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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
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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
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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-
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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. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was agreed to.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. I move to
lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

ADVANCED TELECOMMUNICATIONS

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I have
been a supporter of the possibilities of-
fered to this Nation’s public and pri-
vate sector by the burgeoning growth
of the telecommunications industry.
Coming from a rural Western State
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with vast distances between our com-
munities, I realized that advanced tele-
communications was likely the only
avenue to Montana that could over-
come the burdens of distance and geog-
raphy to allow rural Americans to
compete in a rapidly changing econ-
omy.

This spring, three United States uni-
versities—Montana State University,
Virginia Commonwealth University,
and Portland State University—com-
bined with two universities from
Northern Ireland—Queens University
of Belfast and Armagh and the Univer-
sity of Ulster—to form the Distance
Learning Consortium for International
Management in the United States and
European Union. This consortium has
been formed for the purpose of pro-
viding interactive video and voice tech-
nologies. The consortium will offer
programs in the area of international
business, focusing on such topics as
joint market opportunities, issue top-
ical and germane to the U.S. and E.C.
markets.

The project would make it possible
for a businessman in Billings, MT, and
anywhere else in America to walk into
one of the participating universities
and receive a real-time, interactive
block of instruction on the latest in
European Community regulations, or
distribution channels, or constraints
regarding their exports. These pro-
grams would be taught by some of the
leading European experts. Conversely,
a businessman in the European Com-
munity would be able to access the lat-
est information on U.S. trade, com-
merce, regulations, and opportunities
in a similar fashion.

While the consortium will utilize
their own match, the consortium needs
initial support of $500,000 to develop
their interrelated curricula and har-
monize their separate distance learning
technologies.

I hope the manager of this bill will
consider this project during its con-
ference with the House.

Mr. McCCONNELL. I appreciate Sen-
ator BURNS bringing this project to my
attention, and I will be happy to work
with him on this project.

Mr. President, it is my understanding
that the distinguished Senator from
South Carolina is going to address the
Senate for a few moments, and then we
will move along with our agenda. I
yield the floor.

Mr. THURMOND addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Carolina.

DRAWDOWN AUTHORITY FOR JORDAN

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
rise in opposition to section 576 of H.R.
1868, the Foreign Operations Appropria-
tions Act, which would provide author-
ity for the President to drawdown $100
million of defense articles from Depart-
ment of Defense stocks.

I oppose the inclusion of this provi-
sion in the bill because there are no
funds appropriated in the bill to reim-
burse the Department of Defense for
the defense articles, services, training,
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or military education that would be
provided. In fact, this provision would
waive section 506(c) of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961, which requires
that there be an authorization and ap-
propriation. The provision would also
waive the requirement under section
632(d) of the Foreign Assistance Act of
1961, which would require the Depart-
ment of State to reimburse the Depart-
ment of Defense for the defense items
which have to be replaced. In short, the
Army will have to find $61 million in
its operations and maintenance budget
to pay for the training, transportation
and handling, as well as repair and de-
fense items which are to be sent to Jor-
dan.

Mr. President, I believe it is impor-
tant to support nations who work with
the United States to achieve peace in
regions where we have national inter-
ests, and where it is consistent with
our other security priorities around
the world. I appreciate the role that
Jordan played in the Middle East peace
process. I believe Jordan should have
the defense items, services, and mili-
tary training, that enable them to pro-
tect their borders and respond to ter-
rorist threats. However, there are no
funds authorized and there are no funds
appropriated in this bill or the foreign
aid bill for this drawdown. This is a
function of the international affairs
budget and there should be an appro-
priate authorization and appropriation
within the foreign aid and foreign oper-
ations bills.

Mr. President, when the Defense au-
thorization bill was before this body,
the administration sought support for
a similar provision. In a letter sup-
porting the proposed amendment to the
Defense authorization bill, the Sec-
retary of Defense stated that without
replacement of the nonexcess items
and reimbursement to the military
services for transportation and other
costs, military readiness will suffer.

Mr. President, once again, I believe
the United States should provide Jor-
dan with the defense items that would
be authorized by this drawdown. How-
ever, I cannot support the use of De-
fense funds without reimbursement to
pay for this authority.

I will not offer an amendment to
strike this provision from the bill.
However, I want all Members to under-
stand that the Senate Armed Services
Committee worked very hard to ensure
the Defense budget was not used for
nondefense items.

