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle
have something to talk about over the
August recess.

I had a meeting this afternoon which
included Secretary of Labor, Lynn
Martin and Dick Darman. I anticipate
more such meetings as we evaluate al-
ternatives to the Bentsen proposal.

I believe the Bentsen proposal is seri-
ously flawed—it breaches the budget
agreement and is unnecessarily costly
and administratively complex.

I hope that we can come to some
agreement very shortly.

I yield back the remainder of my
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator of Texas.

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, we
have held hearings on unemployment
compensation and extended benefits.
For some time, the staffs of the mem-
bers of the committee have had the de-
tails of what we would propose. I had
hoped we would be able to bring up un-
employment compensation S. 15564, a
bill providing extended benefits to-
night.

Frankly, I think it would be a very
serious mistake if we resorted to proce-
dural maneuvers to try to delay the
consideration and the vote until some-
time after the August recess. We have
8.8 million people out of work. Unem-
ployed workers are exhausting their
regular benefits at the rate of some
300,000 a month. That means we are
going to have another 300,000 who are
going to be without benefits if we wait
until September.

We reported this bill out of the com-
mittee by a vote of 16 to 4. We had bi-
partisan support for it there. I under-
stand the administration does not con-
sider this an emergency. But they did
consider it an emergency when they
wanted help for the Kurds; when they
wanted help for the Turks; when they
wanted help for the Israelis, and the
Congress went along. We thought that
was justified.

What we are asking now is for this
administration to go along with us in
looking after the unemployed in this
country. Harry Truman used to say: It
is a recession if your neighbor is out of
work; it is a depression if you are out
of work. That is what we are facing
today across this country.

We have a situation here where par-
ents may have a sick child yet they
cannot take that child to the doctor
because they do not have the money to
handle the cost. They are out of work,
have no health insurance and have run
out of unemployment benefits. They
need our help.
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So what do they do? They wait until
the child is too sick and finally take
him or her to the emergency room. And
then we have a situation where a fa-
ther goes out in the morning and gets
in his car to try to find work. He finds
his car was repossessed the night be-
fore.

We have someone come home from
Desert Storm and find he has to wait 4
weeks to get his benefits, and that then
those benefits are going to be one-half
of what the civilian gets. That is not
right. That is not fair. And that Desert
Storm veteran comes back to a very
bad job market.

We take care of that situation in this
legislation, and that is why it is impor-
tant that we get this bill out of the
Senate quickly. If we could get this
voted on early, we could have it on the
President’'s desk by the end of this
week and thereby take the kind of ac-
tion that ought to be taken to try to
help Americans facing this kind of an
emergency.

I really hope, Mr. President, we can
see this problem resolved and that we
can get Senate approval accomplished,
and have the bill on the President’s
desk to see that those checks are avail-
able for families who have run out of
their unemployment benefits. We have
too many Americans who are hanging
out there. These folks are really hurt-
ing.

Mr. President, I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

VOTE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has been yielded back. By unanimous
consent, the quorum call has been
waived. The question is, Is it the sense
of the Senate that debate on the mo-
tion to proceed to S. 1554, a bill to pro-
vide for the extension of unemploy-
ment insurance compensation benefits,
shall be brought to a close? The yeas
and nays are required. The clerk will
call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Arkansas [Mr. PRYOR] is ab-
sent because of illness.

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the
Senator from Utah [Mr. HATCH] and the
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. NICKLES]
are necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Utah [Mr.
HATCH] would vote “yea.”

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 96,
nays 1, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 158 Leg.]

YEAS—96

Adams Bradley Chafee
Akaka Breaux Coats
Baucus Brown Cochran
Bentsen Bryan Cohen
Biden Bumpers Conrad
Bing Burdick Craig
Bond Burns Cranston
Boren Byrd D'Amato
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Danforth Johnston Pressler
Daschle Kassebaum Reid
DeConcini Kasten Riegle
Dixon Kennedy Robb
Dodd Eerrey Rockefeller
Dale Kerry Roth
Domenici Kohl Rudman
Durenberger Lautenberg Sanford
Exon Leahy Sarbanes
Ford Levin Sasser
Fowler Lieberman Seymour
Garn Lott Shelby
Glenn Lugar Simon
Gore Mack Simpson
Gorton MeCain Smith
Graham McConnell Specter
Gramm Metzenbaum Stevens
Grassley Mikulski Symms
Harkin Mitchell Thurmond
Hatfield Moynihan Wallop
Heflin Murkowski Warner
Hollings Nunn Wellstone
Inouye Packwood Wirth
Jeffords Pell Wofford
NAYS—1
Helms
NOT VOTING—3
Hatch Nickles Pryor

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote, the yeas are 96, the nays are 1.
Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn having voted in the af-
firmative, the motion is agreed to.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

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

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
WIRTH). WIthout objection, it is so or-
dered.

The majority leader is recognized.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to executive session to con-
sider the following nomination: Cal-
endar No. 263, J. Michael Luttig to be
U.S. circuit judge for the fourth cir-
cuit. I further ask unanimous consent
that the nominee be confirmed; that
any statements appear in the RECORD
as if read; that the motion to recon-
sider be laid upon the table; that the
President be immediately notified of
the Senate's action, and that the Sen-
ate return to legislative session.

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

The nomination, considered and con-
firmed, is as follows:

THE JUDICIARY

J. Michael Luttig, of Virginia, to be U.8.
circuit judge for the fourth circuit.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will now return to legislative ses-
sion.
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Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

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

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

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

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the 30 hours
for debate postclosure on the motion to
proceed to S. 1554, under the provisions
of rule XXII, be deemed to have elapsed
on Wednesday morning, July 31, upon
the convening of the Senate, and at
that time the motion to proceed be
deemed agreed to, and that the Senate
then be deemed to have filed a cloture
motion on the bill.

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

AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOP-
MENT, FOOD AND DRUG ADMIN-
ISTRATION AND RELATED AGEN-
CIES APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1992

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
now proceed to the consideration of
Calendar No. 179, H.R. 2698, the agri-
culture appropriations bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the bill by title.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A bill (H.R. 2698) making appropriations
for Agriculture, Rural Development, Food
and Drug Administration, and Related Agen-
cies programs for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1992, and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Maine?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill, which
had been reported from the Committee
on Appropriations, with amendments;
as follows:

(The parts of the bill intended to be
stricken are shown in boldface brack-
ets and the parts of the bill intended to
be inserted are shown in italic.)

H.R. 2698

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That the following
sums are appropriated, out of any money in
the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, for
Agriculture, Rural Development, Food and
Drug Administration, and Related Agencies
programs for the fiscal year ending Septem-
ber 30, 1992, and for other purposes, namely:

TITLE I—AGRICULTURAL PROGRAMS

PRODUCTION, PROCESSING AND MARKETING

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

For necessary expenses of the Office of the
Secretary of Agriculture, and not to exceed
$50,000 for employment under 5 U.S.C. 3109,
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[$2,282,000] $2,150,000: Provided, That not to
exceed $8,000 of this amount shall be avail-
able for official reception and representation
expenses, not otherwise provided for, as de-
termined by the Secretary: Provided, That
the Secretary may transfer salaries and ex-
penses funds sufficient to finance a total of
not to exceed 50 staff years between agencies
of the Department of Agriculture to meet
workload requirements.
OFFICE OF THE DEPUTY SECRETARY

For necessary expenses of the Office of the
Deputy Secretary of Agriculture, including
not to exceed $25,000 for employment under 5
U.8.C. 3109, [$543,000] $51¢4,000: Provided, That
not to exceed $3,000 of this amount shall be
available for official reception and represen-
tation expenses, not otherwise provided for,
as determined by the Deputy Secretary.

OFFICE OF BUDGET AND PROGRAM ANALYSIS

For necessary expenses of the Office of
Budget and Program Analysis, including em-
ployment pursuant to the second sentence of
section 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7
U.S.C. 2225), of which not to exceed $5,000 is

for employment under 5 U.S.C. 3109,
[$6,149,000] $5,303,000.
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR

ADMINISTRATION

For necessary expenses of the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Administration to
carry out the programs funded in this Act,
[$596,000] $576,000.

RENTAL PAYMENTS (USDA)
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For payment of space rental and related
costs pursuant to Public Law 92-313 for pro-
grams and activities of the Department of
Agriculture which are included in this Act,
[$50,808,000] $51,598,000, of which $5,000,000
shall be retained by the Department of Agri-
culture for non-recurring repairs as deter-
mined by the Department of Agriculture:
Provided, That in the event an agency within
the Department of Agriculture should re-
quire modification of space needs, the Sec-
retary of Agriculture may transfer a share of
that agency's appropriation made available
by this Act to this appropriation, or may
transfer a share of this appropriation to that
agency's appropriation, but such transfers
shall not exceed 10 per centum of the funds
made available for space rental and related
costs to or from this account.

BUILDING OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE

For the operation, maintenance, and repair
of Agriculture buildings pursuant to the del-
egation of authority from the Administrator
of General Services authorized by 40 U.S.C.
486, [$25,700,000] $25,349,000.

ADVISORY COMMITTEES (USDA)

For necessary expenses for activities of ad-
visory committees of the Department of Ag-
riculture which are included in this Act,
[51,918,000] $2,038,000: Provided, That no other
funds appropriated to the Department of Ag-
riculture in this Act shall be available to the
Department of Agriculture for support of ac-
tivities of advisory committees.

HAZARDOUS WASTE MANAGEMENT
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses of the Department
of Agriculture, to comply with the require-
ment of section 107g of the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act, as amended, 42 U.S.C. 9607g,
and section 6001 of the Resource Conserva-
tion and Recovery Act, as amended, 42 U.S.C.
6961, [$27,943,000] $24,757,000, to remain avail-
able until expended: Provided, That appro-
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priations and funds available herein to the
Department of Agriculture for hazardous
waste management may be transferred to
any agency of the Department for its use in
meeting all requirements pursuant to the
above Acts on Federal and non-Federal
lands: Provided further, That funds provided
herein shall not be available for obligation until
September 20, 1992.

DEPARTMENTAL ADMINISTRATION

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For Personnel, Finance and Management,
Operations, Information Resources Manage-
ment, Advocacy and Enterprise, and Admin-
istrative Law Judges and Judicial Officer,
[525,014,000] $24,764,000; and in addition, for
payment of the USDA share of the National
Communications System, $50,000; making a
total of [$25,064,000] $24,614,000 for Depart-
mental Administration to provide for nec-
essary expenses for management support
services to offices of the Department of Agri-
culture and for general administration and
emergency preparedness of the Department
of Agriculture, repairs and alterations, and
other miscellaneous supplies and expenses
not otherwise provided for and necessary for
the practical and efficient work of the De-
partment of Agriculture, including employ-
ment pursuant to the second sentence of sec-
tion T06(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (T U.S.C.
2225), of which not to exceed $10,000 is for em-
ployment under 5 U.S.C. 3109: Provided, That
this appropriation shall be reimbursed from
applicable appropriations in this Act for
travel expenses incident to the holding of
hearings as required by 5 U.S.C. 551-558.

