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Professor Handlin’s appealing writing
style allowed him to touch a genera-
tion of Americans far beyond the con-
fines of the academic world. His obser-
vations on our history dealt movingly
with the experiences of immigrants
from the beginning of our history. Dur-
ing his brilliant career, he published
nearly a book a year, and each received
wide acclaim.

As he notes, Americans have argued
over immigration for centuries. To
those concerned that today’s immi-
grants will not adjust to America and
contribute to American life, he replies
that in 1850, 27 languages were spoken
in Boston. Yet, these immigrants
quickly learned English and joined our
communities, just as immigrants are
doing today.

When asked last month whether he
still viewed our ethnic diversity a basic
strength, he responded unequivocally,
‘““More so than ever.”

As we consider immigration reform
today, we would do well to keep Pro-
fessor Handlin’s insights in mind. I
know my colleagues join me in com-
mending the contributions of this great
scholar and outstanding American. I
wish many happy returns as he and his
family celebrate his 80th birthday this
weekend.

———
THE BAD DEBT BOXSCORE

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, on that
evening in 1972 when I first was elected
to the Senate, I made a commitment to
myself that I would never fail to see a
young person, or a group of young peo-
ple, who wanted to see me.

It has proved enormously beneficial
to me because I have been inspired by
the estimated 60,000 young people with
whom I have visited during the nearly
23 years I have been in the Senate.
Most of them have been concerned
about the enormity of the Federal debt
that Congress has run up for the com-
ing generations to pay.

The young people and I almost al-
ways discuss the fact that under the
U.S. Constitution, no President can
spend a dime of Federal money that
has not first been authorized and ap-
propriated by both the House and Sen-
ate of the United States.

That is why I began making these
daily reports to the Senate on Feb-
ruary 22, 1992. I wanted to make a mat-
ter of daily record of the precise size of
the Federal debt which as of yesterday,
Wednesday, September 20, stood at
$4,967,473,200,287.86 or $18,856.61 for
every man, woman, and child in Amer-
ica on a per capita basis.

——

THE REED FAMILY OF POPLAR
BLUFF, MO

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President,

today I rise to salute a family from
southeastern Missouri whose dedica-
tion to providing a better life for their
children and whose commitment to
education serves as a model for parents
and families across America.
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Ferdie Reed had to leave school in
the sixth grade to work in the cotton
fields outside his home of Poplar Bluff,
MO, and has worked as a night watch-
man at Three Rivers Community Col-
lege for the past 28 years. He married
Lillie Mae Arrington in 1950 and to-
gether they raised eleven children,
stressing the values of hard work and
responsibility as the keys to a success-
ful future. Ferdie worked hard to pro-
vide for his family by farming, while
holding other jobs. Lillie devoted her-
self to her family as a full time mother
and was active in the work of the
Reed’s local church. She proved to be
an inspiration for her children by going
back to school and earning her General
Equivalency Degree.

The emphasis the Reed family places
on education and their example of hard
work was followed by their 11 children,
all of whom graduated from Three Riv-
ers Community College in Poplar Bluff.
Ten of the children have also gone on
to earn bachelors’ degrees at 4-year
universities. Together, the 11 Reed
children have more than 170 years of
education.

Recently, the Reeds were honored in
their home of Poplar Bluff for their
dedication to education and the posi-
tive impact they have had on their
children and their community. I join
today in honoring Ferdie and Lillie
Reed, as well as their children, Wen-
dell, Ferdie Jr., Linda, Brenda, Sharon,
Patricia, Kathryn, David, Karen, Paul,
and Mary Ann for their significant
achievements. I salute them for their
dedication, determination, and perse-
verance in the pursuit of a better life
through education.

Mr. FAIRCLOTH. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 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 further pro-
ceedings under the quorum call be re-
scinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
FAIRCLOTH). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

————

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, morning business is
closed.

—————

FOREIGN OPERATIONS, EXPORT
FINANCING, AND RELATED PRO-
GRAMS APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
1996

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the hour of 10 a.m.
having arrived, the Senate will now re-
sume consideration of H.R. 1868, which
the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill (H.R. 1868) making appropriations
for foreign operations, export financing, and
related programs for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1996.
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The Senate resumed consideration of
the bill.

Pending:

Helms (for Dole/Helms) amendment No.
2707 (to committee amendment on page 2,
line 25), to provide for the streamlining and
consolidation of the foreign affairs agencies
of the United States.

Brown amendment No. 2708 (to committee
amendment beginning on page 15, line 17
through page 16, line 24), to clarify restric-
tions on assistance to Pakistan. (By 37 yeas
to 61 nays (Vote No. 452), Senate earlier
failed to table the amendment.)

Murkowski amendment No. 2712, to set
forth requirements for implementation of
the Agreed Framework Between the United
States and North Korea Act relating to the
Korean Peninsula Energy Development Orga-
nization.

AMENDMENT NO. 2708

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will now be 1
hour of debate on the Brown amend-
ment No. 2708, equally divided.

Mr. BROWN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from Col-
orado.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I yield
myself 1 minute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. So or-
dered.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, this
amendment is about simple fairness.
We have taken their money. We have
obtained a contract to deliver equip-
ment, and we do not want to deliver
that equipment. I understand the feel-
ings of those Members who have that
position. But, Mr. President, it is
wrong to take somebody’s money and
not deliver the equipment and not give
them their money back.

If this were Sears, Roebuck in the
United States, we would lock them up.
The consumer protection laws do not
apply to the U.S. Government, but, Mr.
President, simple fairness does. The
American people understand this issue
because they understand what it is like
when someone who is selling something
takes their money and does not deliver
either the product or the money. That
is what this amendment is all about. It
is about fairness, and it is about saying
either give them their money back or
give them the equipment they con-
tracted for.

Mr. President, I retain the remainder
of my time.

Mr. GLENN. 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 further pro-
ceedings under the quorum call be dis-
pensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
COVERDELL). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. BROWN. Mr.
liamentary inquiry.

Under the quorum call that just took
place, how is the time charged to each
side?

President, par-
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. It was
charged to the Senator that suggested
it.

Mr. GLENN. Would the Chair repeat?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It was
charged to the Senator who suggested
it.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, my sense
is that fairness would require that it be
charged to both sides equally.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BROWN. I suggest the absence of
a quorum and request the time be
charged equally to both sides.

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

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further pro-
ceedings under the quorum call be re-
scinded.

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

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I cannot
disagree more with my distinguished
colleague from Colorado when he says
this is just a matter of fairness about
giving money back as though we or-
dered something from Sears, Roebuck
and did not get it so we ought to get
our money back. That is such a sim-
plistic view that it mocks what we
have been trying to do with our non-
proliferation policy, our nuclear non-
proliferation policy for the last 30
years.

We have tried to prevent the spread
of nuclear weapons around this world.
That is what this issue is all about. It
is a nonproliferation issue. The ques-
tion: Are we serious about a U.S. lead-
ership role in nonproliferation policy
or are we not? I share the concern that
Pakistan should get its money back,
but not at the expense of dumping our
nuclear policy and making our efforts
around the world to further nuclear
nonproliferation be mocked by the 178
nations that signed up under the Non-
Proliferation Treaty. That is what this
is all about.

Pakistan has been the most egre-
gious violator. They refused to join the
NPT and refused to cooperate and re-
peatedly told us untruth after untruth
after untruth after untruth, lie after
lie after lie, about their intentions on
nuclear weapons.

They deliberately misled us—misled
me personally. I was over there a cou-
ple times. Once I met with President
Zia; with Yaqub Khan, the Foreign
Minister; Mir Khan, from their atomic
energy commission. They told me they
had no program at all. They said that
our intelligence was just flat wrong.

Prime Minister Benazir Bhutto re-
peatedly has made statements that
they have no nuclear weapons objec-
tives. And yet we know that is not
true. So what this is about is not just
about fairness of giving the money
back as though a purchase had been
made at Sears; this is a matter of non-
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proliferation and are we serious about
it or not?

We all love to get up and make our
press conference statements about how
much we are against nuclear prolifera-
tion and we do not want to see nuclear
weapons spread to more nations around
the world. We, in fact, right now are
getting control of our nuclear weapons
stockpiles with the former Soviet
Union, now the Russians, and we are
scaling those down. At the same time
we asked other nations, ‘“‘Please do not
go ahead with nuclear weapons pro-
grams. We will cooperate with you if
you do not.”

We cooperated with Pakistan when
they were threatened and mutual in-
terest indicated we should send weap-
ons to the Mujaheddin in Afghanistan.
It was in Pakistan’s interest we do
that, also. It was not just a gratuitous
favor to the United States.

Through the years over and over we
were assured Pakistan had no nuclear
weapons program by their officials
when we knew they did. During this
time period we were successful in turn-
ing off a Taiwanese effort to start a nu-
clear weapons program. We were suc-
cessful in turning off a South Korean
effort to start a nuclear weapons pro-
gram. South Africa, they finally gave
up on their efforts after having a nu-
clear weapon or being close to it. Ar-
gentina and Brazil ceased their efforts.
And 178 nations signed up under NPT.
This is a great success story.

Do we mean it when we say we have
a nonproliferation policy or not? I am
very critical of this administration. I
sent a long letter to the President with
my position on this back in April. I in-
cluded it in the RECORD last night. I
think this is sort of a test case here. Do
we mean it or not? If we let Pakistan
go ahead and say we reward them then
with all sorts of help, with economic
aid, with all the things that are going
on with the weapons program, with the
spare parts, with things like that, with
new missiles, and we reward them for
these efforts, it makes a mockery—
makes a mockery—out of our non-
proliferation efforts when other na-
tions say they may want to do the
same thing that Pakistan has already
done.

The international nuclear trade has
been going up, I am sorry to say. We
should be trying to cut it back. We
passed legislation—we passed the
Glenn-Symington amendment to deal
with this way back. We passed the
Pressler amendment later on that was
Pakistan-specific, and should have
been. It is the way it should be. But the
Congress was unwilling to give a com-
plete blank check to Pakistan, and
stipulated in our waiver legislation
that Pakistan would still be cut off if
it received or exploded a nuclear de-
vice. ‘“‘Received’’—in other words,
gained that capability.