This provision would use Defense
funds to provide the defense articles
and services to a foreign nation. The
Department of State should reimburse
the Department of Defense for these
items. If there is no reimbursement,
the Army will have to use money in fis-
cal year 1996 and future years, which
has not been included in the future
yvears defense plan, to replace these
items. This cannot help but be detri-
mental to the future readiness of the
U.S. Army. We should stop these raids
on the Defense budget.
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Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President,
with regard to the Jordanian draw-
down, the $100 million drawdown will
allow the United States to keep its
commitments to King Hussein to ad-
dress legitimate security concerns of
Jordan in a post-peace environment.
The King’s courageous decision to pro-
vide refuge to the Iraqi defectors only
increases his security problems.

Moreover, this drawdown package
demonstrates America’s resolve to sup-
port those who support peace in that
area of the world. We are at a very crit-
ical time in the peace process and it is
important we maintain our credibility
if we are to maintain our leadership
role in brokering further peace agree-
ments.

The drawdown is designed to address
the immediate needs of the Jordanian
Armed Forces primarily for border se-
curity. In the immediate post-peace
treaty era with Israel, Jordan finds
itself hard-pressed to prevent infiltra-
tion of its border with Israel by poten-
tial terrorists and smugglers. They des-
perately need to increase their capa-
bility to survey the border, especially
at night.

I am well aware of the economic con-
straints our Nation faces as it fights a
bulging deficit, which is precisely why
the drawdown package is tailored so
that it has a minimum impact upon
our force readiness.

Mr. President, I will also say, while
not typically being a spokesman for
the administration, they are strongly
in support of the Jordanian drawdown,
as well.

I yield the floor.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I concur
with what the distinguished chairman
has said. I think this is extremely im-
portant. I have met a number of times
with Jordanian officials, and a number
of times with King Hussein regarding
this and other issues involving Jordan.

Jordan is in a critical, pivotal posi-
tion. I remember last year—actually,
about 11 months ago now—when I had
the privilege of accompanying the
President of the United States to the
signing ceremony of the peace agree-
ment between Jordan and Israel, signed
out in the desert in Al Aqgabah, in 110-
degree weather. I remember the day as
though it was yesterday. There was a
stiff desert wind blowing. People from
Israel and Jordan and from the United
States were there to witness the sign-
ing of this historic peace agreement.
There was a very moving speech by
Prime Minister Rabin and by King Hus-
sein. The President of the United
States was speaking for all Americans
about our pride in this historic agree-
ment.

Every commitment that King Hus-
sein has made, he has kept. Every step
he has said he would take, he has
taken—many with great courage and
great foresight.

This is not an easy time in the Mid-
dle East. Prime Minister Rabin, who
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justly deserves his Nobel Peace Prize,
has pushed so hard to keep a peace
agreement going in the face of political
opposition and terrorist attacks. He
and Foreign Minister Peres have
worked so hard on this. There is really
a handful of people in the Middle East
who are trying to bring about peace—
not so much for their generation, be-
cause their generation will soon reach
a time when it fades from the scene,
but for the generation of children, Arab
and Jew alike. They are facing a poten-
tial for peace which their parents did
not have, but a potential they now
have. This is an area where we can
help. The United States has strong and
real security interests in that part of
the world. We should help.

So I strongly support the administra-
tion’s position. I think the President
and Secretary of State are right.

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent, on behalf of Sen-
ator WELLSTONE, to allow a fellow on
his staff, Paul Mazur, the privilege of
the floor during the consideration of
H.R. 1868, the foreign ops bill.

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

TRANSFER OF EXCESS NONLETHAL DEFENSE

ARTICLES TO ALBANIA

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I rise to
discuss section 557 of this bill, a provi-
sion which I support. Last year, the
Senate adopted my amendment to
allow a waiver of transportation fees
for nonlethal excess defense articles
being transferred to Albania. I am
pleased to see that this provision is
being extended this year in both the
Senate and House bills, and that it is
in fact being expanded to cover all
countries eligible to participate in
NATO’s Partnership for Peace Pro-
gram, including Albania.

Albania is one of the poorest coun-
tries in Europe. Somehow, despite dec-
ades of isolation, tyranny and brutal
Communist rule, the seeds of democ-
racy survived in the people and have
begun to sprout. The people of Albania
still look to the United States as a
model, admiring our values and desir-
ing our support. In just a few short
years, Albania has become an impor-
tant ally of the United States in the
fragile region of the Balkans and is
working closely with NATO.