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR

CONGRESSIONAL RELATIONS

For necessary expenses of the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Congressional Rela-
tions to carry out the programs funded in
this Act, [$1,307,000] $1,265,000.

OFFICE OF PUBLIC AFFAIRS

For necessary expenses to Carry on serv-
ices relating to the coordination of programs
involving public affairs, and for the dissemi-
nation of agricultural information and the
coordination of information, work and pro-
grams authorized by Congress in the Depart-
ment, $8,925,000, including employment pur-
suant to the second sentence of section T06(a)
of the Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225), of
which not to exceed $10,000 shall be available
for employment under 5 U.S.C. 3109, and not
to exceed $2,000,000 may be used for farmers’
bulletins and not fewer than two hundred
thirty-two thousand two hundred and fifty
copies for the use of the Senate and House of
Representatives of part 2 of the annual re-
port of the Secretary (known as the Year-
book of Agriculture) as authorized by 44
U.8.C. 1301: Provided, That in the preparation
of motion pictures or exhibits by the Depart-
ment, this appropriation shall be available
for employment pursuant to the second sen-
tence of section 706(a) of the Organic Act of
1944 (7 U.8.C. 2225).

INTERGOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS

For necessary expenses for programs in-
volving intergovernmental affairs and liai-
son within the executive branch, $468,000.

OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL

For necessary expenses of the Office of the
Inspector General, including employment
pursuant to the second sentence of section
T06(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C.
2225), and the Inspector General Act of 1978,
as amended, [$62,786,000] $60,786,000, includ-
ing such sums as may be necessary for con-
tracting and other arrangements with public
agencies and private persons pursuant to sec-
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tion 6(a)(8) of the Inspector General Act of
1978, as amended, and including a sum not to
exceed $50,000 for employment under 5 U.S.C.
3109; and including a sum not to exceed
$95,000 for certain confidential operational
expenses including the payment of inform-
ants, to be expended under the direction of
the Inspector General pursuant to Public
Law 95-452 and section 1337 of Public Law 97-
98.

OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL

For necessary expenses of the Office of the
General Counsel, $24,554,000.

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR
EcoNOMICS

For necessary expenses of the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Economics to carry
out the programs funded in this Aect,
[$580,0001 $563,000.

EcoNoMIC RESEARCH SERVICE

For necessary expenses of the Economic
Research Service in conducting economic re-
search and service relating to agricultural
production, marketing, and distribution, as
authorized by the Agricultural Marketing
Act of 1946 (T U.S.C. 1621-1627) and other
laws, including economiecs: of marketing;
analyses relating to farm prices, imcome and
population, and demand for farm products,
use of resources in agriculture, adjustments,
costs and returns in farming, and farm fi-
nance; research relating to the economic and
marketing aspects of farmer cooperatives;
and for analysis of supply and demand for
farm products in foreign countries and their
effect on prospects for United States exports,
progress in economic development and its re-
lation to sales of farm products, assembly
and analysis of agricultural trade statistics
and analysis of international financial and
monetary programs and policies as they af-
fect the competitive position of United
States farm products, [$59,125,000] $56,245,000;
of which $500,000 shall be available for inves-
tigation, determination and finding as to the
effect upon the production of food and upon
the agricultural economy of any proposed ac-
tion affecting such subject matter pending
before the Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency for presentation,
in the public interest, before said Adminis-
trator, other agencies or before the courts:
Provided, That this appropriation shall be
available to continue to gather statistics and
conduct a special study on the price spread
between the farmer and the consumer: Pro-
vided further, That this appropriation shall
be available for employment pursuant to the
second sentence of section T06(a) of the Or-
ganic Act of 1944 (T U.S.C. 2225): Provided fur-
ther, That this appropriation shall be avail-
able for analysis of statistics and related
facts on foreign production and full and com-
plete information on methods used by other
countries to move farm commodities in
world trade on a competitive basis.

NATIONAL AGRICULTURAL STATISTICS SERVICE

For necessary expenses of the National Ag-
ricultural Statistics Service in conducting
statistical reporting and service work, in-
cluding crop and livestock estimates, statis-
tical coordination and improvements, and
marketing surveys, as authorized by the Ag-
ricultural Marketing Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C.
1621-1627) and other laws, [$83,401,000]
$75,447 000: Provided, That this appropriation
shall be available for employment pursuant
to the second sentence of section T06(a) of
the Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225), and
not to exceed $40,000 shall be available for
employment under 5 U.S.C. 3109.
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WORLD AGRICULTURAL OUTLOOK BOARD

For necessary expenses of the World Agri-
cultural Outlook Board to coordinate and re-
view all commodity and aggregate agricul-
tural and food data used to develop outlook
and situation material within the Depart-
ment of Agriculture, as authorized by the
Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C.
1622g), [$2,367,000] $2,341,000: Provided, That
this appropriation shall be available for em-
ployment pursuant to the second sentence of
section T06(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7
U.8.0. 2225).

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR

SCIENCE AND EDUCATION

For necessary salaries and expenses of the
Office of the Assistant Secretary for Science
and Education to administer the laws en-
acted by the Congress for the Agricultural
Research Service, Cooperative State Re-
search Service, Extension Service, and Na-

tional Agricultural Library, [$560,000]
£544,000.
ALTERNATIVE AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH AND

COMMERCIALIZATION

For necessary erpenses to carry out the Alter-
native Agricultural Research and Commer-
cialization Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 5901-5908),
$5,000,000.

AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH SERVICE
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses to enable the Agri-
cultural Research Service to perform agri-
cultural research and demonstration relating
to production, utilization, marketing, and
distribution (not otherwise provided far),
home economics or nutrition and consumer
use, and for acquisition of lands by donation,
exchange, or purchase at a nominal cost not
to exceed $100, [$658,424,000] $629,143,000: Pro-
vided, That appropriations hereunder shall be
available for temporary employment pursu-
ant to the second sentence of section T06(a)
of the Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225), and
not to exceed $115,000 shall be available for
employment under 5 U.S.C. 3109: Provided fur-
ther, That funds appropriated herein can be
used to provide financial assistance to the
organizers of national and international con-
ferences, if such conferences are in support
of agency programs: Provided further, That
appropriations hereunder shall be available
for the operation and maintenance of air-
craft and the purchase of not to exceed one
for replacement only: Provided further, That
appropriations hereunder shall be available
to conduct marketing research: Provided fur-
ther, That appropriations hereunder shall be
available pursuant to 7 U.S.C. 2250 for the
construction, alteration, and repair of build-
ings and improvements, but unless otherwise
provided the cost of constructing any one
building shall not exceed $250,000, except for
headhouses or greenhouses which shall each
be limited to $1,000,000, and except for temn
buildings to be constructed or improved at a
cost not to exceed $500,000 each, and the cost
of altering any one building during the fiscal
year shall not exceed 10 per centum of the
current replacement value of the building or
$250,000, whichever is greater: Provided fur-
ther, That the limitations on alterations con-
tained in this Act shall not apply to mod-
ernization or replacement of existing facili-
ties at Beltsville, Maryland: Provided further,
That the foregoing limitations shall not
apply to replacement of buildings needed to
carry out the Act of April 24, 1948 (21 U.S.C.
113a): Provided further, That the foregoing
limitations shall not apply to the purchase
of land [or the construction of facilities as
may be necessary for the relocation of the
United States Horticultural Crops Research
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Laboratory at Fresno to Parlier, California,
and the relocation of the laboratories at
Behoust, France and Rome, Italy to Montpe-
lier, France, including the sale or exchange
at fair market value of existing land and fa-
cilities at Fresno, California and Behoust,
France; and the use of proceeds from the
sale, which shall be deposited in a trust fund
in the United States Treasury and which
shall remain available until expended, for ac-
quisition of real property and equipment, for
construction of replacement facilities, and
for relocation costs; and the Agricultural Re-
search Service may lease such existing land
and facilities from the purchasers until com-
pletion of the replacement facilities] at
Weslaco, Teras: Provided further, That not to
exceed $190,000 of this appropriation may be
transferred to and merged with the appro-
priation for the Office of the Assistant Sec-
retary for Science and Education for the seci-
entific review of international issues involv-
ing agricultural chemicals and food addi-
tives: Provided further, That funds may be re-
ceived from any State, other political sub-
division, organization, or individual for the
purpose of establishing or operating any re-
search facility or research project of the Ag-
{.‘icultum Research Service, as authorized by
aw.

Special fund: To provide for additional
labor, subprofessional, and junior scientific
help to be employed under contracts and co-
operative agreements to strengthen the work
at Federal research installations in the field,
$2,500,000.

BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES

For acquisition of land, construction, re-
pair, improvement, extension, alteration,
and purchase of fixed equipment or facilities
as necessary to carry out the agricultural re-
search programs of the Department of Agri-
culture, where not otherwise provided,
[$49,473,000] $61,818,000: Provided, That facili-
ties to house Bonsai collections at the Na-
tional Arboretum may be constructed with
funds accepted under the provisions of Public
Law 94-129 (20 U.S.C. 195) and the limitation
on construction contained in the Act of Au-
gust 24, 1912 (40 U.S.C. 68) shall not apply to
the construction of such facilities.