Congress stipulated that an annual
report would be provided on Pakistan’s
nuclear activities so that Congress
could confirm that the United States
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assistance was indeed inhibiting Paki-
stan’s bomb program, as was con-
fidently assumed by Reagan adminis-
tration officers. Waiver after waiver
after waiver, which I went through in
detail last night, waiver after waiver
after waiver for Pakistan. And every
time one was granted, it was granted
on the basis that we need to be their
friends so they will not continue along
this route.

And we have that whole trail of bro-
ken promises, one after another after
another. The result of all of this, all
the untruths that were told to us, all
this mendacity, plus ongoing informa-
tion that the program was progressing,
resulted in the Pressler amendment.

Well, the CIA, to their credit, was
skeptical that any of these things
would work back at that time. And
they were right. So now we have the ef-
fort to give the money back. And it is
supposedly that they would like to
have you think that the proposal from
the other side was that they just paid
all this money out there, and then we
jerked the rug out from under them.

The fact is that out of the $8568 mil-
lion, $50 million was paid before Press-
ler; the rest of it was all paid after the
Pressler amendment was adopted, and
Pakistan knew full well what they
were doing. They knew exactly what
they were doing, and they continued
and paid the rest of that money after
the Pressler amendment was adopted,
hoping that we would back down, that
we were not serious about our nuclear
nonproliferation policy, and they were
right. We backed down. The United
States of America is still backing down
on nuclear nonproliferation.

It is not easy for the Pakis, because
they are entitled to some sympathy in
their national security plight in South
Asia. They fought three wars with a
much larger adversary, India, who was
also pursuing a nuclear weapons pro-
gram and had exploded a device in 1984,
and mainly built their program be-
cause of China’s nuclear efforts.

I do have sympathy for them in that
regard, but I do not have much sym-
pathy when they have deliberately mis-
led us, lied to us all through the years.

Mr. President, one after the other, of-
ficials in Pakistan have not told us the
truth. I said before my own personal
experience in meeting with President
Zia, the foreign minister, Yaqub Khan,
and from the atomic energy commis-
sion, Mir Khan, was that they all as-
sured us they had no program when we
knew that they did.

Let me read a few quotes. Back in
1988, opposition leader Benazir Bhutto,
shortly before coming Prime Minister:

We don’t want any controversy [with the
U.S.] on the nuclear issue ... We want it
clear beyond doubt that we’re interested
only in energy, not nuclear weapons.

Again, interview with Time maga-
zine, November 1988:

We believe in a peaceful [nuclear] program
for energy purposes and nothing else.

Prime Minister Benazir Bhutto,
interview in Calcutta Telegraph, De-
cember 1988:
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I can tell you with confidence that there is
no bomb programme in Pakistan . . . There
is no bomb programme . . . there is no bomb
programme.

December, 1988:

We’re committed to a peaceful energy pro-
gram. We don’t have any [nuclear] weapons
policy . . . Pakistan doesn’t have any inten-
tion to get a nuclear device or a nuclear
weapon.

Another one in June 1989, Prime Min-
ister Benazir Bhutto, in an address be-
fore a joint meeting of Congress, right
down the hall, a joint meeting of Con-
gress, and made this statement to all
of us. I was in attendance at that meet-
ing:

Speaking for Pakistan, I can declare that
we do not possess nor do we intend to make
a nuclear device. That is our policy.

New York Times, 1989 interview with
Prime Minister Benazir Bhutto:

Pakistan has not, nor do we have any in-
tention of putting together or making, a
bomb, or taking it to the point where you
can put it together.

So much for the word of Pakistan.

So when we say, Mr. President, that
this is an issue of just giving the
money back, as though we have made a
deal at Sears someplace, that is ex-
tremely misleading, and I disagree
with that characterization of what this
is about.

What this is about is whether the
United States has a nuclear non-
proliferation policy and whether we are
truly willing to stick to it or are we
not. Do we have the guts to make the
tough decisions in the interest of see-
ing nuclear weapons not spread further
around the world, just at the same
time we are trying to get our own nu-
clear weapons stockpiles and those of
the former Soviet Union under control
and doing a good job in that area.

Mr. President, that is what this vote
is all about. I know from the vote yes-
terday what the vote is likely to be
today. I think it is a wrong vote be-
cause it sends all the wrong signals to
the 178 mnonproliferation members
around the world who are doing what
we wanted them to do, what we tried to
lead them to do and which they have
continued to do, and that is try and
stop the spread of nuclear weapons
around the world. That is what this
vote is all about.

I reserve the remainder of my time.

Mr. BROWN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from Col-
orado.

Mr. BROWN. I yield myself 3 min-
utes.

Mr. President, there are several im-
portant points raised by the distin-
guished Senator from Ohio that I
would like to address. One is the sug-
gestion that we have somehow backed
down on our nonproliferation objective
or let Pakistan off the hook if this
amendment is adopted.

I sincerely believe that is an inac-
curate statement, and I want to draw
the attention of the Members to the
facts. The reality is, if this amendment
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is adopted that our restriction against
military assistance stays in place and
it stays in place even though Pakistan
has significant national security prob-
lems, our restriction against military
sales stays in place, and it does so even
though they have a great need and
want to buy equipment from the
United States.

For a country that is in need of as-
sistance and in need of weapons, those
are significant and major restrictions,
and to throw them away or ignore
them, I think, ignores the facts. The
fact is, they are strong sanctions that
are in place and continue in place if the
amendment is adopted.

We should not forget the fact as well
that Pakistan signed a contract for
these some 9 years ago, for other parts
8 years ago, and for other parts 7 years
ago. They paid for those, and whether
they paid all up front or paid in install-
ments, as most people do, I think
misses the point.

The fact is, they paid for these, they
contracted for these. These items they
have contracted for have sat around.
Does anybody think military equip-
ment that was due for delivery 5 years
ago is as valuable today as when it
came up? Of course, not.

So to suggest there have not been
and do not continue to be enormously
significant sanctions in place against
Pakistan is to simply ignore the facts.
It is misleading, I think, to say that
there are not major penalties that we
have demanded that the Pakistanis pay
and will continue to pay in the future.

Mr. President, a great deal has been
made about disingenuous statements
by the Pakistanis with regard to their
nuclear program. I, for one, think it is
regrettable that that has happened.
But, we should not be holier than thou
when we talk about misleading state-
ments regarding national security. Are
our memories so short around here,
particularly with regard to Pakistan?
Does not anyone recall that Francis
Gary Powers’ flight took off from Paki-
stan, an area we asked the Pakistanis
to make available to us, at a base we
asked them to let us fly out of, to fly
over and spy on the Soviet Union? Has
everyone forgotten how important that
was to national security?

Incidentally, does anyone remember
what President Eisenhower said when
he was asked about it? No one has men-
tioned that today. But if you want to
talk about disingenuous statements,
what about President Eisenhower? Are
we so holy we have forgotten it? This
emanated from Pakistan. President Hi-
senhower denied the flights. Was it an
incorrect statement? Of course it was.
Why did he do it? To protect our na-
tional security.

Does anybody remember what Presi-
dent Kennedy said with regard to the
Bay of Pigs? We do not dwell on it, but
before we get so holy, before we get too
holy, remember, Americans have felt a
need to protect their national security,
too, and it is strange that people would
talk about the phenomenon of nuclear
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weapons with regard to Pakistan and
not be willing to talk about the phe-
nomenon of nuclear weapons with re-
gard to India.

My own view of this is that we want
to be friends with both India and Paki-
stan. We want to stand beside them.
We want to work with both of them.
Perhaps it was not widely noticed, but
I was the prime critic of the adminis-
tration when it was slow to name an
Ambassador to India. It seemed to me
that was an important function to do,
with a country that should be our
friend and we want to work with.

I spoke out against the bashing of
India over the question of Kashmir. I
believe what we want is a balanced pol-
icy, but, Mr. President, we should not
look at the questions regarding Paki-
stan’s national security in a vacuum.

To assume that we are going to have
a policy that denies Pakistan nuclear
weapons and not comment about In-
dia’s nuclear weapons is a mistake. To
assume we are going to bash Pakistan
for trying to find missiles and not say
anything about India’s missile program
is a mistake. What we ought to have is
a balanced policy in that part of the
world, not a one-sided policy.

I retain the remainder of my time.

Mr. President, I yield 10 minutes to
the distinguished Senator from Iowa.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I want
to compliment the Senator from Colo-
rado on his diligence and his effort to
bring some rationality and reason to
this debate, to try to get us to focus on
fairness and equity in dealing with this
part of the world.

I certainly would not want any of my
comments that I made last night in the
debate, or any I might make now, to be
construed to indicate in any way that I
have it in for India. That is not it at
all. But I do believe that the history of
our relations with Pakistan are such
that we have to start dealing in a more
evenhanded fashion in that part of the
world.

Last night in my remarks, I went
over the long history of Pakistani-
United States friendly relations. I do
not mean to belabor that again and go
over that, other than to just say that
going clear back to when Pakistan got
its independence, Pakistan has always
been oriented toward the United
States. They supported us in the Ko-
rean war. As the Senator from Colo-
rado pointed out, the flights of the U-
2 over the Soviet Union came from
Pakistan. After the U-2 was shot down,
Nikita Khrushchev threatened Paki-
stan with nuclear weapons. Pakistan
stuck with the United States. In the
gulf war, Pakistan helped us out; they
were on our side. In Somalia—and even
in Haiti, Pakistan has sent troops to
help restore democracy to Haiti.

So in almost everything that we have
done, Pakistan has been our strong
friend and ally. Yet, I believe we have
not treated them evenhandedly. All
this really is is a question of fairness.

Last night, I quoted—and I want to
repeat that—the statement by the Sec-
retary of State, Warren Christopher, in



S13998

a letter dated September 20 to Senator
DASCHLE. He said:

We appreciate the bipartisan interest we
have seen in improving our relationship with
Pakistan. We would support an amendment
that would permit aid to Pakistan that is in
our own interest, such as trade promotion,
counternarcotics assistance, and counter-
terrorist programs. We also support language
that would allow for the return of military
equipment for which Pakistan has already
paid. To engage Pakistan on issues of con-
cern to us, including nonproliferation, it is
essential to resolve this unfair situation.

That is what the Brown amendment
does.