Albania is classified by the United
Nations as the least-developed nation
in Europe. Albania is trying to estab-
lish free markets and free institutions
there, and they have a good chance of
succeeding. Albania is one place where
a little help from the United States can
g0 a very long way to fostering democ-
racy and building stability in the re-
gion.

The United States is properly pro-
viding some modest assistance to Alba-
nia. And one aspect of that assistance
can be strengthening civilian control of
the military in Albania, and the con-
struction of modern, reformed national
defense forces. Helping Albania in this
way is clearly in the interest of United
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States security and European stability.
Under the assistance provision adopted
last year, Albania has received ship-
ments of uniforms and other nonlethal
excess defense materials from the
United States without having to bear
the cost of transporting those mate-
rials. That cost would have been pro-
hibitive for Albania, but it is a small
cost for us and one that yields a real
benefit. Now, under section 557 of this
bill, we will be able to continue
waiving the transportation fees for
such assistance to Albania, and to
other countries eligible to participate
in the Partnership for Peace Program.

Our efforts are helping. With United
States advice and assistance, the Alba-
nian military has been reorganized.
The entire ministry staff was changed,
and all of the people who had worked
for the Albanian secret police were dis-
missed. The army was restructured
from 21 divisions into just 9. Fifty per-
cent of the commissioned officers and
30 percent of the enlisted officers were
dismissed, reducing the total number
of officers from 18,000 to 8,200. The
heavily politicized military academies,
based on old Soviet doctrine, were shut
down and replaced with a new non-
commissioned officer academy based
on a United States model. A new rank
system and promotion track was estab-
lished.

The Albanian military is also shed-
ding its isolationist policies and seek-
ing extensive cooperation with the
West and integration into regional se-
curity structures. Albania has been
very cooperative with NATO efforts to
help halt the conflict in the former
Yugoslavia. Albania has allowed
United States reconnaissance drones to
be based at the Gjader base there since
mid-summer, and those drones have
been very useful in observing military
activities in the former Yugoslavia.

Albania has participated in seven
joint military exercises with United
States and other NATO forces, most re-
cently the Peaceful Eagle exercise last
week, which trained Albanian units to
be deployed in future U.N. peace-
keeping missions. Notably, some of
these joint exercises have brought Al-
banian forces together with troops
from its neighbors in the region, in-
cluding Greece, Bulgaria, and Roma-
nia, building important positive links
where there have been historic animos-
ities. And these exercises have also
trained Albanian and other troops for
peacetime missions, such as coordi-
nated emergency disaster response.

Last week, Albania offered air bases
in Albania for United States F-117
Stealth fighter-bombers that we may
want to use in Bosnia. We had been un-
able to get agreement to base those
planes in Italy. So we and NATO are
seeking to build a valuable ally in Al-
bania, and it is important to continue
that assistance.

This month, Albanian President Sali
Berisha traveled to Washington and
met with President Clinton, Vice Presi-
dent GORE, Secretary of State Chris-
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topher, Secretary of Defense Perry and
other officials. President Clinton
praised Berisha for the country’s eco-
nomic and democratic reforms.

On the thorny problem of relations
with its neighbor Greece, the two na-
tions recently initiated talks on the
rights of Greek and Albanian minori-
ties in each other’s country, at the urg-
ing of United States Assistant Sec-
retary of State Holbrooke who was vis-
iting the region.

Mr. President, there are other ways
we can provide assistance to Albania at
a small cost to ourselves. Last week
President Clinton offered to help estab-
lish a training program for judges,
prosecutors and police and to equip and
outfit the Albanian peacekeeping con-
tingent under the NATO Partnership
for Peace Program. Albania still needs
development assistance, help with
legal structures, environmental protec-
tion and planning, and foreign invest-
ment. But we have made a good start,
and section 557 of this bill helps permit
that to continue.

OVERSEAS POLICE TRAINING

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, for 20
years the United States Government
has been prohibited from training for-
eign police forces. Section 660 of the
Foreign Assistance Act reflected ear-
lier congressional concern that U.S.
personnel should not train security
forces in repressive regimes.

But for more than a decade we have
realized that some overseas police
training is necessary and important—
particularly in the area of anti-
terrorism. This year’s pending foreign
operations appropriations bill adds an-
other important exemption: It allows
the training of overseas police forces to
monitor and enforce sanctions. But I
believe that another exemption is
needed. The President, civilian offi-
cials, and U.S. military commanders,
need the authority to conduct public-
safety training during and after signifi-
cant military operations.