COOPERATIVE STATE RESEARCH SERVICE

For payments to agricultural experiment
stations, for cooperative forestry and other
research, for facilities, and for other ex-
penses, including $168,785,000 to carry into ef-
fect the provisions of the Hatch Act ap-
proved March 2, 1887, as amended, including
administration by the United States Depart-
ment of Agriculture, penalty mail costs of
agricultural experiment stations under sec-
tion 6 of the Hatch Act of 1887, as amended,
and payments under section 1361(c) of the
Act of October 3, 1980 (T U.S.C. 30ln.);
$18,533,000 for grants for cooperative forestry
research under the Act approved October 10,
1962 (16 U.S.C. 582a-582-a7), as amended, in-
cluding administrative expenses, and pay-
ments under section 1361(c) of the Act of Oc-
tober 3, 1980 (7 U.S.C. 301n.); $27,400,000 for
payments to the 1890 land-grant colleges, in-
cluding Tuskegee University, for research
under section 1445 of the National Agricul-
tural Research, Extension, and Teaching
Policy Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3222), as amended,
including administration by the United
States Department of Agriculture, and pen-
alty mail costs of the 1890 land-grant col-
leges, including Tuskegee University;
[$58,299,000] $61,978,000 for contracts and
grants for agricultural research under the
Act of August 4, 1965, as amended (7 U.S8.C.
4501); [$99,000,000] $£102,000,000, of which
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$25,000,000 shall not be available for obligation
until September 20, 1992, for competitive re-
search grants, including administrative ex-
penses; $5,551,000 for the support of animal
health and disease programs authorized by
section 1433 of Public Law 95-113, including
administrative expenses; [$1,168,000] $500,000
for supplemental and alternative crops and
products as authorized by the National Agri-
cultural Research, Extension, and Teaching
Policy Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3319d); [$300,000]
$1,300,000 for grants for research pursuant to
the Critical Agricultural Materials Act of
1984 (T U.S.C. 178) and section 1472 of the
Food and Agriculture Act of 1977, as amend-
ed (7 U.S.C. 3318), to remain available until
expended; $475,000 for rangeland research
grants as authorized by subtitle M of the Na-
tional Agricultural Research, Extension, and
Teaching Policy Act of 1977, as amended;
[not to exceed $5,000,000 for higher education
grants under section 1417 of the National Ag-
ricultural Research, Extension, and Teach-
ing Policy Act of 1977, as amended (7 U.8.C.
8152), including administrative expenses;]
$3,500,000 for higher education graduate fellow-
ships grants under section 1417(b)(6) of the Na-
tional Agricultural Research, Extension, and
Teaching Policy Act of 1977, as amended (7
U.S5.C. 3152(b)(6)), including administrative ex-
penses; $1,500,000 for higher education challenge
grants under section 1417(b)(1) of the National
Agricultural Research, Extension, and Teaching
Policy Act of 1977, as amended (7 U.S.C.
3152(b)(1)), including administrative erpenses;
[$4,000,000] $3,750,000 for grants as authorized
by section 1475 of the National Agricultural
Research, Extension, and Teaching Policy
Act of 1977 and other Acts; $6,725,000 for sus-
tainable agriculture research and education,
as authorized by section 1621 of Public Law
101-624 (7 U.S.C. 5811), including administra-
tive expenses; $400,000 for State agricultural
weather information systems pursuant to section
1640 of the Food, Agriculture, Conservation, and
Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 5854), and section
1472 of the Food and Agriculture Act of 1977 (7
U.5.C. 3318); and [$17,650,000] $17,391,000 for
necessary expenses of Cooperative State Re-
search Service activities, including coordina-
tion and program leadership for higher edu-
cation work of the Department, administra-
tion of payments to State agricultural exper-
iment stations, funds for employment pursu-
ant to the second sentence of section 706(a)
of the Organic Act of 1944 (T U.S.C. 2225), of
which $8,580,000 shall be for a program of ca-
pacity building grants to colleges eligible to
receive funds under the Act of August 30, 1890
(7 U.8.C. 321-326 and 328), including Tuskegee
University, of which not to exceed $100,000
shall be for employment under 5 U.S.C. 3109;
in all, [$412,886,000] $419,788,000.

BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES

For acquisition of land, construction, re-
pair, improvement, extension, alteration,
and purchase of fixed equipment or facilities
and for grants to States and other eligible
recipients for such purposes, as necessary to
carry out the agricultural research, exten-
sion and teaching programs of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture, where not otherwise
provided, [$62,529,000] $60,769,000.

EXTENSION SERVICE

Payments to States, Puerto Rico, Guam,
the Virgin Islands, Micronesia, Northern
Marianas and American Samoa: For pay-
ments for cooperative agricultural extension
work under the Smith-Lever Act, as amend-
ed, to be distributed under sections 3(b) and
3(c) of said Act, for retirement and employ-
ees’ compensation costs for extension agents
and for costs of penalty mail for cooperative
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extension agents and State extension direc-
tors, $262,712,000, payments for the nutrition
and family education program for low-in-
come areas under section 3(d) of the Act,
$60,525,000; [payments for the urban garden-
ing program under section 3(d) of the Act,
$3,557,000;] payments for the pest manage-
ment program under section 3(d) of the Act,
[$8,950,000] $7,450,000; payments for the farm
safety program under section 3(d) of the Act,
[$1,970,000] $2,970,000; payments for the pes-
ticide impact assessment program under sec-
tion 3(d) of the Act, [$3,580,000] $3,230,000;
grants to upgrade 1890 land-grant college ex-
tension facilities as authorized by section
1416 of Public Law 99-198, $9,508,000, to re-
main available until expended; payments for
the rural development centers under section
3(d) of the Act, $950,000; payments for exten-
sion work under section 209(c) of Public Law
93-471, [$1,031,000] $991,000; payments for a
groundwater quality program under section
3(d) of the Act, [$12,375,000) $10,375,000; for
special grants for financially stressed farm-
ers and dislocated farmers as authorized by
Public Law 100-219, $2,550,000; payments for
the Agricultural Telecommunications Program,
as authorized by Public Law 100-624 (T U.S.C.
5926), $2,000,000; payments for youth-at-risk
programs under section 3(d) of the Act,
$10,000,000; [payments for a food safety pro-
gram under section 3(d) of the Act,
$1,750,000;1 payments for carrying out the
provisions of the Renewable Resources Ex-
tension Act of 1978 under section 3(d) of the
Act, $2,765,000; payments for Indian reservation
agents under section 3(d) of the Act, $2,000,000;
and payments for extension work by the col-
leges receiving the benefits of the second
Morrill Act (7 U.S.C. 321-326, 328) and
Tuskegee University, [$25,755,000] $23,706,000;
in all, [$407,978,000] $401,732,000, of which not
less than $79,400,000 is for Home Economics;
Provided, That funds hereby appropriated
pursuant to section 3(c¢) of the Act of June 26,
1953, and section 506 of the Act of June 23,
1972, as amended, shall not be paid to any
State, Puerto Rico, Guam, or the Virgin Is-
lands, Micronesia, Northern Marianas, and
American Samoa prior to availability of an
equal sum from non-Federal sources for ex-
penditure during the current fiscal year.

Federal administration and coordination:
For administration of the Smith-Lever Act,
as amended, and the Act of September 29,
1977 (7 U.8.C. 341-349), as amended, and sec-
tion 1361(c) of the Act of October 3, 1980 (7
U.8.C. 301n.), and to coordinate and provide
program leadership for the extension work of
the Department and the several States and
insular possessions, [$9,079,000] $10,397,000, of
which not less than $2,300,000 is for Home Ec-
onomics.

NATIONAL AGRICULTURAL LIBRARY

For necessary expenses of the National Ag-
ricultural Library, [$17,253,000] $17,149,000:
Provided, That this appropriation shall be
available for employment pursuant to the
second sentence of section T06(a) of the Or-
ganic Act of 1844 (7 U.S.C. 2225), and not to
exceed $35,000 shall be available for employ-
ment under 5 U.S.C. 3109: Provided further,
That not to exceed $900,000 shall be available
pursuant to 7T U.S.C. 2250 for the alteration
and repair of buildings and improvements:
Provided further, That 3500,000 shall be avail-
able for a grant pursuant to section 1472 of the
National Agricultural Research, Extension, and
Teaching Policy Act of 1977 (7 U.S8.C. 3818), in
addition to other funds available in this appro-
priation for grants under this section.
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OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR
MARKETING AND INSPECTION SERVICES

For necessary salaries and expenses of the
Office of the Assistant Secretary for Market-
ing and Inspection Services to administer
programs under the laws enacted by the Con-
gress for the Animal and Plant Health In-
spection Service, Food Safety and Inspection
Service, Federa! Grain Inspection Service,
Agricultural Cooperative Service, Agricul-
tural Marketing Service and Packers and

Stockyards Administration, [$550,000]
$535,000.
ANIMAL AND PLANT HEALTH INSPECTION
SERVICE

SALARIES AND EXPENSES
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
including those pursuant to the Act of Feb-
ruary 28, 1947, as amended (21 U.8.C. 114b—c),
necessary to prevent, control, and eradicate
pests and plant and animal diseases; to carry
out inspection, quarantine, and regulatory
activities; to discharge the authorities of the
Secretary of Agriculture under the Act of
March 2, 1931 (46 Stat. 1468; 7 U.S.C. 426-426b);
and to protect the environment, as author-
ized by law, [$426,903,000] $415,987,000, of
which [$85,922,000] $78,356,000 shall be derived
from user fees deposited in the Agricultural
Quarantine Inspection User Fee Account,
and of which [$5,000,000] $4,500,000 shall be
available for the control of outbreaks of in-
sects, plant diseases, animal diseases and for
control of pest animals and birds to the ex-
tent necessary to meet emergency condi-
tions: Provided, That §500,000 of the funds for
control of the fire ant shall be placed in re-
serve for matching purposes with States
which may come into the program: Provided
Sfurther, That no funds shall be used to formu-
late or administer a brucellosis eradication
program for the current fiscal year that does
not require minimum matching by the
States of at least 40 per centum: Provided fur-
ther, That this appropriation shall be avail-
able for field employment pursuant to the
second sentence of section 706(a) of the Or-
ganic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225), and not to
exceed $40,000 shall be available for employ-
ment under 5 U.S.C. 3109: Provided further,
That this appropriation shall be available for
the operation and maintenance of aircraft
and the purchase of not to exceed four, of
which two shall be for replacement only: Pro-
vided further, That, in addition, in emer-
gencies which threaten any segment of the
agricultural production industry of this
country, the Secretary may transfer from
other appropriations or funds available to
the agencies or corporations of the Depart-
ment such sums as he may deem necessary,
to be available only in such emergencies for
the arrest and eradication of contagious or
infectious disease or pests of animals, poul-
try, or plants, and for expenses in accordance
with the Act of February 28, 1947, as amend-
ed, and section 102 of the Act of September
21, 1944, as amended, and any unexpended
balances of funds transferred for such emer-
gency purposes in the next preceding fiscal
year shall be merged with such transferred
amounts: Provided further, That none of these
funds shall be used to develop, establish, or
operate any user fee program for agricul-
tural quarantine and inspection to prevent
the movement of exotic pests and diseases
from Hawaii and Puerto Rico as authorized
by 31 U.8.C. 9701: Provided further, That none
of these funds shall be used to relocate the Unit-
ed States Department of Agriculture Animal and
Plant Health Inspection Service’s Methods De-
velopment Center from its present site in Hobo-
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ken, New Jersey, to a site in any other State be-
fore September 30, 1992.

BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES

For plans, construction, repair, improve-
ment, extension, alteration, and purchase of
fixed equipment or facilities, as authorized
by 7 U.S.C. 2250, and acquisition of land as
authorized by 7 U.S.C. 428a, [$21,396,000]
$20,900,000, of which $4,996,000 shall not be
available for obligation until September 20, 1992.

FOOD SAFETY AND INSPECTION SERVICE

For necessary expenses to carry on serv-
ices authorized by the Federal Meat Inspec-
tion Act, as amended, and the Poultry Prod-
ucts Inspection Act, as amended, $473,512,000:
Provided, That this appropriation shall be
available for field employment pursuant to
section 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7
U.S.C. 2225), and not to exceed $75,000 shall be
available for employment under 5 U.S.C.
3109: Provided further, That this appropria-
tion shall be awvailable pursuant to law (T
U.8.C. 2250) for the alteration and repair of
buildings and improvements, but the cost of
altering any one building during the fiscal
year shall not exceed 10 per centum of the
current replacement value of the building.