Again, Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that this letter, dated
September 20, from Secretary of State
Christopher, be printed in its entirety
in the RECORD at this point.

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

THE SECRETARY OF STATE,
Washington, September 20, 1995.
Hon. THOMAS A. DASCHLE,
Democratic Leader,
U.S. Senate.

DEAR SENATOR DASCHLE: As the Senate be-
gins consideration of the FY 1996 Foreign Op-
erations Appropriations bill, I would like to
address several issues in the version of the
bill as reported by the full Appropriations
Committee.

At the outset I would like to thank Chair-
man McConnell and Senator Leahy for their
willingness to work with us and to include
priority initiatives such as a long-term ex-
tension of the Middle East Peace Facilita-
tion Act (MEPFA) and a drawdown authority
for Jordan in the subcommittee mark. We
would oppose any amendments that would
alter the carefully negotiated language for
either of these initiatives. Also, we appre-
ciate the Subcommittee’s removal of
objectional conditions adopted by the House
on population assistance and aid to Turkey,
Haiti, and Mexico. We hope to continue in
this cooperative fashion to produce a For-
eign Operations bill that can be presented to
the President with bipartisan support.

Despite the favorable aspects of the legis-
lation, there are several items that are of
great concern to the Department of State.
The funding levels throughout the bill are
well below the President’s request level. The
Foreign Operations cuts, coupled with the
cuts being proposed to international pro-
grams in the Senate’s Commerce, Justice,
State Department Appropriations bill, rep-
resent a serious threat to America’s leader-
ship in international affairs.

The bill also contains numerous earmarks
and substantially restructures our foreign
aid accounts. We expect international agen-
cies to do their share in the effort to balance
the budget as the President’s budget plan
makes clear. However, we, the Administra-
tion, should have the flexibility to apply
funds to the programs that provide the best
results. Earmarks in our programs for the
New Independent States, International Coun-
ternarcotics, and economic assistance would
prevent us from being able to respond to the
crisis and unexpected requirements of the
post-Cold War world. Further, the propor-
tionality requirement in the new Economic
Assistance account restricts our ability to
change the distribution of these funds from
year to year. We oppose these restrictions.

The bill also contains a number of objec-
tionable policy provisions. Restrictions on
our ability to contribute to the Korean En-
ergy Development Organization (KEDO)
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would, in effect, prevent U.S. funding of
KEDO and greatly hinder, if not destroy, the
international effort to implement the Agreed
Framework. We oppose linking KEDO fund-
ing to substantial progress on North Korean/
South Korean dialogue. Imposing an artifi-
cial and unrealistic deadline on North/South
talks, which have taken years to progress,
will hold hostage the very funding that will
facilitate the progress we all so desire. We
remain convinced that the North/South dia-
logue will move forward substantially as a
result of the Agreed Framework and the cre-
ation of KEDO. Our failure to contribute to
KEDO will threaten its ability to meet its
obligations under the Framework and, con-
sequently, invite North Korean non-compli-
ance. The Agreed Framework is working.
North Korea has frozen its nuclear weapons
program. We need Congressional support for
KEDO to keep the freeze in place.

Regarding assistance to the New Inde-
pendent States (NIS) and Russia, we have
reached a critical moment in the reform
process. Continued funding is essential. It
can make a major difference in whether re-
formers in Russia, Ukraine, Armenia,
Moldova and other states will be able to
maintain momentum, or the opponents of re-
form will halt the development of demo-
cratic market societies. We need to stay the
course for this transitional period, while nor-
mal trading and investment relationships de-
velop in the former Soviet states. We very
much appreciate the continued support we
have received from the Congress, and the
Senate Appropriations Committee in par-
ticular, for this critical effort, as reflected in
this bill.

At the same time, however, we oppose new
conditions on assistance to the NIS. It is of
course tempting to withdraw our assistance
as punishment when we do not agree with
Russian actions or policies. But this would
be a mistake. This assistance is in our na-
tional interest. Cutting or restricting aid
would hurt reformers, the very people who
have protested the war in Chechnya, criti-
cized Russia’s proposed nuclear sale to Iran,
or insisted that Russia end cooperation with
Cuba. We urge you to remove such condi-
tions from this bill. Let me assure you that
we share your concerns about Russia’s poli-
cies in these areas; that is why we continue
to work on other fronts to stop the Russian
nuclear reactor sale to Iran and to prevent
completion of the Cuban reactor project.

We also urge you to restore the national
security waiver for the certification require-
ment on violations of territorial integrity,
which has been removed from the Senate
version of this bill. It is important that the
President retain the ability to determine
whether the national security of the United
States justifies a waiver of this requirement.
Moreover, removal of the waiver provision
could have unintended consequences, such as
prohibiting humanitarian assistance to the
victims of regional conflicts in countries
such as Armenia.

The language regarding restrictions on the
termination of sanctions against Serbia and
Montenegro also reflects objectionable
House language carried over in the Senate
bill. The recent combination of NATO’s re-
solve and energetic United States leadership
on the diplomatic front has led to some en-
couraging opportunities for a negotiated set-
tlement to the conflict. To prematurely
close off any avenues that may lead to a dip-
lomatic settlement, including adjustments
to the sanctions regime against Serbia,
would complicate our efforts.

We appreciate the bipartisan interest we
have seen in improving our relationship with
Pakistan. We would support an amendment
that would permit aid to Pakistan that is in
our own interest, such as trade promotion,
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counternarcotics assistance, and
counterterrorism programs. We also support
language that would allow for the return of
military equipment for which Pakistan has
already paid. To engage Pakistan on issues
of concern to us, including non-proliferation,
it is essential to resolve this unfair situa-
tion.

There remain other problematic issues in
the bill, but we are encouraged by the will-
ingness of the bill’s managers to work with
us, and we hope that these other issues can
be resolved on the Senate floor or in con-
ference.

Sincerely,
WARREN CHRISTOPHER.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, there is
also a letter from Secretary Perry, the
Secretary of Defense, who said:

This is an effort to resolve issues involving
“fairness’ that have become a major irritant
in our relationship with Pakistan—it is in no
way an effort to resume a military supply re-
lationship. Meanwhile, our ability to work
with Pakistan to achieve nonproliferation
goals is eroding. The status quo, unfortu-
nately, offers few incentives for future co-
operation or restraint by Pakistan—or by
India, whose nuclear and missile programs
are also of concern.

We do not hear much talk about that
around here. The nuclear programs and
the missile programs of India ought to
be a big concern of ours also.

Secretary Perry concluded:

If we succeed in putting this issue behind
us, we will be in a better position to engage
Pakistan in a constructive way on issues of
concern to us, particularly nonproliferation.

I ask unanimous consent that the
letter from Secretary Perry, dated Au-
gust 2, also be printed in the RECORD.

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

THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE,
Washington, DC, August 2, 1995.
Hon. SAM NUNN,
Ranking Democrat, Committee on Armed Serv-
ices, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR NUNN: For the past six
months, the Administration has wrestled
with the difficult problem of trying to build
a stronger, more flexible relationship with
Pakistan—an important moderate Islamic
democracy in a troubled region which has
been a long-time friend and has become a
major partner in peacekeeping operations—
while promoting the very important non-
proliferation goals of the Pressler Amend-
ment.

Based on a detailed review within the Ad-
ministration and consultations with Con-
gress, the President has decided to address
this matter on three fronts:

First, he strongly supports provisions al-
ready contained in the House and Senate
versions of the Foreign Aid Authorization
bill that would permit us to resume eco-
nomic assistance and limited military assist-
ance affecting clear U.S. interests (including
assistance in peacekeeping,
counterterrorism and counternarcotics as
well as IMET).

Second, the President has decided to seek
authority, as provided by an amendment to
be proposed by Senator Brown, that would
release approximately $370 million worth of
embargoed military equipment purchased by
Pakistan before the imposition of Pressler
sanctions. This authority would specifically
exclude the release of the F-16s. Among the
items that would be released are three P-3C
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Orion maritime patrol aircraft, Harpoon
anti-ship missiles, counter-mortar radars,
howitzers, and support kits for F-16s and
Cobra helicopters already in the Pakistani
inventory. These items will not disturb the
conventional arms balance in South Asia
which overwhelmingly favors India.

Finally, the President has decided that,
rather than releasing the 28 F-16s to Paki-
stan, he will seek to sell them to a third
country and deposit the proceeds of any sale
in the Pakistan Trust Fund to reimburse, as
much as the sale permits, Pakistan’s invest-
ment in these aircraft.

While we recognize that this is not a per-
fect solution, it is, we believe, the course
which will best help us resolve a difficult
problem with a country which has long been
a friend. This is an effort to resolve issues in-
volving ‘‘fairness’ that have become a major
irritant in our relationship with Pakistan—
it is in no way an effort to resume a military
supply relationship. Meanwhile, our ability
to work with Pakistan to achieve non-
proliferation goals is eroding. The status
quo, unfortunately, offers few incentives for
future cooperation or restraint by Paki-
stan—or by India, whose nuclear and missile
programs are also of concern. If we succeed
in putting this issue behind us, we will be in
a better position to engage Pakistan in a
constructive way on issues of concern to us,
particularly nonproliferation.

The second aspect of this three-part ef-
fort—embodied in Senator Brown’s pending
amendment to provide authority to release
the embargoed Pakistan equipment other
than the F-16s—may be coming to a vote
very shortly. I urge you to support our ef-
forts to resolve this problem by supporting
Senator Brown’s amendment when it is of-
fered.

Sincerely,
WILLIAM J. PERRY.

PUTTING THE RELEASE OF EMBARGOED

PAKISTANI EQUIPMENT INTO PERSPECTIVE

The total package has a value of $368 mil-
lion—not $700 million as has been reported.

Although the P-3C Orion provides a long-
range offensive capability, three aircraft
would hardly disturb India’s nearly 2 to 1 ad-
vantage over Pakistan in naval systems:

It is claimed that the P-3s provide a ‘‘le-
thal stand off capability’” against Indian
naval targets as far south as Cochin; how-
ever, it should be noted that because the
Pakistan Navy has no aircraft carriers (of
which the Indian Navy has two), the Paki-
stanis would be unable to provide fighters to
escort these slow aircraft when operating at
such a great distance from Karachi—thus
leaving them vulnerable to interception by
either land-based Indian Air Force fighters
or carrier based Indian Navy aircraft.