As the United States discovered in
Grenada, Panama, and Haiti, public
order is likely to collapse when exist-
ing regimes collapse. In each of these
cases, U.S. forces were unable to depart
until order was restored—and a mecha-
nism for maintaining public safety was
created. In none of these cases was this
done smoothly or efficiently. The U.S.
Justice Department’s International
Criminal Investigative Training Assist-
ance Program [ICITAP], which is per-
mitted under current law to perform
training in this hemisphere, did not
perform well. Given the relatively
small size of its training organization,
and the demands created by hostile and
demanding environments, this was not
surprising.

During the past 10 years, there has
not been an effective civilian organiza-
tion for conducting public-safety train-
ing in the context of a U.S. military
operation. In the words of the Commis-
sion on Roles and Missions of the
Armed Forces, ‘‘our recent experience
in Latin America, the Caribbean, and
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Africa shows that there are no civilian
agencies capable of short-notice law-
enforcement operations and training in
hostile, demanding environments.”’

In the absence of an effective civilian
training organization, the U.S. mili-
tary was compelled to perform public-
safety training. Military commanders
worked hard to ensure that they did so
without violating section 660. In Soma-
lia, for example, marines trained ‘‘aux-
iliary security forces’ rather than po-
lice forces. But because of section 660
restrictions, U.S. military commanders
could not plan and train for this mis-
sion. In short, it was done on an ad hoc,
reactive basis.

Mr. President, I am pleased the Sen-
ate has accepted my amendment on
overseas training, which would permit
the President to use whatever agency
of Government was most appropriate
to train public-safety forces during and
after a military operation. In some
cases, such as Haiti, the environment
was relatively peaceful, and the train-
ing mission could be carried out by the
Justice Department. But in other,
more dangerous situations, such as
Panama, the President might direct
local military commanders to conduct
short-term training. Once order is re-
stored, civilian agencies could take
over longer-term training and assist-
ance.

In the post-cold-war world, the
United States in my judgment will
from time to time be compelled to use
military force to protect our interests,
and to carry out other operations
where public safety will be an issue.
Mr. President, I believe this amend-
ment will help U.S. military com-
manders perform this mission much
more effectively in the future. I thank
the distinguished managers of the
pending legislation for accepting my
amendment.

I thank the Chair and yield the floor.

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I rise
today to discuss United States aid to
the PLO, as it has been included in the
fiscal year 1996 foreign operations ap-
propriations bill and to explain my
vote on the subject.

We have to face the facts. The PLO is
not complying with its responsibilities.
It has failed to restrain the radicals in
Gaza; failed to extradite terrorist mur-
derers in its custody to Israel; it has
failed to change the PLO Covenant;
and it has failed to come clean with the
amount of its assets. Most impor-
tantly, the PLO’s overwhelming failure
to restrain the radical elements within
its areas of control is an insult to
Israel and everyone who had placed
hope in Yasir Arafat’s ability to deliver
the peace.

Mr. President, I am angered that the
PLO will be funded in this foreign aid
bill, and moreover, with the fewest of
strings attached. The PLO is not living
up to its end of the bargain, but the
United States is rewarding this band of
murderers, nonetheless. I would ven-
ture to say that the PLO has no plans
to live up to its bargain. They were
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created with murder in mind, and they
will continue that way.

I must say that I fear for Israel.
While we provide aid and comfort for
the PLO, Yasir Arafat concludes deals
with Hamas, rediverts aid, and con-
tinues business as usual, laughing all
the way to the bank. The United States
should be ashamed of itself for giving
aid and comfort to these murderers. In
the end, though, it will not be the
United States that suffers first. It will
be Israel, and for them I feel sorry.

I want it known very clearly, I voted
for the foreign operations appropria-
tions bill so that Israel could receive
the aid that it needs at this crucial
time. It is in no way a vote in favor of
aid to the PLO. However virulently
against funding the PLO in the manner
in which it will be funded, I am not
willing to hurt Israel by voting against
the entire bill. In fact, I think that it
was wrong to link the two aid packages
together because Senators, such as my-
self who support aid to Israel but not
the PLO, are put in a difficult position.
If one votes to kill the aid to the PLO
by voting against the overall bill, he or
she also votes to kill the aid to Israel.
This is wrong and it distresses me
greatly.