FEDERAL GRAIN INSPECTION SERVICE
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses to carry out the
provisions of the United States Grain Stand-
ards Act, as amended, and the standardiza-
tion activities related to grain under the Ag-
ricultural Marketing Act of 1946, as amend-
ed, including field employment pursuant to
section 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7
U.S8.C. 2225), and not, to exceed $20,000 for em-
ployment under 5 U.S.C. 3109, [$11,397,000]
$10,557,000: Provided, That this appropriation
shall be available pursuant to law (T U.S.C.
2250) for the alteration and repair of build-
ings and improvements, but, unless other-
wise provided, the cost of altering any one
building during the fiscal year shall not ex-
ceed 10 per centum of the current replace-
ment value of the building: Provided further,
That none of the funds provided by this Act
may be used to pay the salaries of any per-
son or persons who require, or who authorize
payments from fee-supported funds to any
person or persons who require nonexport,
nonterminal interior elevators to maintain
records not involving official inspection or
official weighing in the United States under
Public Law 94-582 other than those necessary
to fulfill the purposes of such Act.

INSPECTION AND WEIGHING SERVICES

LIMITATION ON INSPECTION AND WEIGHING
SERVICES EXPENSES

Not to exceed [$39,383,000] £40,176,000 (from
fees collected) shall be obligated during the
current fiscal year for Inspection and Weigh-
ing Services: Provided, That if grain export
activities require additional supervision and
oversight, or other uncontrollable factors
occur, this limitation may be exceeded by up
to 10 per centum with notification to the Ap-
propriations Committees.

AGRICULTURAL COOPERATIVE SERVICE

For necessary expenses to carry out the
Cooperative Marketing Act of July 2, 1926 (7
U.S.C. 451-457), and for activities relating to
the marketing aspects of cooperatives, in-
cluding economic research and analysis and
the application of economic research find-
ings, as authorized by the Agricultural Mar-
keting Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C. 1621-1627), and for
activities with institutions or organizations
throughout the world concerning the devel-
opment and operation of agricultural co-
operatives (7 U.S.C. 3291), [$5,640,000]
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$5,140,000: Provided, That this appropriation
shall be available for employment pursuant
to the second sentence of section T06(a) of
the Organic Act of 1844 (7 U.8.C. 2225), and
not to exceed $15,000 shall be available for
employment under 5 U.S.C. 3109: Provided fur-
ther, That $99,000 of these funds shall be avail-
able for a field office in Hawaii.

AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SERVICE
MARKETING SERVICES

For necessary expenses to carry on serv-
ices related to consumer protection, agricul-
tural marketing and distribution, transpor-
tation, and regulatory programs as author-
ized by law, and for administration and co-
ordination of payments to States; including
field employment pursuant to section T06(a)
of the Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225), and
not to exceed $90,000 for employment under 5
U.S.C. 3109, [$56,636,000] $42,066,000; of which
not less than $2,313,000 shall be available for
the Wholesale Market Development Program
for the design and development of wholesale
and farmer market facilities for the major
metropolitan areas of the country: Provided,
That this appropriation shall be available
pursuant to law (7 U.S.C. 2250) for the alter-
ation and repair of buildings and improve-
ments, but, unless otherwise provided, the
cost of altering any one building during the
fiscal year shall not exceed 10 per centum of
the current replacement value of the build-
ing.

LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES

Not to exceed $50,735,000 (from fees col-
lected) shall be obligated during the current
fiscal year for administrative expenses: Pro-
vided, That if crop size is understated and/or
other uncontrollable events occur, the Agen-
¢y may exceed this limitation by up to 10 per
centum with notification to the Appropria-
tions Committees.

FUNDS FOR STRENGTHENING MARKETS, INCOME,
AND SUPPLY (SECTION 32)

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

Funds available under section 32 of the Act
of August 24, 1935 (7 U.8.C. 612¢) shall be used
only for commeodity program expenses as au-
thorized therein, and other related operating
expenses, except for: (1) transfers to the De-
partment of Commerce as authorized by the
Fish and Wildlife Act of August 8, 1956; (2)
transfers otherwise provided in this Act; and
(3) not more than $10,360,000 for formulation
and administration of Marketing Agree-
ments and Orders pursuant to the Agricul-
tural Marketing Agreement Act of 1937, as
amended, and the Agricultural Act of 1961.

In fiscal year 1992, $50,000,000 of section 32
Junds shall be used to purchase sunflower and
cottonseed oil, as authorized by section 1541 of
Public Law 101-624, and such purchases shall be
used to facilitate additional sales of such oils in
world markets.

PAYMENTS TO STATES AND POSSESSIONS

For payments to departments of agri-
culture, bureaus and departments of mar-
kets, and similar agencies for marketing ac-
tivities under section 204(b) of the Agricul-
tural Marketing Act of 1946 (7 U.S5.C. 1623(b)),
$1,250,000.

MISCELLANEOUS TRUST FUNDS

[For expenses necessary to recapitalize
Dairy Graders, $1,250,000, and to capitalize
the Laboratory Accreditation Program,
$400,000, making a total of $1,650,000] For ezx-
penses necessary to capitalize the Laboratory
Accreditation Program, $600,000, under the Ag-
ricultural Marketing Act of 1946 (7 U.8.C.
1623).
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PACKERS AND STOCKYARDS ADMINISTRATION

For necessary expenses for administration
of the Packers and Stockyards Act, as au-
thorized by law, and for certifying proce-
dures used to protect purchasers of farm
products, including field employment pursu-
ant to section T06(a) of the Organic Act of
1944 (7 U.8.C. 2225), and not to exceed $5,000
for employment under 5 ¥U.S.C. 3109,
[$12,009,000] $11,859,000.

FARM INCOME STABILIZATION

OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY FOR INTER-
NATIONAL AFFAIRS AND COMMODITY PRO-
GRAMS

For necessary salaries and expenses of the
Office of the Under Secretary for Inter-
national Affairs and Commodity Programs
to administer the laws enacted by Congress
for the Agricultural Stabilization and Con-
servation Service, Office of International Co-
operation and Development, Foreign Agri-
cultural Service, and the Commodity Credit
Corporation, [$551,000] $531,000.

AGRICULTURAL STABILIZATION AND
CONSERVATION SERVICE

SALARIES AND EXPENSES
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For necessary administrative expenses of
the Agricultural Stabilization and Conserva-
tion Service, including expenses to formu-
late and carry out programs authorized by
title III of the Agricultural Adjustment Act
of 1938, as amended (7 U.S.C. 1301-1393); the
Agricultural Act of 1949, as amended (7
U.S8.C. 1421 et seq.); sections 7 to 15, 16(a),
16(f), and 17 of the Soil Conservation and Do-
mestic Allotment Act, as amended and sup-
plemented (16 U.S.C. 590g-5%00, 590p(a),
590p(f), and 590q); sections 1001 to 1004, 1006 to
1008, and 1010 of the Agricultural Act of 1970
as added by the Agriculture and Consumer
Protection Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1501 to 1504,
1506 to 1508, and 1510); the Water Bank Act,
as amended (16 U.S.C. 1301-1311); the Cooper-
ative Forestry Assistance Act of 1978 (16
U.S8.C. 2101); sections 202(c) and 205 of title IT
of the Colorado River Basin Salinity Control
Act of 1974, as amended (43 U.S.C. 1592(c),
1595); sections 401, 402, and 404 to 406 of the
Agricultural Credit Act of 1978 (16 U.S.C. 2201
to 2205); the United States Warehouse Act, as
amended (7 U.8.C. 241-273); and laws pertain-
ing to the Commodity Credit Corporation,
[$720,705,000; of which $719,289,000 is hereby
appropriated, and $573,0001 $720,436,000; of
which not to exceed $719,289,000 is to be derived
by transfer from the Commodily Credit Corpora-
tion fund, and $558,000 is transferred from the
Public Law 480 Program Account in this Act
and $589,000 is transferred from the Commod-
ity Credit Corporation Program Account in
this Act: Provided, That other funds made
available to the Agricultural Stabilization
and Conservation Service for authorized ac-
tivities may be advanced to and merged with
this account: Provided further, That these
funds shall be available for employment pur-
suant to the second sentence of section 706(a)
of the Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.8.C. 2225), and
not to exceed $100,000 shall be available for
employment under 5 U.S.C. 3109: Provided fur-
ther, That no part of the funds made avail-
able under this Act shall be used (1) to influ-
ence the vote in any referendum; (2) to influ-
ence agricultural legislation, except as per-
mitted in 18 U.8.C, 1913; or (3) for salaries or
other expenses of members of county and
community committees established pursuant
to section 8(b) of the Soil Conservation and
Domestic Allotment Act, as amended, for en-
gaging in any activities other than advisory
and supervisory duties and delegated pro-
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gram functions prescribed in administrative
regulationsl:Provided further, That none of
the funds appropriated or otherwise made
available by this Act shall be used to estab-
lish or implement a wetlands reserve pro-
gram as authorized by 16 U.S.C. 3837 et seql:
Provided further, That funds contained herein
shall be available for establishing and maintain-
ing a National Appeals Division provided for
under section 426 of the Agricultural Act of 1949.
DAIRY INDEMNITY PROGRAM
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses involved in making
indemnity payments to dairy farmers for
milk or cows producing such milk and manu-
facturers of dairy products who have been di-
rected to remove their milk or dairy prod-
ucts from commercial markets because it
contained residues of chemicals registered
and approved for use by the Federal Govern-
ment, and in making indemnity payments
for milk, or cows producing such milk, at a
fair market value to any dairy farmer who is
directed to remove his milk from commer-
cial markets because of (1) the presence of
products of nuclear radiation or fallout if
such contamination is not due to the fault of
the farmer, or (2) residues of chemicals or
toxic substances not included under the first
sentence of the Act of August 13, 1968, as
amended (7 U.S.C. 450j), if such chemicals or
toxic substances were not used in a manner
contrary to applicable regulations or label-
ing instructions provided at the time of use
and the contamination is not due to the
fault of the farmer, $5,000: Provided, That
none of the funds contained in this Act shall
be used to make indemnity payments to any
farmer whose milk was removed from com-
mercial markets as a result of his willful
failure to follow procedures prescribed by
the Federal Government: Provided further,
That this amount shall be transferred to the
Commodity Credit Corporation: Provided fur-
ther, That the Secretary is authorized to uti-
lize the services, facilities, and authorities of
the Commodity Credit Corporation for the
purpose of making dairy indemnity disburse-
ments.

CORPORATIONS

The following corporations and agencies
are hereby authorized to make expenditures,
within the limits of funds and borrowing au-
thority available to each such corporation or
agency and in accord with law, and to make
contracts and commitments without regard
to fiscal year limitations as provided by sec-
tion 104 of the Government Corporation Con-
trol Act, as amended, as may be necessary in
carrying out the programs set forth in the
budget for the current fiscal year for such
corporation or agency, except as hereinafter
provided:

FEDERAL CROP INSURANCE CORPORATION
ADMINISTRATIVE AND OPERATING EXPENSES
For administrative and operating expenses,

as authorized by the Federal Crop Insurance
Act, as amended (7 U.S.C. 1516), $322,870,000:
Provided, That not to exceed $700 shall be
available for official reception and represen-
tation expenses, as authorized by 7 U.8.C.
1506(1).