It is incorrect to say that the P-3C rep-
resent a new weapons system for the region
as the Indian Navy already has two squad-
rons of similar maritime patrol aircraft that
include five I1-38 (the Russian version of the
P-3) and eight Tu-142 Bear F aircraft. While
these aircraft do not have a system equiva-
lent to the Harpoon, they do have equipment
to locate submarines and are capable of
launching torpedoes.

The Indian Navy also possesses an anti-
ship missile, the Sea Eagle, which is similar
to the Harpoon. Although not capable of
being launched from the maritime patrol air-
craft mentioned above, the Indian Sea Eagles
can be carried on the Sea Harrier jets and
the Sea King helicopters which operate from
India’s two aircraft carriers—thus giving the
Indian Navy a more formidable long-range
strike capability than that provided by three
P-3s.

C-NITE would enable Pak Cobra heli-
copters to launch TOW 2 anti-tank guided

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

missiles at night; however, these 19 heli-
copters, so equipped, would hardly offset In-
dia’s 2 to 1 advantage (by over 2000 tanks)
over Pakistan.

The Pakistani F-16s are already equipped
with the AN/ALR-69 radar warning receiver
and AN/ALQ-131 electronic counter measures
jamming equipment. These are defensive
rather than offensive systems. The ALR-69
alerts the pilot that a radar has ‘‘painted”’
his aircraft; the ALQ-131 electronically de-
flects the hostile missile. The ALR-69 and
ALQ-131 kits that would be released would
enhance the reliability of these systems
rather than provide any new military capa-
bility.

Since Pakistan has previously received
over 200 AIM-9L air-to-air missiles, the re-
lease of 360 more will not provide any new
capability. Furthermore, India will still
enjoy an almost 2 to 1 advantage in jet com-
bat aircraft over Pakistan to include a bet-
ter than 2 to 1 advantage in aircraft equiva-
lent to the Pakistani F-16s (i.e., MiG-29 and
Mirage 2000).

The 24 howitzers that would be released to
Pakistan are M198 1565 mm towed howitzers.
Given the fact that the Indian Army has over
3000 towed artillery pieces (almost twice the
number in the Pakistani inventory), 24 more
will not make a significant difference. It
should be noted that during the nearly five
years that these howitzers were embargoed,
India acquired over 250 equivalent artillery
pieces from Czechoslovakia and Russia/
USSR.

In regard to MK-46 torpedoes, Pakistan
will receive parts that constitute less than
one operational MK-46.

As for the 2.75” rockets, these constitute a
resupply of ammunition for one of the weap-
ons systems on the Pakistani Cobra heli-
copters—they do not give Pakistan any new
capability.

BROWN AMENDMENT TEXT

Add the following subparagraph to section
620E of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961:

( ) Applicability.—(a) The restrictions of
section 620E(e) of the Foreign Assistance Act
of 1961 shall continue to apply to contracts
for the delivery of F-16 aircraft to Pakistan.

(b) Notwithstanding the restrictions con-
tained in section 620E(e), military equip-
ment, technology or defense services, other
than F-16 aircraft, may be transferred to
Pakistan pursuant to contracts of cases en-
tered into before October 1, 1990.

IMPACT OF THE BROWN AMENDMENT

The proposed legislation would authorize
the release of approximately $368 million
worth of military equipment purchased by
Pakistan before the imposition of Pressler
sanctions (1 October 1995) but not delivered
to Pakistan due to Pressler sanctions. Spe-
cifically prohibited from release to Pakistan
under this legislation are the 28 Pakistani
F-16s. Items to be released include:

s Stored

tored value Funding

Item quantity (mil- source

lions)

Army:
C-NITE modification kits 18 $24.1  FMF.
M198 Howitzers 24 18.7  FMF/Cash.
TPQ-36 radars . 4 105 FMF.
M-Series rebuild p NA 6.8 FMF.
TOW launchers ... 135 6.1 FMF.
2.75 inch rockets . 16,720 9.4  FMF.
Miscellaneous Army NA 1.7 FMF/Cash.

Army subtotal ..o s 774

Navy:
P-3C aircraft ... . 3 138.1 FMF.
Harpoon missiles .. 28 30.8 FMF/Cash.
AIM-9L missile components .. 360 19.7  FMF/Cash.
MK-46/Mod 2 torpedo compo-

nents NA .1 Cash.

Miscellaneous Navy items .. NA 2.1 FMF/Cash.
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Stored Stolred Fund
tore: value unding
Item quantity (mil- source
lions)
Navy subtotal ..o s 191.8
Air Force:
Peace Gate Il support equip-
ment, 220E engine kits .......... 30,968 28.5 FMF/Cash.
Depot engine spares program ... 4,746 80 FMF.
ILC kits: Spares for ILC, ALQ—
131, F-100, ALR-69, support 2,035 7.9  FMF/Cash.
Peace Gate IIl support package:
Peculiar support equipmen 37 9 FMF.
Engine spares 511 9.1 FMF.
Spares 154 1.6 FMF.
Standard support equip-
11| O 67 A4 FMF.
Peace Gate IV support package:
Engine components ............ 14 .1 Cash.
Developmental support
equipment ......ccoooeevvveeene. 144 8.0 Cash.
Standard support equip-
MENE oo 386 1.2 Cash.
Non-standard support
equipment 9 5 Cash.
Standard spares . 204 1.3 Cash.
Test equipment .. NA .1 Cash.
ALQ-131 pods and spares 20 21.7  Cash.
Class A explosives .. .. 245,046 1.5 Cash.
Other Air Force items 82 FMF/Cash.
Air Force subtotal ......ceee v 98.8
Grand total ... 368

INITIATIVE TO STRENGTHEN RELATIONS WITH
PAKISTAN

After extensive review and consultations
with Congress, President Clinton has decided
to support legislation to permit a stronger
and more flexible relationship with Paki-
stan, while maintaining the nonproliferation
goals of the Pressler Amendment.

The President’s decision builds on provi-
sions already in the House and Senate
versions of the Foreign Aid Authorization
bills, which would permit the United States
to resume economic assistance and limited
forms of military assistance (including
IMET, counternarcotics, counterterrorism
and peacekeeping assistance) to Pakistan.

The President has decided to seek author-
ity, as provided for in legislation proposed by
Senator Brown, to release to Pakistan ap-
proximately $370 million in military equip-
ment, exclusive of F-16s, contracted for by
Pakistan prior to the imposition of Pressler
sanctions in October, 1990.

This equipment includes air-to-air and
anti-ship missiles, radars, howitzers, three
P-3C Orion Aircraft, and support kits for the
F-16s already in Pakistan’s inventory. This
non-strategic equipment does not have the
symbolism that the F-16s have come to ac-
quire in the region. Release of this equip-
ment would be a one-time exemption to the
Pressler Amendment. We do not seek repeal
of the Amendment or a resumed military
supply relationship with Pakistan.

The President also decided not to seek re-
lease of the 28 F-16s in the pipeline. Instead,
he will seek to sell the aircraft and return
the proceeds of any sale to Pakistan, to re-
imburse as much as possible of the $684 mil-
lion that Pakistan has expended on these
aircraft.

Putting these issues behind us will permit
a more normal and productive relationship
between Washington and Islamabad, without
which real progress on nonproliferation and
other issues of importance to the United
States will remain difficult.

Finally, in making his decision, the Presi-
dent stressed the importance of there being
no substantial change in the status quo in
Pakistan with regard to nonproliferation
issues of concern to the United States. In
particular, we expect that Pakistan will ex-
ercise restraint in the nuclear and missile
areas.

Mr. HARKIN. On July 28, to the Na-
tional Press Club, Secretary of State
Christopher responds to a question.
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This gets to the heart of the arguments

made by the Senator from Ohio and the

Senator from Michigan about the so-

called evidence that justifies the impo-

sitions of sanctions.

Here was the question:

Will the Clinton administration order addi-
tional sanctions against China for supplying
missile technology to Pakistan and Iran?

SECRETARY CHRISTOPHER. As I mentioned
in my remarks, we are concerned about pro-
liferation issues, and we are certainly con-
cerned about it as they relate to South Asia.
We monitor it very carefully and very close-
ly.
yAt the present time, although there is a
fairly large body of evidence, we do not
think there is the evidence there that would
justify the imposition of sanctions.

I ask unanimous consent that that be
printed in the RECORD, also.

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

ADDRESS BY SECRETARY OF STATE WARREN
CHRISTOPHER ON U.S. NATIONAL INTEREST IN
THE ASIA-PACIFIC REGION, NATIONAL PRESS
CLUB, WASHINGTON, DC, JULY 28, 1995
QUESTION. Will the Clinton Administration

order additional sanctions against China for

supplying missile technology to Pakistan
and Iran?

Secretary CHRISTOPHER. As I mentioned in
my remarks, we are concerned about pro-
liferation issues, and we are certainly con-
cerned about it as they relate to South Asia.
We monitor it very carefully and very close-
ly.
yAt the present time, although there is a
fairly large body of evidence, we do not
think there is the evidence there that would
justify the imposition of sanctions. But I
want to assure all that we feel an obligation
to keep this matter carefully under review
and to follow and comply with the law in
this regard.

Mr. HARKIN. Again, I want to point
out that under the missile technology
Control Regime, which has been talked
about by the Senator from Michigan
and the Senator from Ohio, even under
that, even if MTCR sanctions were im-
posed tomorrow, all of the items in the
Brown amendment could still go to
Pakistan, because MTCR violations
only prohibited new licenses to Paki-
stan and China. These items were al-
ready licensed in the 1980’s.

Again, Mr. President, there is a lot of
talk about Pakistan not admitting cer-
tain things. I think the Senator from
Colorado answered that quite ade-
quately.

Again I would just ask a question:
Has India ever admitted that they have
a nuclear weapon? We know that they
detonated one in 1974. Has India ever
admitted that they have a nuclear
weapon? If not, are they lying to us,
also?