FEDERAL CROP INSURANCE CORPORATION FUND

For payments as authorized by section
508(b) of the Federal Crop Insurance Act, as
amended, [$221,500,000] $260,500,000.

CoMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION FUND

REIMBURSEMENT FOR NET REALIZED LOSSES

For fiscal year 1992, such sums as may be
necessary to reimburse the Commeodity Cred-
it Corporation for net realized losses sus-
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tained, but not previously reimbursed (esti-
mated to be $9,000,000,000 in the President’s
fiscal year 1992 Budget Request (H. Doc. 102-
3)), but not to exceed $8,450,000,000, pursuant
to section 2 of the Act of August 17, 1961, as
amended (15 U.8.C. T13a-11).

Such funds are appropriated to reimburse
the Corporation to restore losses incurred
during prior fiscal years. Such losses for fis-
cal years 1990 and 1991 include $900,000,000 in
connection with carrying out the Export En-
hancement Program (EEP), $200,000,000 in
connection with carrying out the Market
Promotion Program (MPP), formerly the
Targeted Export Assistance Program (TEA),
$300,000,000 in connection with carrying out
the Federal Crop Insurance Program,
$445,773,000 in connection with domestic do-
nations, $281,605,000 in connection with ex-
port donations, and $6,322,622,000 in connec-
tion with carrying out the commodity pro-
grams.

[OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE FOR
HAZARDOUS WASTE MANAGEMENT

[For fiscal year 1892, CCC shall not expend
more than $5,000,000 for expenses to comply
with the reguirement of section 107(g) of the
Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act, as amend-
ed, 42 U.S.C. 9807(g), and section 6001 of the
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, as
amended, 42 U.S.C. 6961: Provided, That ex-
penses shall be for operations and mainte-
nance costs only and that other hazardous
waste management costs shall be paid for by
the USDA Hazardous Waste Management ap-
propriation.]

GENERAL SALES MANAGER
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses of the Office of the
General Sales Manager, [$9,103,000] $9,071,000,
of which $5,098,000 may be transferred from
Commodity Credit Corporation funds,
$2,731,000 may be transferred from the Com-
modity Credit Corporation Program Account
in this Act and [$1,274,000] $1,242,000 may be
transferred from the Public Law 480 Program
Account in this Act. Of these funds, up to
$4,000,000 shall be available only for the pur-
pose of selling surplus agricultural commod-
ities from Commodity Credit Corporation in-
ventory in world trade at competitive prices
for the purpose of regaining and retaining
our normal share of world markets. The Gen-
eral Sales Manager shall report directly to
the Secretary of Agriculture. The General
Sales Manager shall obtain, assimilate, and
analyze all available information on develop-
ments related to private sales, as well as
those funded by the Corporation, including
grade and quality as sold and as delivered,
including information relating to the effec-
tiveness of greater reliance by the General
Sales Manager upon loan guarantees as con-
trasted to direct loans for financing commer-
cial export sales of agricultural commodities
out of private stocks on credit terms, as pro-
vided in titles I and II of the Agricultural
Trade Act of 1978, Public Law 95-501, and
shall submit quarterly reports to the appro-
priate committees of Congress concerning
such developments.

TITLE II—CONSERVATION PROGRAMS

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR
NATURAL RESOURCES AND ENVIRONMENT

For necessary salaries and expenses of the
Office of the Assistant Secretary for Natural
Resources and Environment to administer
the laws enacted by the Congress for the
Forest Service and the Soil Conservation
Service, [$563,000] $543,000.
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S0IL CONSERVATION SERVICE
CONSERVATION OPERATIONS

For necessary expenses for carrying out
the provisions of the Act of April 27, 1935 (16
U.S.C. 590a-590f) including preparation of
conservation plans and establishment of
measures to conserve soil and water (includ-
ing farm irrigation and land drainage and
such special measures for soil and water
management as may be necessary to prevent
floods and the siltation of reservoirs and to
control agricultural related pollutants); op-
eration of conservation plant materials cen-
ters; classification and mapping of soil; dis-
semination of information; acquisition of
lands by donation, exchange, or purchase at
a nominal cost not to exceed $100; purchase
and erection or alteration or improvement of
permanent and temporary buildings; and op-
eration and maintenance of aircraft,
$564,129,000, of which not less than $5,713,000
is for snow survey and water forecasting and
not less than $8,064,000 is for operation and
establishment of the plant materials centers:
Provided, That of the foregoing amounts not
less than [$411,800,000] $400,000,000 is for per-
sonnel compensation and benefits: Provided
Jurther, That except for $2,399,000 for im-
provements of the plant materials centers,
the cost of any permanent building pur-
chased, erected, or as improved, exclusive of
the cost of constructing a water supply or
sanitary system and connecting the same to
any such building and with the exception of
buildings acquired in conjunction with land
being purchased for other purposes, shall not
exceed §10,000, except for one building to be
constructed at a cost not to exceed $100,000
and eight buildings to be constructed or im-
proved at a cost not to exceed $50,000 per
building and except that alterations or im-
provements to other existing permanent
buildings costing $5,000 or more may be made
in any fiscal year in an amount not to exceed
52,000 per building: Provided further, That
when buildings or other structures are erect-
ed on non-Federal land that the right to use
such land is obtained as provided in 7 U.S.C.
2250a: Provided further, That no part of this
appropriation may be expended for soil and
water conservation operations under the Act
of April 27, 1935 (16 U.S.C. 590a-590f) in dem-
onstration projects: Provided further, That
this appropriation shall be available for em-
ployment pursuant to the second sentence of
section T06(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7
U.8.C. 2225) and not to exceed $25,000 shall be
available for employment under 5 U.S.C.
3109: Provided further, That qualified local en-
gineers may be temporarily employed at per
diem rates to perform the technical planning
work of the Service (16 U.S.C. 590e-2).

The Secretary of Agriculture is authorized to
construct buildings and related facilities on fed-
erally owned land in Skagit County, Washing-
ton, for plant materials purposes: Provided,
That the total amount of erpenditures for the
buildings and facilities on the site shall be de-
rived from, and shall not erceed, the amount of
money received from the exchange of lands in
Skagit County, and Bellingham, Washington.

RIVER BASIN SURVEYS AND INVESTIGATIONS

For necessary expenses to conduct re-
search, investigation, and surveys of water-
sheds of rivers and other waterways, in ac-
cordance with section 6 of the Watershed
Protection and Flood Prevention Act ap-
proved August 4, 1954, as amended (16 U.S8.C.
1006-1009), $13,251,000: Provided, That this ap-
propriation shall be available for employ-
ment pursuant to the second sentence of sec-
tion 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C.
2225), and not to exceed $60,000 shall be avail-
able for employment under 5 U.S.C. 3109.
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WATERSHED PLANNING

For necessary expenses for small water-
shed investigations and planning, in accord-
ance with the Watershed Protection and
Flood Prevention Act, as amended (16 U.S.C.
1001-1008), $9,545,000: Provided, That this ap-
propriation shall be available for employ-
ment pursuant to the second sentence of sec-
tion 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (T U.S.C.
2225), and not to exceed $50,000 shall be avail-
able for employment under 5 U.S.C. 3109.

WATERSHED AND FLOOD PREVENTION
OPERATIONS

For necessary expenses to carry out pre-
ventive measures, including but not limited
to research, engineering operations, methods
of cultivation, the growing of vegetation, re-
habilitation of existing works and changes in
use of land, in accordance with the Water-
shed Protection and Flood Prevention Act
approved August 4, 1954, as amended (16
U.S.C. 1001-1005, 1007-1009), the provisions of
the Act of April 27, 1935 (16 U.S.C, 5%0a-f), and
in accordance with the provisions of laws re-
lating to the activities of the Department,
[$205,238,0001 $205,266,000 (of which
[$30,091,000]1 $36,091,000 shall be available for
the watersheds authorized under the Flood
Control Act approved June 22, 1936 (33 U.S.C.
701, 16 U.8.C. 1006a), as amended and supple-
mented): Provided, That this appropriation
shall be available for employment pursuant
to the second sentence of section T06(a) of
the Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225), and
not to exceed [$30,000,000] $20,028,000 shall be
available for emergency measures as pro-
vided by sections [403-405] 401405 of the Ag-
ricultural Credit Act of 1978 (16 U.S.C. [2203-
2205] 2201-2205), and not to exceed $200,000
shall be available for employment under 5
U.8.C. 3109: Provided further, That $4,000,000
in loans may be insured, or made to be sold
and insured, under the Agricultural Credit
Insurance Fund of the Farmers Home Ad-
ministration (7 U.S.C. 1931): Provided further,
That not to exceed $1,000,000 of this appro-
priation is available to carry out the pur-
poses of the Endangered Species Act of 1973
{Public Law 93-205), as amended, including
cooperative efforts as contemplated by that
Act to relocate endangered or threatened
species to other suitable habitats as may be
necessary to expedite project construction.

RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT

For necessary expenses in planning and
carrying out projects for resource conserva-
tion and development and for sound land use
pursuant to the provisions of section 32(e) of
title III of the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant
Act, as amended (7 U.S.C. 1010-1011; 76 Stat.
607), and the provisions of the Act of April 27,
1935 (16 U.S.C. 590a-f), and the provisions of
the Agriculture and Food Act of 1981 (18
U.8.C. 3451-3461), [$32,516,000] $31,236,000: Pro-
vided, That $600,000 in loans may be insured,
or made to be sold and insured, under the
Agricultural Credit Insurance Fund of the
Farmers Home Administration (7 U.S.C.
1931): Provided further, That this appropria-
tion shall be available for employment pur-
suant to the second sentence of section 706(a)
of the Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225), and
not to exceed $50,000 shall be available for
employment under 5 U.8.C. 3109.