I think that is enough of that. Mr.
President, I want to close my remarks
by pointing out that Pakistan has al-
ways gone the extra mile to try to get
a reasonable solution and compromise
in that part of the world with India.
Let us keep in mind what we are talk-
ing about here. We have India, a large
nation with 981 million people, con-
fronting Pakistan, a small country
with only about 125 million people. We
have to kind of keep that in context.
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I want to review for my colleagues
some of the proposals that Pakistan
has put forward, going back over 20
years. First of all, Pakistan proposed
to establish a nuclear-weapons-free
zone in south Asia in 1974.

In 1978, they proposed to issue a joint
Indo-Pakistan declaration renouncing
the acquisition and manufacturing of
nuclear weapons.

In 1979, they proposed to have mutual
inspections by India and Pakistan of
nuclear facilities.

Also in 1979, they proposed simulta-
neous adherence to the Non-Prolifera-
tion Treaty by India and Pakistan.

Again in 1979, they proposed to en-
dorse a simultaneous acceptance of
full-scope international atomic energy
safeguards and to have the TAEA do in-
spections.

They proposed, also in 1987, an agree-
ment on a bilateral or regional nuclear
test ban treaty.

In 1991, Pakistan proposed to com-
mence a multilateral conference on the
question of nuclear proliferation in
south Asia.

A couple years ago, they proposed to
create a missile-free zone in all of
south Asia.

Pakistan has proposed all this. What
is the stumbling block? India will not
accept any of these. They are the ones
that have said ‘‘no’ to all of these pro-
posals. Yet, we are the ones that are
sticking it to Pakistan. I do not under-
stand this at all. It seems to me that
this is the kind of regime that we want
in south Asia. We ought to be behind
these proposals, and we ought to be
using our influence with India and
other countries in that area to agree
with Pakistan, to sit down and nego-
tiate these proposals, which were made
in good faith by Pakistan.

Last, Mr. President, two quotes, first
by President Clinton, April 11, 1995:

I don’t think what happened was fair to
Pakistan in terms of the money . . . I don’t
think it is right for us to keep the money
and the equipment. That is not right. And I
am going to try to find a resolution to it. I
don’t like this.

President Clinton, April 11, 1995.
That is exactly what the Brown amend-
ment does.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I yield to

the Senator from Iowa 2 additional
minutes.
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, the

President is supporting the Brown
amendment because it reflects exactly
what President Clinton said April 11.

On the same date, Prime Minister
Bhutto said:

The Pressler amendment has been a dis-
incentive for a regional solution to the pro-
liferation issue.

April 11, 1995, Prime Minister Bhutto.

Mr. President, it is time to put this
behind us. It is time for fairness and
equity. It is time to recognize that if
we want to support the democratic
forces in Pakistan, if we want to give
Prime Minister Bhutto the support she
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needs to consolidate the prodemocracy
forces in Pakistan, then we have to put
this behind us.

This will do more to help promote a
regional solution to these problems
than anything else we can do.

It is simply a question of fairness and
equity. I hope that the vote will be
overwhelming, overwhelming in favor
of the Brown amendment. Let Pakistan
know we will not turn our backs on
Pakistan after all of these years of
friendship and support that Pakistan
has given to us.

I yield back whatever time is remain-
ing. I thank the Senator from Colorado
for his leadership on this.

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished Senator
from Illinois, Senator SIMON.

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I will vote
against the Brown amendment, though
I agree with much of what my col-
league from Iowa has to say. I will vote
against any weapons in any amend-
ment that go to Pakistan or India or
China until we get this nuclear thing
worked out.

Many of the things that Senator
HARKIN says are correct; for example,
Pakistan and India, Pakistan sug-
gesting that they have mutual inspec-
tion of nuclear facilities and so forth.
The difficulty is India also fears China.
There has to be a tripartite agreement.
I think that necessarily means United
States leadership working together
with Russia to bring that about.

There is no question Pakistan has
some legitimate grievances. We ought
to get those worked out. I think the
Feinstein amendment that is going to
be coming along shortly will help to
move in that direction.

We want to maintain friendship with
Pakistan. Pakistan has moved from a
dictatorship to a functioning democ-
racy. Like all functioning democracies,
it has problems. We ought to be work-
ing with Pakistan more closely.

However, I do not think we ought to
be sending weapons to any one of the
three parties, who now have the great-
est nuclear threat, I think, anywhere
in the world.

I think it would be a mistake to ap-
prove the Brown amendment.

Mr. GLENN. How much time is re-
maining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair will advise the Senator from
Ohio that his side has 15 minutes.

Mr. GLENN. I yield 3 minutes to Sen-
ator LEVIN.

Mr. LEVIN. I thank the Chair and my
friend from Ohio.

Mr. President, the Brown amendment
moves us in the opposite direction of
trying to restrain missile proliferation.
We have a law on our books and it says
that where there is a determination
that a transfer of a missile with a cer-
tain range and payload has been made
that we will then impose sanctions.

There is a large body of evidence. It
is up on the fourth floor. We have had
three briefings. The briefers left the
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material for us to look at. It is right
there, a couple floors above us, for any
of us to look at, to see whether or not
each of us are satisfied that, in fact, a
missile of a certain range and payload
in excess of the missile technology con-
trol regime has been transferred from
China to Pakistan. Under American
law, if that occurs, sanctions are sup-
posed to be imposed.

Now, what the Brown amendment
does is take us in the opposite direc-
tion. It would have us amend Pressler,
to then allow for the transfer of signifi-
cant military equipment to Pakistan.

Instead of looking at this evidence
and deciding whether or not it proves
incontrovertible that there has been a
transfer of missiles in excess of the
range and payload that is provided for
in the missile technology control re-
gime which we have incorporated in
our law, the amendment before the
Senate would say that still could
apply, but we will move in exactly the
opposite direction.

This amendment makes a mockery—
if it passes this Senate—will make a
mockery of our efforts to restrain the
proliferation of missiles. That is the
issue before the Senate. It is American
law. American law says if there is a
transfer of a missile or missiles that
meet certain tests, sanctions will be
imposed.

I do not think we can in good con-
science say that we are fighting the
proliferation of missiles if we ignore
that evidence two floors above us, if we
do not take the time to at least look at
that evidence two floors above us, and
instead of acting on it, whatever our
conclusions are, under American law,
we move in exactly the opposite direc-
tion, amend Pressler, allow for the
transfer of military equipment which
otherwise could not be transferred.
That is the issue before this Senate.

I hope we will adopt the Feinstein
amendment, which will provide that
any appropriate funds that are owed to
Pakistan that they have given to us,
whatever is equitable, be returned to
Pakistan, without trashing the missile
technology control regime.

I thank the Chair.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I yield
myself 2 minutes.

Mr. President, I want to deal with an
aspect of this that I think is a funda-
mental problem because we have not
addressed it, and maybe we have not
addressed it for a good reason.

This amendment is about fairness
and about the inequity of keeping both
their money and their arms. I think
Americans will respond strongly to
that. They understand it, and would be
outraged at any retailer who did the
same thing or anyone who signed con-
tracts to sell as well.

Other Members have brought up sig-
nificant issues and concerns about
arms in Southeast Asia. That is appro-
priate, and they should, and it ought to
be a concern. It is why I made sure
with the adoption of this amendment
that very strong sanctions stay in
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place that send a clear message that
Pakistan is paying a price for having
developed weapons.

Mr. President, the aspect of this that
needs Members’ attention is this: We
have sanctions that will sanction Paki-
stan for developing nuclear weapons,
but we do not have sanctions that will
sanction India for developing nuclear
weapons. They are two nations, side by
side.

The fact is, Pakistan’s program lit-
erally came about in part because India
was Pakistan’s adversary and India de-
veloped nuclear weapons. We cannot ig-
nore that when you think about trying
to solve this problem.

There has been a lot of concern
raised about missiles. That is a valid
concern. I think we need to do more in
that area.

Mr. President, you cannot talk about
it in a vacuum. The fact is, Pakistan
developed their program after India de-
veloped weapons, and there are strong
indications that the potential of Paki-
stan’s missiles, if they have them and
if they uncrate them, is somewhat
similar to what the potential of the In-
dian missiles are. If anything, India
has stronger missiles.

You cannot talk about this in a vacu-
um. If you do talk about it in a vacuum
and you think about it in a vacuum,
you are doomed to failure. We want a
nonproliferation program that works,
that is effective.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 2
minutes of the Senator has expired.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I yield 3
minutes to the Senator from Iowa.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from
Iowa.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I want
to respond, perhaps, to my colleague
from Illinois who talked about the
weapons going to Pakistan. I have
looked over the list of the items that
are going. I thought I might, just for
the RECORD, point out what some peo-
ple have said about these items. All of
the experts agree, it will not in any
way upset the regional balance.

Steve Cohen is the director of pro-
gram in arms control, disarmament
and international security at the Uni-
versity of Illinois. He said,

In terms of the regional military balance,
I don’t think that the release of this mili-
tary equipment . . . will have . . . significant
impact on the balance one way or the other.

George Tanham, who was a vVice
president of the Rand Corp., says, ‘I
agree.” He said:

In fact, there is no balance now. India
dominates so strongly. They have twice as
large an army as Pakistan, twice as large an
Air Force, twice as large a Navy, twice as
many tanks, twice as many airplanes. * * *
India has overwhelming strength.

So this small amount of equipment
will not upset any balance. All of the
experts basically agree that this
amount of items that we are sending
over there would not in any way upset
that regional balance.

James Clad, professor at Georgetown
University said:
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They offer for Pakistan ‘‘exactly as Dr.
Tanham pointed out, an equalizing hand in
trying to somehow correct the subconti-
nental mismatch of conventional weaponry
capability and geographical reality.”’

So, again, I have gone over this list.
I do not know if anyone has ever put it
in the RECORD. But of the military
equipment, adding to about $368 mil-
lion, the biggest items are three P-C3
aircraft, four-engine turboprop air-
craft. They are very slow aircraft.
They do not have the capability in any
way to threaten India, and I would be
glad to get into a discussion with any-
one if they would like to discuss that.

I want to make sure this is in the
RECORD. I ask unanimous consent a list
of the items be printed in the RECORD
and also a description of these items be
printed in the RECORD at this point.

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

PUTTING THE RELEASE OF EMBARGOED

PAKISTANI EQUIPMENT INTO PERSPECTIVE

The total package has a value of $368 mil-
lion—not $700 million as has been reported.

Although the P-3C Orion provides a long-
range offensive capability, three aircraft
would hardly disturb India’s nearly 2 to 1 ad-
vantage over Pakistan in naval systems:

It is claimed that the P-3s provide a ‘‘le-
thal stand off capability” against Indian
naval targets as far south as Cochin; how-
ever, it should be noted that because the
Pakistan Navy has no aircraft carriers (of
which the Indian Navy has two), the Paki-
stanis would be unable to provide fighters to
escort these slow aircraft when operating at
such a great distance from Karachi—thus
leaving them vulnerable to interception by
either land-based Indian Air Force fighters
or carrier based Indian Navy aircraft.

It is incorrect to say that the P-3C rep-
resent a new weapons system for the region
as the Indian navy already has two squad-
rons of similar maritime patrol aircraft that
include five I1-38 (the Russian version of the
P-3) and eight Tu-142 Bear F aircraft. While
these aircraft do not have a system equiva-
lent to the Harpoon, they do have equipment
to locate submarines and are capable of
launching torpedoes.

The Indian Navy also possesses an anti-
ship missile, the Sea Eagle, which is similar
to the Harpoon. Although not capable of
being launched from the maritime patrol air-
craft mentioned above, the Indian Sea Eagles
can be carried on the Sea Harrier jets and the
Sea King helicopters which operate from In-
dia’s two aircraft carriers—thus giving the
Indian Navy a more formidable long-range
strike capability than that provided by three
P-3s.

C-NITE would enable Pak Cobra heli-
copters to launch TOW 2 anti-tank guided
missiles at night; however, these 19 heli-
copters, so equipped, would hardly offset In-
dia’s 2 to 1 advantage (by over 2000 tanks)
over Pakistan.

The Pakistani F-16s are already equipped
with an AN/ALR-69 radar warning receiver
and AN/ALQ-131 electronic counter measures
jamming equipment. These are defensive
rather than offensive systems. The ALR-69
alerts the pilot that a radar has ‘“‘painted”
his aircraft; the ALQ-131 electronically de-
flects the hostile missile. The ALR-69 and
ALQ-131 kits that would be released would
enhance the reliability of these systems
rather than provide any new military capa-
bility.

Since Pakistan has previously received
over 200 AIM-9L air-to-missiles, the release
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of 360 more will not provide any new capa-
bility. Furthermore, India will still enjoy an
almost 2 to 1 advantage in jet combat air-
craft over Pakistan to include a better than
2 to 1 advantage in aircraft equivalent to the
Pakistani F-16s (i.e., MiG-29 and Mirage
2000).

The 24 howitzers that would be released to
Pakistan are M198 156 mm towed howitzers.
Given the fact that the Indian Army has over
3000 towed artillery pieces (almost twice the
number in the Pakistani inventory), 24 more
will not make a significant difference. It
would be noted that during the nearly five
years that these howitzers were embargoed,
India acquired over 250 equivalent artillery
pieces from Czechoslovakia and Russia/
USSR.

In regard to MK-47 torpedoes, Pakistan
will receive part that constitute less that
one operational MK-46.

As for the 2.75” rockets, these constitute a
resupply of ammunition for one of the weap-
ons systems on the Pakistani Cobra heli-
copters—they do not give Pakistan any new
capability.

MILITARY EQUIPMENT (LESS F-16 AIRCRAFT) PURCHASED

BY PAKISTAN BUT NOT DELIVERED DUE TO PRESSLER
SANCTIONS

Stored
Stored value
quantity (mil-
lions)

Funding

Item source

Army:
C—NITE modification kits .
M198 Howitzers
TPQ-36 radars .
M-Series rebuild parts
TOW launchers .
2.75 inch rockets ..
Miscellaneous Army

FMF.
FMF/Cash.

Army subtotal ........ccccooeerenene.

Navy:
P-3C aircraft ...
Harpoon missiles
AIM-9L missile components .
MK-46/Mod 2 torpedo compo

FMF.
FMF/Cash.
FMF/Cash.

Cash.
FMF/Cash.

Air Force:
Peace Gate Il support equip-
ment, 220E engine kits ..........
Depot engine spares program ...
ILC kits: Spares for ILC, ALQ—
131, F-100, ALR-69, support
Peace Gate IIl support package:
Peculiar support equipment 37
Engine spares . 511 9.
Spares . 1
Standard support equip-
ment .
Peace Gate IV support
Engine components .
Developmental support
equipment ........coovveeenenes 144 8.0

FMF/Cash.
FMF.
FMF/Cash.
FMF.

FMF.
FMF.

67 4 FMF.
Cash.

Cash.
Cash.

5 Cash.
3 Cash.
.1 Cash.
7 Cash.
5
2

Test equipment .. .
ALQ-131 pods and spares 20 2
Class A explosives .. .

Other Air Force items

Cash.
FMF/Cash.

Air Force subtotal .................

Grand total ........cccccocoeverereeeee

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I would
just point out that, given the over-
whelming superiority of India in this
case, the small amount of items we are
sending over in no way upsets the re-
gional balance whatsoever. Keep in
mind again: India, at 981 million peo-
ple; Pakistan, 126 million people. The
imbalance is already there on India’s
side.

It is interesting to note in all this de-
bate, we talk about MTCR sanctions on
Pakistan but no one is trying to put
the sanctions on China. I make that
note for the record.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Who yields time? The Chair recog-
nizes the Senator from Ohio.

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I yield 5
minutes to the distinguished Senator
from California. I would like to make
one remark. For those who were not at
the briefing yesterday—most of the
Senate, by far; we had just a few up in
S-407—1I urge people to go up and look
at the chart, look at the information
we retained. It is available in S-407
right now. You could look at it before
you come to the floor to vote. I yield to
the Senator from California.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
want to tell you how I look at this. If
one were to take the top trouble spots
of the world and say which are most
likely to have a nuclear confrontation,
I would have to name India and Paki-
stan as one of the top two.

So what are we doing? We are adding
to the arsenal of one of those two coun-
tries at a very sensitive time, at a time
which is a few months before a general
election in India, when flames of ha-
tred between the two countries are now
being fanned by politicians on both
sides of the India-Pakistani border. We
are taking this time and we are send-
ing several hundred million dollars
worth of equipment.

The P-3C aircraft capable of sophisti-
cated surveillance; the 28 Harpoon mis-
siles capable of air-to-surface or sur-
face-to-surface launch; 360 AIM-9L sur-
face-to-air missiles; 135 TOW-2 missile
launchers; spare parts for F-16’s, and
other sophisticated equipment, and we
are launching that into the middle of
this situation.

I heard the same experts testify.
None of them could answer the ques-
tion, “What does India do, then?”’ That
seems to me to be the central question.

I will tell you what I think India
does. I think India deploys the Prithvi
missile. That certainly changes the
balance in the area, if it happens. And
that is a very likely result of what we
are doing here today.

Is Pakistan a friend? Yes. Has Paki-
stan been helpful in a number of dif-
ferent pursuits? Yes.

I say there is a way we can say thank
you in an amendment which some of us
will offer following this amendment,
that will take what I consider to be the
good parts of the Brown amendment,
the economic help, the military net-
working, the antiterrorism help, the
antinarcotic help, and also carry with
it a sense of the Senate that will say,
the honorable thing and the fair thing
for us to do is sell the F-16’s, repay the
money to Pakistan, and provide what-
ever equity requires. That is the right
thing to do. That is something that is
not going to change the balance of
power.

So, I believe very strongly that the
Brown amendment is a mistake. I have
had three security briefings. Those
briefings run directly counter to state-
ments made by Pakistan. Let me tell
you what they run directly counter to.

“We are a very responsible country
and we do not believe in the prolifera-
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tion of nuclear weapons.” That is not
true. That was a statement made by
the Pakistani Foreign Minister in 1994.
It is simply not true.

“I want to say categorically and fi-
nally that Pakistan has not made nu-
clear weapons. Pakistan does not in-
tend to make nuclear weapons.” The
Pakistani Foreign Minister, 1994. That
statement is categorically untrue.

‘“We have made a sovereign decision
not to produce nuclear weapons.”
Again, a foreign ministry spokesman—
untrue.

“We have not detonated one, nor
have we got nuclear weapons. Being a
responsible state and state committed
to nonproliferation, we in Pakistan,
through five successive governments,
have taken a policy decision to follow
a peaceful nuclear program.”’

I do not believe, based on three clas-
sified briefings, that these statements
are true and correct. Therefore, I be-
lieve it is a mistake in judgment to add
to the proliferation in the area by put-
ting sophisticated weaponry in the
hands of one of these countries at a
time where there is a very sensitive
and very difficult situation between
the two countries.

I yield my time.

Mr. HARKIN. May I ask the Senator
to yield?

Mr. BROWN. I yield to the Senator
from Iowa 2 additional minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from
Iowa.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, surely
the Senator from California does not
want to imply in any way that the arti-
cles on this list add one iota to any nu-
clear capability of Pakistan? That is
simply—that belies common sense. You
can look at the list. There is nothing
on there that has anything to do with
nuclear proliferation or nuclear weap-
onry. Talk about a P-3C aircraft as
being some kind of offensive aircraft? I
happen to have flown in P-3 aircraft. It
is a four-engine turbo-prop, basically
built as an antisubmarine reconnais-
sance aircraft. The fact is that India
already has two squadrons of similar
type of patrol aircraft. I also point out
that India has two aircraft carriers
which Pakistan does not have.

They talk about the P-3 aircraft
being able to penetrate and go as far
south as Cochin in India. The fact is
that it would have to do so without any
fighter escorts whatsoever. This is a
very slow airplane. India could shoot
that thing down in a minute.

So the arguments made by the Sen-
ator from California I find are just off
the mark because this in no way dis-
rupts any balance or in any way adds
to any kind of nuclear capability what-
soever.

I yield back any time I may have.

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I yield to
the Senator from Massachusetts 2 min-
utes.

Before of I yield, I yield myself such
time as I may require.

I would just add that a good part of
this package is F-16 parts to keep the
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F-16’s flying. They are a nuclear deliv-
ery system. That is the part of this
that is very critical.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Ohio.