GREAT PLAINS CONSERVATION PROGRAM

For necessary expenses to carry into effect
a program of conservation in the Great
Plains area, pursuant to section 16(b) of the
Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment
Act, as added by the Act of August 7, 1956, as
amended (16 U.S.C. 590p(b)), $25,271,000, to re-
main available until expended (16 U.S.C.
590p(b)(T)).
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AGRICULTURAL STABILIZATION AND
CONSERVATION SERVICE
AGRICULTURAL CONSERVATION PROGRAM
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses to carry into effect
the program authorized in sections 7 to 15,
16(a), 16(f), and 17 of the Soil Conservation
and Domestic Allotment Act approved Feb-
ruary 29, 1936, as amended and supplemented
(16 U.8.C. 590g-5900, 590p(a), 590p(f), and 590q),
and sections 1001-1004, 1006-1008, and 1010 of
the Agricultural Act of 1970, as added by the
Agriculture and Consumer Protection Act of
1973 (16 U.S.C. 1501-1504, 1506-1508, and 1510),
and including not to exceed $15,000 for the
preparation and display of exhibits, includ-
ing such displays at State, interstate, and
international fairs within the United States,
[5194,435,000] $193,652,000, to remain available
until expended (16 U.S.C. 5900), for agree-
ments, excluding administration but includ-
ing technical assistance and related expenses
(16 U.8.C. 5%00), except that no participant in
the Agricultural Conservation Program shall
receive more than $3,500 per year, except
where the participants from two or more
farms or ranches join to carry out approved
practices designed to conserve or improve
the agricultural resources of the community,
or where a participant has a long-term
agreement, in which case the total payment
shall not exceed the annual payment limita-
tion multiplied by the number of years of the
agreement: Provided, That no portion of the
funds for the current year's program may be
utilized to provide financial or technical as-
sistance for drainage on wetlands now des-
ignated as Wetlands Types 3 (III) through 20
(XX) in United States Department of the In-
terior, Fish and Wildlife Circular 39, Wet-
lands of the United States, 1956: Provided fur-
ther, That such amounts shall be available
for the purchase of seeds, fertilizers, lime,
trees, or any other conservation materials,
or any soil-terracing services, and making
grants thereof to agricultural producers to
aid them in carrying out approved farming
practices as authorized by the Soil Conserva-
tion and Domestic Allotment Act, as amend-
ed, as determined and recommended by the
county committees, approved by the State
committees and the Secretary, under pro-
grams provided for herein: Provided further,
That such assistance will not be used for car-
rying out measures and practices that are
primarily production-oriented or that have
little or no conservation or pollution abate-
ment benefits: Provided further, That not to
exceed 5 per centum of the allocation for the
current year's program for any county may,
on the recommendation of such county com-
mittee and approval of the State committee,
be withheld and allotted to the Soil Con-
servation Service for services of its techni-
cians in formulating and carrying out the
Agricultural Conservation Program in the
participating counties, and shall not be uti-
lized by the Soil Conservation Service for
any purpose other than technical and other
assistance in such counties, and in addition,
on the recommendation of such county com-
mittee and approval of the State committee,
not to exceed 1 per centum may be made
available to any other Federal, State, or
local public agency for the same purpose and
under the same conditions: Provided further,
That for the current year’'s program
$2,500,000 shall be available for technical as-
sistance in formulating and carrying out
rural environmental practices: Provided fur-
ther, That no part of any funds available to
the Department, or any bureau, office, cor-
poration, or other agency constituting a part
of such Department, shall be used in the cur-
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rent fiscal year for the payment of salary or
travel expenses of any person who has been
convicted of violating the Act entitled “An
Act to prevent pernicious political activi-
ties" approved August 2, 1939, as amended, or
who has been found in accordance with the
provisions of title 18 U.8.C. 1913 to have vio-
lated or attempted to violate such section
which prohibits the use of Federal appropria-
tions for the payment of personal services or
other expenses designed to influence in any
manner a Member of Congress to favor or op-
pose any legislation or appropriation by Con-
gress except upon request of any Member or
through the proper official channels: Pro-
vided further, That not to erceed $3,500,000 of
the amount appropriated shall be used for water
quality payments and practices in the same
manner as permitted under the program for
water quality which is authorized by section
1439 of the Food, Agriculture, Conservation, and
Trade Act of 1990, such amount to remain avail-
able until exrpended for cost-share payments, in-
centive payments, technical assistance and
other disbursements as may be determined to be
needed for this purpose: Provided further, That
notwithstanding the Soil Conservation and Do-
mestic Allotment Act or any other provisions of
law, the Agricultural Stabilization and Con-
servation Service may share irrigation system
connection costs, including but not limited to
water meters, connecting pipe, and other instal-
lation charges, incurred by Hawaiian Home
Land homesteaders operating land having a his-
tory of irrigation: Provided further, That such
cost sharing shall be in accordance with the Ag-
ricultural Conservation Program, and conducted
with the eristing funds allocated to Hawaii.

[AGRICULTURAL WATER QUALITY INCENTIVE

PROGRAM

[For necessary expenses to carry into ef-
fect the program authorized in chapter 2 of
subtitle D of title XII of the Food Security
Act of 1985 (16 U.8.C. 3838 et seq.), $3,500,000.]

FORESTRY INCENTIVES PROGRAM

For necessary expenses, not otherwise pro-
vided for, to carry out the program of for-
estry incentives, as authorized in the Coop-
erative Forestry Assistance Act of 1978 (16
U.S.C. 2101), including technical assistance
and related expenses, $12,446,000, to remain
available until expended, as authorized by
that Act.

WATER BANK PROGRAM

For necessary expenses to carry into effect
the provisions of the Water Bank Act (16
U.8.C. 1301-1311), $18,620,000, to remain avail-
able until expended.

[EMERGENCY CONSERVATION PROGRAM

[For necessary expenses to carry into ef-
fect the program authorized in sections 401,
402, and 404 of title IV of the Agricultural
Credit Act of 1978 (16 U.S.C. 2201-2205),
$10,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, as authorized by 16 U.S.C. 2204.]

COLORADO RIVER BASIN SALINITY CONTROL

PROGRAM

For necessary expenses for carrying out a
voluntary cooperative salinity control pro-
gram pursuant to section 202(c) of title II of
the Colorado River Basin Salinity Control
Act, as amended (43 U.S.C. 1592(c)), to be
used to reduce salinity in the Colorado River
and to enhance the supply and quality of
water available for use in the United States
and the Republic of Mexico, $14,783,000, to be
used for investigations and surveys, for tech-
nical assistance in developing conservation
practices and in the preparation of salinity
control plans, for the establishment of on-
farm irrigation management systems, in-
cluding related lateral improvement meas-
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ures, for making cost-share payments to ag-
ricultural landowners and operators, Indian
tribes, irrigation districts and associations,
local governmental -and nongovernmental
entities, and other landowners to aid them in
carrying out approved conservation practices
as determined and recommended by the
county ASC committees, approved by the
State ASC committees and the Secretary,
and for associated costs of program planning,
information and education, and program
monitoring and evaluation: Provided, That
the Soil Conservation Service shall provide
technical assistance and the Agricultural
Stabilization and Conservation Service shall
provide administrative services for the pro-
gram, including but not limited to, the nego-
tiation and administration of agreements
and the disbursement of payments: Provided
further, That such program shall be coordi-
nated with the regular Agricultural Con-
servation Program and with research pro-
grams of other agencies.
CONSERVATION RESERVE PROGRAM
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses to carry out the
conservation reserve program pursuant to
the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3831-
3845), [31,642,760,000] $1,611,277,000, to remain
available until expended, to be used for Com-
modity Credit Corporation expenditures for
cost-share assistance for the establishment
of conservation practices provided for in ap-
proved conservation reserve program con-
tracts, for annual rental payments provided
in such contracts, and for technical assist-
ance: Provided, That none of the funds in this
Act may be used to enter into new contracts
that are in excess of the prevailing local
rental rates for an acre of comparable land.

WETLANDS RESERVE PROGRAM

For necessary erpenses to carry out the Wet-
lands Reserve Program pursuant to section 1438
of the Food, Agriculture, Conservation, and
Trade Act of 1990 (16 U.S.C. 3837), 891,000,000, to
remain available until expended, to be used for
(1) payments for wetland easements, either in a
lump sum or over a period of five to twenty
years for permanent easements, or over a period
of five to twenty years for wetland easements
which are not permanent but are, notwithstand-
ing any other provision of law, for fifteen years
or thirty years or the mazimum duration al-
lowed under applicable State law; (2) cost-share
assistance for the cost of carrying out the estab-
lishment of conservation measures and practices
as provided for in approved wetland reserve pro-
gram contracts; (3) other appropriate cost-share
assistance for wetland protection; and (4) tech-
nical assistance: Provided, That this amount
shall be transferred to the Commodity Credit
Corporation for use in carrying out this pro-
gram: Provided further, That the Secretary is
authorized to use the services, facilities, and au-
thorities of the Commodity Credit Corporation
for the purpose of carrying out the program:
Provided further, That none of the funds made
available by this Act shall be used to enter in
excess of 100,000 acres in fiscal year 1992 into
the Wetlands Reserve Program provided for
herein.

TITLE III-FARMERS HOME AND RURAL
DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS

OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY FOR SMALL
COMMUNITY AND RURAL DEVELOPMENT

For necessary salaries and expenses of the
Office of the Under Secretary for Small Com-
munity and Rural Development to admin-
ister programs under the laws enacted by the
Congress for the Farmers Home Administra-
tion, Rural Electrification Administration,
Federal Crop Insurance Corporation, and
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rural development activities of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture, [$572,000] $552,000.
FARMERS HOME ADMINISTRATION

RURAL HOUSING INSURANCE FUND PROGRAM
ACCOUNT

For gross obligations for the principal
amount of direct and guaranteed loans as au-
thorized by title V of the Housing Act of
1949, as amended, to be available from funds
in the Rural Housing Insurance Fund, as fol-
lows: [$1,626,451,000] $1,406,451,000 for loans to
section 502 borrowers, as determined by the
Secretary, of which [$350,000,000] $100,000,000
shall be for unsubsidized guaranteed loans;
$11,330,000 for section 504 housing repair
loans; $16,300,000 for section 514 farm labor
housing; $573,800,000 for section 515 rental
housing; and $600,000 for site loans[;-and
$264,000,000 for credit sales of acquired prop-
ertyl: Provided, That up to $35,000,000 of these
funds shall be made available for section 502(g),
Deferral Mortgage Demonstration.

For an amount, for the cost, as defined in
section 13201 of the Budget Enforcement Act
of 1990, including the cost of modifying
loans, of direct and guaranteed loans, as fol-
lows: low-income housing section 502 loans,
1$324,896,0001 $287,591,000, of which
[512,360,000] $1,130,000 shall be for guaranteed
loans; section 504 housing repair loans,
[$5,280,000] $4,999,000; section 514 farm labor
housing, [$9,536,000] £9,002,000; section 515
rental housing, [3268,585,000] $248,499,000;
[and credit sales of acquired property,
$40,612,000] and site loans, $9,000.

In addition, for administrative expenses
necessary to carry out the direct and guar-
anteed loan  programs, [$425,173,000]
$428,746,000.

RENTAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

For rental assistance agreements entered
into or renewed pursuant to the authority
under section 521(a)(2) of the Housing Act of
1949, as amended, [$308,100,000] $£319,900,000:
Provided, That of this amount not more than
$11,800,000 shall be available for debt forgive-
ness or payments for eligible households as
authorized by section 502(c)(5)(D) of the Act,
and not to exceed 310,000 per project for ad-
vances to nonprofit organizations or public
agencies to cover direct costs (other than
purchase price) incurred in purchasing
projects pursuant to section 502(c)(5)(C) of
the Act: Provided further, That of this
amount not less than $128,158,000 is available
for newly constructed units financed by sec-
tion 515 of the Housing Act of 1949, as amend-
ed, and not more than $5,214,000 is for newly
constructed units financed under sections 514
and 516 of the Housing Act of 1949: Provided
further, That $174,728,000 is available for ex-
piring agreements and for servicing of exist-
ing units without agreements: Provided fur-
ther, That agreements entered into or re-
newed during fiscal year 1992 shall be funded
for a five-year period, although the life of
any such agreement may be extended to
fully utilize amounts obligated: Provided fur-
ther, That agreements entered into or re-
newed during fiscal years 1988, 1989, 1990, and
1991 may also be extended beyond five years
to fully utilize amounts obligated.