Mr. President, I believe the amend-
ment of the Senator from Colorado is a
great mistake. The question is really a
very simple question. Why would you
relax sanctions that were put in place
because of one proliferation problem at
the exact moment when Pakistan is in-
volved in another proliferation issue?
Every one of us understands the reality
from briefings and otherwise about the
M-11 controversy. In 1989, Pakistan
knew exactly what the sanctions would
be and exactly what the results would
be with respect to a continued nuclear
development program, and they knew
in 1995 what the consequences would be
of pursuing ballistic missiles. They
have done both. We know they have
done both.

So, if we send a message that we are
willing to undo the sanctions on the
first proliferation issue, we are making
it very clear that the second prolifera-
tion issue does not matter at all, I
think. It is really that simple. And
when you couple that with what the
Senator from Ohio just said with re-
spect to the nuclear delivery capacity
and the type of weapons being sent, it
is a mistake.

The Senator from California is abso-
lutely correct. There is a matter of eq-
uity here. It is unfair for the United
States to hold onto money which they
delivered for products. So, obviously,
we ought to rectify that as a matter of
fairness and as a matter of proper judg-
ment and proper relationships, and we
need to cooperate with Pakistan. There
is much we have in common and that
we want to work on. But it would be an
enormous mistake. We do not have a
relationship with India with respect to
the selling of weapons. And we have al-
ways had a certain tension over West-
ern nuclear program proliferations.

We must hold the line on the ques-
tion of people who break the law when
we say that there will be a certain set
of sanctions if certain actions are
taken and, notwithstanding those
warnings, those actions are taken. To
do anything less than that would make
a mockery of nonproliferation efforts.

I thank the Senator from Ohio.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I rise in
strong opposition to the amendment of
the senior Senator from Colorado.

I am deeply concerned about the sig-
nal that adoption of this amendment
would send to the rest of the world,
particularly to the numerous countries
with nuclear ambitions. The effect of
allowing the proposed transfer of so-
phisticated military equipment and the
resumption of economic aid would be
to legitimize Pakistan’s nuclear pro-
gram.

The issue here is much larger than
just Pakistan and the military equip-
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ment they want to take delivery of—it
is about the credibility of our entire
nuclear non-proliferation policy.

The proposal before us rewards a
country that repeatedly lied to us
about its nuclear ambitions. It tells
other would-be nuclear states that
there is no price to be paid for seeking
the most destabilizing weapon a coun-
try can acquire.

Mr. President, I want to make clear
my view that Pakistan was a valuable
ally in resisting the Soviet occupation
of mneighboring Afghanistan. In the
course of our common fight against So-
viet expansionism, we forged a stra-
tegic relationship that served both of
our countries.

But, Mr. President, the Soviet threat
was not the sole concern in our deal-
ings with Pakistan in the 1980s.
Throughout this period, this body re-
peatedly expressed its concerns regard-
ing Pakistan’s nuclear program. It is
instructive to examine the record, be-
cause what many people forget is that
at the time we were given ironclad as-
surances that Pakistan was not pur-
suing nuclear capability.

In fact, the Reagan administration
told us that if we did not amply supply
Pakistan with military hardware, then
we would be encouraging it to pursue
the nuclear option. Thus, high levels of
assistance to Pakistan became an inte-
gral part of our nuclear nonprolifera-
tion policy.

Well, Mr. President, we supplied
Pakistan with over $4 billion in mili-
tary and economic aid during the
eighties, and I must say that I have yet
to see any evidence that massive Amer-
ican aid in any way deterred Paki-
stan’s nuclear program.

One could argue that our assistance
had the opposite effect. It freed up re-
sources which would otherwise have
been used for conventional defenses.
And in fact, if you piece together the
evidence, you will find that Pakistan’s
greatest nuclear strides correspond
with the highest levels of American
aid. This can only lead you to conclude
that we helped to underwrite the Paki-
stani bomb.

The proposal which is before us today
at the request of the Clinton adminis-
tration strikes me as suffering from
the same flawed logic as those ad-
vanced during the Reagan and Bush ad-
ministrations. In exchange for easing
the Pressler ban, we are getting abso-
lutely nothing to address our non-pro-
liferation concerns: No rollback, no
freeze, not even a pause. The sup-
porters of this amendment want to lav-
ish Pakistan with destabilizing conven-
tional weapons while that country pro-
ceeds full throttle with its nuclear pro-
gram.

The Pressler amendment unambig-
uously states that no assistance can be
supplied to Pakistan unless the Presi-
dent certifies that Pakistan does not
possess a nuclear explosive device. It is
unambiguous. It does not allow for any
fudging. And fudging is what the
Brown amendment amounts to.
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The proposed transfer of military
hardware not only contradicts the
Pressler ban, it also fails to meet the
standards of the licensing policy for
commercial military sales to Pakistan.
I might add that many in Congress
strenuously objected to the Bush ad-
ministration’s decision to license com-
mercial sales in the first place. Under
that policy, any equipment which
could upgrade Pakistan’s military ca-
pability is to be denied a license. By
the administration’s own admission,
many of the items they want to trans-
fer now would be denied a license ac-
cording to this standard.

There you have it. The administra-
tion is willing to eviscerate the Press-
ler amendment, and it is willing to
waive its already lax standards while
getting nothing in return.

If we are asked to undo a decade-old
pillar of our non-proliferation policy,
then the least we can ask for are some
restraints on Pakistan’s nuclear pro-
gram.

I expect that some will say that
Pakistan already paid for this equip-
ment—it is rightfully theirs, and we
ought to send the goods or return the
money. Setting aside the argument
that Pakistan knew a situation like
this would result if it failed to be cer-
tified, I would favor finding a way to
compensate Pakistan in some manner.

I would propose that the administra-
tion sell this equipment to third par-
ties, and send the proceeds from such
sales to Pakistan, just as it plans to do
in the case of the F-16s.

Mr. President, invoking the Pressler
amendment achieved what billions of
aid dollars could not—a halt to fissile
material production by Pakistan. Con-
gress is not always right, but in this
case we were.

Now is not the time to discard a pol-
icy that has worked. Press reports indi-
cate that Pakistan has clandestinely
acquired M-11 missiles from China,
that it is quietly cooperating with
Iran’s nuclear ambitions, and that it
has openly engaged in military exer-
cises with Iran.

Mr. President, unless we reject the
Brown amendment, we will be putting
our imprimatur on these very dan-
gerous developments.

The late Zulfikar Ali Bhutto, the
present prime minister’s father, once
declared that his countrymen would
eat grass in order to acquire nuclear
capability. And Mr. President, Paki-
stan, like neighboring India, has more
or less followed through on this prom-
ise. It has built a clandestine nuclear
weapons program of unknown safety at
tremendous cost, while doing nothing
to improve the plight of its tens of mil-
lions of citizens trapped in poverty.

Well, Mr. President, if Pakistan’s
leaders choose to sacrifice the greater
welfare of their people to further de-
velop a nuclear arsenal, then that is a
decision they will need to justify to
their citizens. We should not make
their job any easier in this regard. Un-
fortunately, that would be the effect of
resuming economic assistance.
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I fully understand the complex secu-
rity situation that exists among India,
Pakistan, and China. And I believe that
we should be doing more to address the
sources of instability among these
three countries if we are to success-
fully deal with the nuclear menace in
that part of the world.

But I do not think that the nuclear
capability of Pakistan’s mneighbors
should be an excuse for not enforcing
our laws with respect to Pakistan.

The fact is there is no Pressler
amendment for India, but there are
laws that have been used to invoke
sanctions to blunt India’s nuclear
weapons ambitions. I would also note
that India, unlike Pakistan, did not re-
ceive billions of dollars in aid for the
expressed purpose of preventing the de-
velopment of a nuclear weapon.

The point is that we have to uphold
the laws that are on our books. Paki-
stan was well aware of the Pressler
amendment. It supported the amend-
ment’s adoption. And it chose to ignore
the consequences of non-compliance
with the amendment.

It is that simple. And it is up to us to
demonstrate that on an issue of such
vital importance to our national secu-
rity, we mean what we say.

Mr. President, we must not reward
the kind of behavior Pakistan has dem-
onstrated. Others are watching this de-
bate closely, and how we act in this sit-
uation could well affect the decisions
of many other potential nuclear states.

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the RECORD a table identifying the
military items to be transfered to
Pakistan pursuant to the amendment.

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

MILITARY EQUIPMENT (LESS F-16 AIRCRAFT) PURCHASED
BY PAKISTAN BUT NOT DELIVERED DUE TO PRESSLER
SANCTIONS

Stored
Stored value
quantity (mil-
lions)

Funding

Item source

Army:

C-NITE modification kits 18 $24.1 F.
M198 Howitzers ... 24 18.7  FMF/Cash
TPQ-36 radars ... 4 10.5 FMF.
M-Series rebuild parts .. NA 6.8 FMF.
TOW launchers ... 135 6.1 FMF.
2.75 inch rockets ... 16,720 94 FMF.
Miscellaneous Army items .. NA 1.7 FMF/Cash.
Army subtotal ... s 774
Navy:
P-3C aircraft ...... 3 139.1  FMF.
Harpoon missiles . 28 30.8 FMF/Cash.
AIM=9L missile components ....... 360 19.7  FMF/Cash.
MK-46/Mod 2 torpedo compo-
LTy NA 1 Cash.
Miscellaneous Navy items .. NA 2.1 FMF/Cash.

Navy subtotal

Air Force:
Peace Gate Il support equip-
ment, 220E engine kits ..........
Depot engine spares program ...
ILC kits: Spares for ILC, ALQ—
131, F-100, ALR—69, support
Peace Gate Il support package:
Peculiar support equipment 37
Engine spares .
Spares
Standard support equip-
ment
Peace Gate IV support p:
Engine components
Developmental support
equipment .....o..coevvvreunnes 144 8.0
Standard support equip-
L1111 SRR 386 1.2

FMF/Cash.
FMF.
FMF/Cash.
FMF.

FMF.
FMF.

67 4 FMF.

Cash.

Cash.
Cash.
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MILITARY EQUIPMENT (LESS F-16 AIRCRAFT) PURCHASED
BY PAKISTAN BUT NOT DELIVERED DUE TO PRESSLER
SANCTIONS—Continued

Stored
Stored value
quantity (mil-
lions)

Funding

Item source

Non-standard support

equipment ......
Standard spares .
Test equipment ..

5 Cash.
3 Cash.
.1 Cash.
.1 Cash.
5
2

ALQ-131 pods an 20 21
Class A explosives .. 245,046 1 Cash.
Other Air Force items NA 8 FMF/Cash.
Air Force subtotal ... . 98.8
Grand total ... s 368
Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, how

much time remains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
are 4 minutes on each side.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I having
offered the amendment, and I would
like to close and retain the remainder
of my time.

Mr. GLENN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from
Ohio.

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I yield
myself such time as I may require.

Mr. President, there appears to be no
appreciation in the remarks on the
Senate floor by the supporters of the
Brown amendment of the history of
Pakistan’s violation of our laws. I do
not condone India’s nuclear weapons
program, and I do not think there is
any Senator in the Senate who has
been more outspoken about that mat-
ter than I have.

I was in opposition to India’s pro-
gram. I led the fight in 1980 that ulti-
mately resulted in the cutoff of nuclear
materials to India because of her
guarded nuclear program. So I cer-
tainly do not come down on India’s side
on this either. But India has not vio-
lated United States nonproliferation
law.

When we passed the Glenn-Syming-
ton amendment in 1970, we did not have
Pakistan in mind. The law applied to
everyone; it was not aimed at a par-
ticular country. But Pakistan violated
our law. As a result, the Carter admin-
istration—going clear back that far—
cut them off from military and eco-
nomic assistance. Then the Reagan ad-
ministration got a waiver from the law
for a temporary period for Pakistan
only. We tilted in favor of Pakistan, for
Pakistan only, in order to send aid
after the Afghan invasion occurred.

Because relief from our nonprolifera-
tion law was given to Pakistan, the
Congress set up a new line in the sand.
We said we really mean it now. And we
mean it, Pakistan. We passed the
Pressler amendment, and it was Paki-
stan-specific.

So it is incorrect to say that we are
not being evenhanded. It is not
unevenhanded to say that those who
violate our laws should not then be
given the benefit of our shipments of
economic and military help. They
should be punished, those who do not
abide by our laws. Those who abide by
our laws should not be punished.

So I do not and will not defend the
Indian program, but they did not vio-

September 21, 1995

late our nonproliferation laws. And to
claim that fairness requires that we ig-
nore a violation of our laws time after
time after time and not telling us the
truth about what was going on, is to
just condone behavior that we do not
want to see exist. So I will not support
changing our laws just to accommo-
date violations of our nonproliferation
laws.

Mr. President, this is not a matter of
fairness that we are talking about. It is
a matter of nonproliferation. Are we
going to have a nonproliferation policy
for the United States of America and
mean it? Or are we not? And that is the
question.

I want to give Pakistan’s money
back even though most of it was paid
in after the Pressler amendment was
passed, so they knew what they were
doing. They are not dummies. They
knew exactly what they were doing.
Now they want to say—they got caught
and want us to make them whole. I
want to see them get their money
back—if we can sell the airplanes to
somebody else.

To stand back and make a mockery
of our nonproliferation laws when we
have 178 other nations signed up under
NPT and are trusting us to deal with
them fairly—that is the issue. Are we a
nation that stands for nonproliferation
and backs up the laws we have to that
effect, or are we not? That is what this
vote is all about.

I know Senator Pressler is on the
floor.

How much time do I have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has no time remaining.

Mr. PRESSLER. I ask unanimous
consent that I may proceed for 1
minute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, does the
Senator ask for 1 additional minute on
each side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. BROWN. I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. LEVIN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado has the remaining
time.

Mr. LEVIN. Will the Senator from
Colorado yield for a unanimous-con-
sent request?

Mr. BROWN. I would be glad to yield.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that there be 1 ad-
ditional minute on each side so that
Senator PRESSLER can speak for 1 addi-
tional minute.

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

Who seeks recognition?

Mr. PRESSLER addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from
South Dakota,

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from Ohio for his re-
marks. His leadership on this issue has
been remarkable.
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Last night I traced the beginning of
this amendment. It started out as a
way to give Pakistan money and to
give Pakistan arms. And Pakistan sup-
ported this amendment as the original
thing. It was Pakistan’s not telling the
truth to then Vice President George
Bush and JOHN GLENN and others that
led us into this problem. They bought
the airplane under false pretenses.
That is the whole problem that has led
to where we are today. I do not want to
go back and punish anybody for any
right and wrong. But, if we pass the
Brown amendment today, it will be
opening the door to proliferation. We
are rewarding a proliferator. We are re-
warding a country that has violated an
agreement on nuclear nonproliferation.
And it is an amazing thing, because if
it happens, all bets are off on nuclear
nonproliferation.

I want to commend Senator GLENN
for his leadership on this issue. He has
fought it for years.

I made my speech last night. This is
an amazing thing; if our country is for
nuclear nonproliferation, we will be re-
warding a country for proliferation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from Col-
orado.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I yield
myself the remainder of my time.

Mr. President, I am concerned about
nonproliferation, and all Members
ought to be concerned about it. They
ought to be aware that if this amend-
ment is agreed to, very strong, tough
sanctions remain in place against
Pakistan—a bar on military sales, a
bar on military assistance, and a vari-
ety of other tough sanctions.

A lot has been said about the non-
proliferation policy. The fact is this.
Our current nonproliferation policy
with regard to India is that India may
build and develop nuclear weapons and
there are no sanctions. That is a fact.
Our policy is also that Pakistan may
not do that, and there are heavy sanc-
tions. That is not even-handed any way
you slice it.

There are a couple considerations I
hope Members will keep in mind as
they consider this question. We have
gone to the Pakistanis year after year
and asked them for their help.

In 1950, we asked them to condemn
the invasion of South Korea, and they
gave us unqualified support and a
strong condemnation of the North Ko-
rean invasion.

In 1954, we asked them to be an ini-
tial member of the Central Treaty Or-
ganization and help contain com-
munism, and they gave unqualified
support and joined.

In 1955, Pakistan joined the South-
east Asian Treaty Organization,
SEATO, at our request and helped stem
the tide of communism.

In 1956, we offered a resolution in the
United Nations and asked Pakistan to
support that 1956 resolution, con-
demning the Soviet Union’s invasion of
Hungary. Pakistan supported us. India
abstained on the vote.
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In 1959, we asked Pakistan to sign a
mutual defense treaty with the United
States at a tough time, and they did.
Later on, we asked that the Pakistanis
allow us to build a base in Pakistan to
fly military aircraft out of it and spy
on the Soviet Union, and they said yes.

In 1960, the Soviets shot down
Francis Gary Powers and threatened to
wipe the Pakistani base off the face of
the Earth, and the Pakistanis still
stood by us.

In 1970, Pakistan helped us open up
China by staging the trip of Henry Kis-
singer, incurring the further wrath of
the Russians.

From 1971 to 1989, we asked the Paki-
stanis to join us in fighting the Soviet
invasion of Afghanistan, and they did.

Mr. President, in 1984, we asked for a
vote in the United Nations condemning
the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan and
asked for the Pakistanis’ support. They
voted with us in condemning that inva-
sion. India voted no.

In 1990, we asked Pakistan’s help in
the war against Iraq, and they deliv-
ered troops.

In 1992 and 1993, we asked Pakistan’s
assistance for troops in Somalia, and
they said yes and responded.

In 1993, we asked for their help with
troops in Haiti, and they again said
yes.

In 1995, we went to Pakistan and
asked their help in apprehending a ter-
rorist and returning him to the United
States, the mastermind, at least the
one we suspect was the mastermind, of
the World Trade Center bombing, and
they said yes.

Mr. President, when we have needed
help Pakistan has responded and been
there to help us. This amendment has
specific language in it that makes it
clear that any ballistic missile sanc-
tions are not affected by this.

And last, the President of the United
States has gone out on a limb. He has
negotiated a compromise. He has
shown leadership. This is not the time
to condemn him.

Mr. President, I will yield the re-
mainder of my time to the distin-
guished Senator from Illinois.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. I thank the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from Illi-
nois.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi-
dent, I wish to see the United States as
a country that keeps its word in inter-
national affairs.

We entered into a contract with
Pakistan to sell military equipment
and accepted more than $1 billion for
that equipment. Likewise, we have
made it quite clear that we will not do
business with countries that pro-
liferate. We all understand that the
transfer of the F-16’s cannot be com-
pleted now because Pakistan has cho-
sen not to work with the United States
on proliferation issues. However, the
United States cannot continue to re-
tain both the planes and the money
and in the process break its word. I be-
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lieve this issue is as simple as that.
Since the sale cannot be completed, I
believe we have an obligation to come
to an agreement to reimburse the Gov-
ernment and the people of Pakistan.

The President has offered a thought-
ful solution which is being offered by
the distinguished Senator from Colo-
rado. I support it and I encourage my
colleagues to support it.

I know my time has expired. I thank
the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas
and nays have been requested. Is there
a sufficient second? There appears to
be a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment. The yeas and nays have been or-
dered. The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
FRIST). Are there any other Senators in
the Chamber who desire to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 55,
nays 45, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 454 Leg.]

YEAS—55

Ashcroft Grams Moseley-Braun
Baucus Grassley Murkowski
Bond Gregg Murray
Brown Harkin Nickles
Bryan Hatch Packwood
Burns Heflin Reid
Campbell Helms' Roth
Chafee Hutchison Santorum
Coats Inhofe Shelb

y
Cochran Inouye Simpson
Cohen Jeffords .
Craig Johnston Smith
Dodd Kassebaum Snowe
Dole Kempthorne Stevens
Domenici Kyl Thomas
Faircloth Lott Thompson
Ford Lugar Thurmond
Gorton McCain Warner
Graham Mikulski

NAYS—45
Abraham Dorgan Levin
Akaka Exon Lieberman
Bennett Feingold Mack
Biden Feinstein McConnell
Bingaman Frist Moynihan
Boxer Glenn Nunn
Bradley Gramm Pell
Breaux Hatfield Pressler
Bumpers Hollings Pryor
Byrd Kennedy Robb
Conrad Kerrey Rockefeller
Coverdell Kerry Sarbanes
D’Amato Kohl Simon
Daschle Lautenberg Specter
DeWine Leahy Wellstone
So the amendment (No. 2708) was

agreed to.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. Preside