SELF-HELP HOUSING LAND DEVELOPMENT FUND
PROGRAM ACCOUNT

For direct loans pursuant to section
523(b)(1)(B) of the Housing Act of 1949, as
amended (42 U.S.C. 1490c), $500,000.

For an amount, for the cost, as defined in sec-
tion 13201 of the Budget Enforcement Act of
1990, of direct loans, $43,000.

In addition, for administrative expenses nec-
essary to carry out the direct loan program,
$21,000.
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AGRICULTURAL CREDIT INSURANCE FUND
PROGRAM ACCOUNT

For gross obligations for the principal
amount of direct and guaranteed loans as au-
thorized by 7 U.S.C. 1928-1929, to be available
from funds in the Agricultural Credit Insur-
ance Fund, as follows: farm ownership loans,
[$555,500,000]  $861,000,000, of  which
[$509,000,000] $774,000,000 shall be for guaran-
teed loans; operating loans, [$3,500,000,000]
$1,840,000,000, of which [$2,600,000,000]
$1,000,000,000 shall be for guaranteed loans;
$7,000,000 for water development, use, and
conservation loans, of which $1,500,000 shall
be for guaranteed loans; Indian tribe land ac-
quisition loans as authorized by 25 U.S.C. 488,
$1,000,000; and for emergency insured and
guaranteed loans, $600,000,000 to meet the
needs resulting from natural disasters[;-and
for credit sales of acquired property,
$250,000,000.]

For an amount, for the cost, as defined in
section 13201 of the Budget Enforcement Act
of 1980, including the cost of modifying
loans, of direct and guaranteed loans, as fol-
lows: Farm ownership loans, [$33,359,000]
$58,735,000, of which [$15,270,000] $38,870,000
shall be for guaranteed loans, operating
loans, [$220,200,000] $141.412,000, of which
[$31,200,000] $12,475,000 shall be for guaran-
teed loans; [$2,615,000] $499,000 for water de-
velopment, use, and conservation loans, of
which [$30,000] $43,000 shall be for guaran-
teed loans; Indian tribe land acquisition
loans as authorized by 25 U.S.C. 488,
[$1,000,000] $253,000; for emergency insured
and guaranteed loans, [$32,100,0001
£121,560,000 to meet the needs resulting from
natural disasters; and for watershed, flood
and resource conservation loans, [$2,162,000]
$2,000[ ;-and for credit sales of acquired prop-
erty, $117,500,000.]1

In addition, for administrative expenses
necessary to carry out the direct and guar-
anteed loan programs, [5230,179,000]
$229,557,000.

[During fiscal year 1992 none of the funds
in this Act may be used to make loans in ex-
cess of the foregoing amounts, except to the
extent provided in advance in an Appropria-
tions Act.]

Hereafter, no funds in this Act or any other
Act shall be available to carry out loan pro-
grams under the Agricultural Credit Insurance
Fund at levels other than those provided for in
advance in appropriations Acts.

STATE MEDIATION GRANTS

For grants pursuant to section 502(b) of the
Agricultural Credit Act of 1987, as amended
(7 U.8.C. 5101-5106), $3,750,000.

RURAL DEVELOPMENT INSURANCE FUND
PROGRAM ACCOUNT

For gross obligations for the prinecipal
amount of direct and guaranteed loans as au-
thorized by 7 U.S.C. 1928 and 86 Stat. 661-664,
as amended, to be available from funds in the
Rural Development Insurance Fund, as fol-
lows: water and sewer facility loans,
[$635,000,000] $535,000,000, of which $35,000,000
shall be for guaranteed loans; community fa-
cility loans, $125,000,000, of which $25,000,000
shall be for guaranteed loans; and guaran-
teed industrial development loans,
$100,000,000: Provided, That none of the funds
made available in this Act may be used to make
transfers between the above limitations.

For an amount, for the cost, as defined in
section 13201 of the Budget Enforcement Act
of 1990, including the cost of modifying
loans, of direct and guaranteed loans, as fol-
lows: water and sewer facility loans,
[$96,840,0001 $75,530,000, of which [$840,000]
§630,000 shall be for guaranteed loans; com-



July 29, 1991

munity facility loans, [$14,325,000]
$12,519,000, of which [$325,000] $506,000 shall
be for guaranteed loans; and guaranteed in-
dustrial development loans, [$7,920,000]
35,870,000.

In addition, for administrative expenses
necessary to carry out the direct and guar-

anteed loan programs, [$54,906,000]
852,286,000,
RURAL DEVELOPMENT LOANS PROGRAM
ACCOUNT

For the cost, as defined in section 13201 of
the Budget Enforcement Act of 1990, includ-
ing the cost of modifying loans, of direct
loans authorized by the Rural Development
Loan Fund (42 U.S.C. 9812(a)), [$22,050,000]
£16,260,000: Provided, That these funds are
available to subsidize gross obligations for
the principal amount of direct loans of not
to exceed $32,500,000.

In addition, for administrative expenses
necessary to carry out the direct loan pro-
grams, [$689,000] $656,000.

RURAL WATER AND WASTE DISPOSAL GRANTS

For grants pursuant to sections 306(a)(2)
and 306(a)(6) of the Consolidated Farm and
Rural Development Act, as amended (7
U.8.C. 1926), $350,000,000, to remain available
until expended, pursuant to section 306(d) of
the above Act: Provided, That these funds
shall not be used for any purpose not speci-
filed in section 306(a) of the Consolidated
Farm and Rural Development Act.

VERY LOW-INCOME HOUSING REPAIR GRANTS

For grants to the very low-income elderly
for essential repairs to dwellings pursuant to
section 504 of the Housing Act of 1949, as

.amended, $12,500,000, to remain available
until expended.

RURAL HOUSING FOR DOMESTIC FARM LABOR

For financial assistance to eligible non-
profit organizations for housing for domestic
farm labor, pursuant to section 516 of the
Housing Act of 1949, as amended (42 U.8.C.
1486), $11,000,000, to remain available until
expended.

MUTUAL AND SELF-HELP HOUSING

For grants and contracts pursuant to sec-
tion 523(b)(1)(A) of the Housing Act of 1949 (42
U.5.C. 1490c), $8,750,000.

[SUPERVISORY AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

GRANTS

[For grants pursuant to sections 509(g)(6)
and 525 of the Housing Act of 1949, $2,500,000,
to remain available until expended.]

RURAL COMMUNITY FIRE PROTECTION GRANTS

[For grants pursuant to section 7 of the
Cooperative Forestry Assistance Act of 1978
(Public Law 95-313), $3,500,000 to fund up to 50
per centum of the cost of organizing, train-
ing, and equipping rural volunteer fire de-
partments.

COMPENSATION FOR CONSTRUCTION DEFECTS

For compensation for construction defects
as authorized by section 509(c) of the Hous-
ing Act of 1949, as amended, $500,000, to re-
main available until expended.

RURAL HOUSING PRESERVATION GRANTS

For grants for rural housing preservation
as authorized by section 552 of the Housing
and Urban-Rural Recovery Act of 1983 (Pub-
lic Law 98-181), §23,000,000.

RURAL DEVELOPMENT GRANTS

For grants authorized under section
310B(c) (T U.S.C. 1932) of the Consolidated
Farm and Rural Development Act to any quali-
fied public or private nonprofit organization,
$20,750,000: Provided, That $500,000 shall be
available for grants to qualified nonprofit or-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

ganizations to provide technical assistance
and training for rural communities needing
improved passenger transportation systems
or facilities in order to promote economic
development: Provided further, That $2,000,000
shall be available for grants to statewide pri-
vate, nonprofit public television systems in pre-
dominantly rural States to provide information
and services on rural economics and agriculture:
Provided further, That, effective for fiscal
year 1991 and thereafter, grants made pursu-
ant to this appropriation shall not be subject
to any dollar limitation unless such limita-
tion is set forth in law.

SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT GRANTS

For grants for pollution abatement and
control projects authorized under section
310B(b) (7 U.S.C. 1932) of the Consolidated
Farm and Rural Development Act,
[51,500,000] $3,000,000: Provided, That such as-
sistance shall include regional technical as-
sistance for improvement of solid waste
management.

EMERGENCY COMMUNITY WATER ASSISTANCE

GRANTS

For emergency community water assistance
grants as authorized under section 306B (7
U.S.C. 1926b) of the Consolidated Farm and
Rural Development Act, $10,000,000.

OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR

For necessary salaries and expenses of the
Office of the Administrator of the Farmers
Home Administration, $600,000: Provided,
That no other funds in this Act shall be
avalilable for this Office.

SALARIES AND EXPENSES
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses of the Farmers
Home Administration, not otherwise pro-
vided for, in administering the programs au-
thorized by the Consolidated Farm and Rural
Development Act (7 U.S.C. 1921-2000), as
amended; title V of the Housing Act of 1948,
as amended (42 U.S.C. 1471-14900); the Rural
Rehabilitation Corporation Trust Liquida-
tion Act, approved May 3, 1950 (40 U.S.C. 440-
444), for administering the loan program au-
thorized by title III-A of the Economic Op-
portunity Act of 1964 (Public Law 88-452 ap-
proved Aungust 20, 1964), as amended, and
such other programs which the Farmers
Home Administration has the responsibility
for administering, [5748,584,000] $750,225,000;
of which [$37,637,000] $38,959,000 is hereby ap-
propriated, [$425,173,000] $428,746,000 shall be
derived by transfer from the Rural Housing
Insurance Fund Program Account and
merged with this account, [$230,179,000]1
$229,557,000 shall be derived by transfer from
the Agricultural Credit Insurance Fund Pro-
gram Account and merged with this account,
[354,906,000] $£52,266,000 shall be derived by
transfer from the Rural Development Insur-
ance Fund Program Account and merged
with this account, $21,000 shall be derived by
transfer from the Self-Help Housing Land De-
velopment Fund Program Account and merged
with this account, and [$689,000] $656,000 shall
be derived by transfer from the Rural Devel-
opment Loans Program Account and merged
with this account: Provided, That not to ex-
ceed $500,000 of this appropriation may be
used for employment under 5 U.S.C. 3109:
Provided further, That not to exceed
[$3,670,000] £4,300,000 of this appropriation
shall be available for contracting with the
National Rural Water Association or other
equally qualified national organization for a
circuit rider program to provide technical
assistance for rural water systems: Provided
further, That, in addition to any other au-
thority that the Secretary may have to defer
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principal and interest and forego foreclosure,
the Secretary may permit, at the request of
the borrowers, the deferral of principal and
interest on any outstanding loan made, in-
sured, or held by the Secretary under this
title, or under the provisions of any other
law administered by the Farmers Home Ad-
ministration, and may forego foreclosure of
any such loan, for such period as the Sec-
retary deems necessary upon a showing by
the borrower that due to circumstances be-
yond the borrower’'s control, the borrower is
temporarily unable to continue making pay-
ments of such principal and interest when
due without unduly impairing the standard
of living of the borrower. The Secretary may
permit interest that accrues during the de-
ferral period on any loan deferred under this
section to bear no interest during or after
such period: Provided, That, if the security
instrument securing such loan is foreclosed,
such interest as is included in the purchase
price at such foreclosure shall become part
of the principal and draw interest from the
date of foreclosure at the rate prescribed by
law.

RURAL ELECTRIFICATION ADMINISTRATION

To carry into effect the provisions of the
Rural Electrification Act of 1936, as amended
(7 U.8.C. 901-850(b)), as follows:

RURAL ELECTRIFICATION AND TELEPHONE
LOANS PROGRAM ACCOUNT

Insured loans pursuant to the authority of
section 305 of the Rural Electrification Act
of 1936, as amended (7 U.S.C. 935), shall be
made as follows: rural electrification loans,
[not less than] $622,050,000 [nor more than
$933,075,000;]1 and rural telephone loans, [not
less than] $239,250,000 [nor more than
$311,025,000); to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That loans made pursuant
to section 306 of that Act are in addition to
these amounts but during fiscal year 1992
total commitments to guarantee loans pur-
suant to section 306 shall be [not less than]
$933,075,000 [nor more than $2,100,615,0001 of
contingent liability for total loan principal:
Provided further, That loans may be modified
in an amount not to exceed $493,700,000: Pro-
vided further, That as a condition of approval
of insured electric loans during fiscal 1992,
borrowers shall obtain concurrent supple-
mental financing in accordance with the ap-
plicable criteria and ratios in effect as of
July 15, 1982[:-Provided further, That no funds
appropriated in this Act may be used to deny
or reduce loans or loan advances based upon
a borrower’s level of general funds:] Provided
further, That no funds appropriated in this Act
may be used to develop or implement any other
test, ratio, or criteria to deny or reduce loans or
loan advances.

For the cost, as defined in section 13201 of
the Budget Enforcement Act of 1990, includ-
ing the cost of modifying loans, of direct and
guaranteed loans authorized by the Rural
Electrification Act of 1936, as amended (7
U.S.C. 935), as follows: cost of direct loans,
[$229,967,000] $157,609,000, and cost of loans
guaranteed pursuant to section 306,
[$6,531,0001 $14,152,000 [and cost of the other
loan guarantees, $105,000.1

In addition, for administrative expenses
necessary to carry out the direct and guar-
anteed loan programs, [$29,163,0001
£28,311,000.

[During fiscal year 1992 none of the funds
in this Act may be used to make loans in ex-
cess of the foregoing amounts, except to the
extent provided in advance in an Appropria-
tions Act.]

Hereafter, no funds in this Act or any other
Act shall be available to carry out loan pro-
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grams under the Rural Electrification and Tele-
phone Revolving Fund at levels other than
those provided for in advance in appropriations
Acts.

RURAL TELEPHONE BANK PROGRAM ACCOUNT

The Rural Telephone Bank is hereby au-
thorized to make such expenditures, within
the limits of funds available to such corpora-
tion in accord with law, and to make such
contracts and commitments without regard
to fiscal year limitations as provided by sec-
tion 104 of the Government Corporation Con-
trol Act, as amended, as may be necessary in
carrying out its authorized programs for the
current fiscal year. During fiscal year 1992
and within the resources and authority
available, gross obligations for the principal
amount of direct loans shall be [not less
than $177,045,000-nor more than $210,540,000.}

For the cost, as defined in section 13201 of
the Budget Enforcement Act of 1990, includ-
ing the cost of modifying loans, of direct
loans authorized by the Rural Electrification
Act of 1936, as amended (7 U.S.C. 935),
[$11,331,000] $3,629,000.

In addition, for administrative expenses
necessary to carry out the loan programs,
[$8,632,000] $8,392,000.

[RURAL COMMUNICATION DEVELOPMENT FUND

[To reimburse the Rural Communication
Development Fund for interest subsidies and
losses sustained in prior years, but not pre-
viously reimbursed, in making Community
Antenna Television loans and loan guaran-
tees under sections 306 and 310B of the Con-
solidated Farm and Rural Development Act,
as amended, $1,264,000.

[DISTANCE LEARNING AND MEDICAL LINK
PROGRAMS

[For necessary expenses to carry into ef-
fect the programs authorized in sections
2331-2335 of Public Law 101-624, $5,000,000, to
remain available until expended.]

RURAL ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT SUBACCOUNT

For loans authorized under section 313 of
the Rural Electrification Act, for the pur-
pose of promoting rural economic develop-
ment and job creation projects, [$5,000,000,—
to remain available until expended]
£8,406,000.

For the cost, as defined in section 13201 of
the Budget Enforcement Act of 1990, of direct
loans, [$1,700,000] $2,546,000.

OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR

For necessary salaries and expenses of the
Office of the Administrator of the Rural
Electrification Administration, [$256,000]
$243,000: Provided, That no other funds in this
Act shall be available for this Office.

SALARIES AND EXPENSES
(INCLUDING TRANFERS OF FUNDS)

For administrative expenses to carry out
the provisions of the Rural Electrification
Act of 1936, as amended (7 U.8.C. 901-950(b)),
and to administer the loan and loan guaran-
tee programs for Community Antenna Tele-
vision facilities as authorized by the Consoli-
dated Farm and Rural Development Act (7
U.8.C. 1921-1995), and for which commit-
ments were made prior to fiscal year 1992, in-
cluding not to exceed $7,000 for financial and
credit reports, funds for employment pursu-
ant to the second sentence of section 706(a)
of the Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225), and
not to exceed $103,000 for employment under
5 U.S.C. 3109, [$37,795,000] $36,703,000; of which
[$29,163,000] $28,311,000 shall be derived by
transfer from the Rural Electrification and
Telephone Loans Program Account and
[$8,632,000] $8,392,000 shall be derived by
transfer from the Rural Telephone Bank Pro-
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gram Account: Provided, That none of the
funds in this Act may be used to authorize
the transfer of additional funds to this ac-
count from the Rural Telephone Bank: Pro-
vided further, That not less than [$500,000 of
this appropriation shall be expended to pro-
vide community and economic development
technical assistance] $500,000 nor more than
81,500,000 of this appropriation shall be ezx-
pended to provide community and economic de-
velopment technical assistance and programs to
rural electric and telephone systems by
Rural Electrification Administration em-
ployees who are located within REA and [as-
signed to REA's Rural Development Coordi-
nator and who may not be reassigned or relo-
cated to the Rural Information Center or
other agency or officel whose full time respon-
sibilities are to administer such community and
economic development programs: Provided fur-
ther, That none of the salaries and erpenses
provided to the Rural Electrification Adminis-
tration, and none of the responsibilities assigned
by law to the Administrator of the Rural Elec-
trification Administration may be reassigned or
transferred to any other agency or office.

TITLE IV—DOMESTIC FOOD PROGRAMS

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR

FoOD AND CONSUMER SERVICES

For necessary salaries and expenses of the
Office of the Assistant Secretary for Food
and Consumer Services to administer the
laws enacted by the Congress for the Food
and Nutrition Service and the Human Nutri-
tion Information Service, [$542,000] $522,000.

FoOD AND NUTRITION SERVICE
CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAMS
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses to carry out the
National School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1751
1769b), and the applicable provisions other
than sections 3 and 17 of the Child Nutrition
Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1773-1785, and 1788-1789),
[$6,067,386,000] £6,068,743,000, to remain avail-
able through September 30, 1993, of which
[$1,392,294,000] $1,393,651,000 is hereby appro-
priated and $4,675,092,000 shall be derived by
transfer from funds available under section
32 of the Act of August 24, 1935 (7 U.S.C.
612c): Provided, That funds appropriated for
the purpose of section 7 of the Child Nutri-
tion Act of 1966 shall be allocated among the
States but the distribution of such funds to
an individual State is contingent upon that
State’s agreement to participate in studies
and surveys of programs authorized under
the National School Lunch Act and the Child
Nutrition Act of 1966, when such studies and
surveys have been directed by the Congress
and requested by the Secretary of Agri-
culture: Provided further, That if the Sec-
retary of Agriculture determines that a
State’s administration of any program under
the National School Lunch Act or the Child
Nutrition Act of 1966 (other than section 17),
or the regulations issued pursuant to these
Acts, is seriously deficient, and the State
fails to correct the deficiency within a speci-
fied period of time, the Secretary may with-
hold from the State some or all of the funds
allocated to the State under section 7 of the
Child Nutrition Act of 1966 and under section
13(k)(1) of the National School Lunch Act;
upon a subsequent determination by the Sec-
retary that the programs are operated in an
acceptable manner some or all of the funds
withheld may be allocated: Provided further,
That only final reimbursement claims for
service of meals, supplements, and milk sub-
mitted to State agencies by eligible schools,
summer camps, institutions, and service in-
stitutions within sixty days following the
month for which the reimbursement is
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claimed shall be eligible for reimbursement
from funds appropriated under this Act.
States may receive program funds appro-
priated under this Act for meals, supple-
ments, and milk served during any month
only if the final program operations report
for such month is submitted to the Depart-
ment within ninety days following that
month. Exceptions to these claims or reports
submission requirements may be made at the
discretion of the Secretary: Provided further,
That up to $4,083,000 shall be available for
independent verification of school food serv-
ice claims: Provided further, That [$1,143,000]
$1,500,000 shall be available to operate the
Food Service Management Institute.
SPECIAL MILK PROGRAM

For necessary expenses to carry out the
special milk program, as authorized by sec-
tion 3 of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42
U.8.C. 1772), $23,011,000, to remain available
through September 30, 1993. Only final reim-
bursement claims for milk submitted to
State agencies within sixty days following
the month for which the reimbursement is
claimed shall be eligible for reimbursement
from funds appropriated under this Act.
States may receive program funds appro-
priated under this Act only if the final pro-
gram operations report for such month is
submitted to the Department within ninety
days following that month. Exceptions to
these claims or reports submission require-
ments may be made at the discretion of the
Secretary.

SPECIAL SUPPLEMENTAL FOOD PROGRAM FOR

WOMEN, INFANTS AND CHILDREN (WIC)

For necessary expenses to carry out the
special supplemental food program as au-
thorized by section 17 of the Child Nutrition
Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1786), [$2,600,000,000]
$2,573,400,000, to remain available through
September 30, 1993, of which up to $5,000,000
may be used to carry out the farmer's market
coupon demonstration project.

COMMODITY SUPPLEMENTAL FOOD PROGRAM

For necessary expenses to carry out the
commodity supplemental food program as
authorized by section 4(a) of the Agriculture
and Consumer Protection Act of 1973 (7
U.8.C. 612¢c (note)), including not less than
$8,000,000 for the projects in Detroit, New Or-
leans, and Des Moines, [$91,284,000]
$88,318,000: Provided, That funds provided
herein shall remain available through Sep-
tember 30, 1993: Provided further, That none
of these funds shall be available to reimburse
the Commodity Credit Corporation for com-
modities donated to the program.

FOOD STAMP PROGRAM
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For necessary expens