Mr. President, I ask to have printed
in the RECORD, a letter to me from four
grieving mothers, whose children have
been taken from them by terrorist acts
carried out by the very people to which
the United States will be providing aid.
This letter pleads for extradition by
the PLO to Israel of the murderers of
their children. I urge my colleagues to
read this heartrending letter to further
understand the mistake we are com-
mitting by providing this aid to the
PLO with so few strings attached.

Mr. President, I also ask to have
printed in the RECORD, copies of docu-
ments that are purported to be from
the Palestinian Economic Council, De-
velopment and Reconstruction, other-
wise known as PECDAR. These docu-
ments, which I make no claim to their
authenticity, highlight a series of al-
leged economic diversions and schemes
by the PLO to buy up property in the
West Bank to leverage against Israel.
Finally, I ask to have printed in the
RECORD an article on this same subject
by A. M. Rosenthal that details the
documents in question.

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

September 20, 1995.
Hon. Senator ALFONSE D’AMATO,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR: We are the mothers griev-
ing for our precious children, of blessed
memory, who were brutally murdered by
merciless terrorists as they innocently hiked
the countryside of the land of Israel. We, as
mothers, have never been active politically.
For years we tirelessly and lovingly dedi-
cated ourselves to raising our children. In
one day, our dreams were shattered when we
received the bitter news that unconscionable
murderers, with their knives in hand, butch-
ered our beloved offspring.

We turn to you at this critical hour with
regard to the granting of financial aid to the
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Palestinian Authority. We beseech your as-
sistance regarding one specific issue—the ex-
tradition of the murderers who were appre-
hended by the Palestinian Authority and are
currently being held in Jericho.

According to the agreement signed with
Mr. Arafat, the State of Israel has the right
to obtain the transfer of murderers of its
citizens in order that they be tried in the
courts of the State of Israel.

The State of Israel has turned to the Pales-
tinian Authority and has requested the ex-
tradition of the murderers. However, the
Palestinian Authority has refused to comply
and transfer the killers of our children to the
Israeli authorities.

We are terribly pained, anguished and dis-
traught by the Palestinian’s outright refusal
to comply. We have turned to the Prime
Minister, to Cabinet Ministers, and to mem-
bers of the Knesset with our plea for compli-
ance and justice. We recently met with the
President of the State of Israel, Mr. Ezer
Weitzman, who unequivocally stated to us
his support of halting the peace talks as long
as the Palestinian Authority refuses to com-
ply and extradite the murderers to the State
of Israel.

We look upon this issue of the extradition
of the savage murderers of our children as
not simply a political issue, but rather as a
moral issue of the highest order.

The United States of America has been
courageously battling terrorism for many
years. In view of this honorable policy, it be-
hooves this great country to insure the ex-
tradition of terrorists as a primary condition
for the continuation of aid to the Palestinian
Authority. Compliance with this matter by
the Palestinian Authority will be a true test
of the sincerity of the P.L.O., heretofore a
terrorist organization, now professing to be a
peace seeking organization.

As mothers struggling to cope with the in-
cessant pain and sorrow of our losses, we
wish to have a dialogue with members of the
Senate. It would be scandalously immoral to
provide the P.L.O. with funds as long as they
continue to refuse to allow the State of
Israel to bring the terrorists to justice.

Dear Senator, your intervention is our
only hope. Our children cannot return to us.
We dare not compromise their honor.

Please accept our heartfelt appreciation
for your efforts regarding this critical issue.

Sincerely,
YEHUDIT SHACHOR.
BILHA BACHRACH.
RIFKA FORER.
BATYA BACHAR.
[From the New York Times, June 12, 1995]
On My Mind:
THE P.L.O. PAPERS
AID, CONGRESS AND A MOTHER-IN-LAW

(By A. M. Rosenthal)

Should the United States continue giving
hundreds of millions of dollars to the Pal-
estine Liberation Organization, and under
what conditions?

Has Yasir Arafat lived up to the existing
conditions of American aid? For instance, is
all international money distributed through
the P.L.O. being used for the economic ben-
efit of Palestinians in territory turned over
by Israel? Or has he used foreign help for his
own personal and political purposes?

That is what is going on, according to cop-
ies of 28 letters in my possession. They deal
with orders from Mr. Arafat’s top finance
aide in the Palestinian National Authority
to Pecdar, the Palestinian economic develop-
ment organization, which handles inter-
national aid and is supposed to be inde-
pendent of political direction from Mr.
Arafat.

With admonishments of secrecy, the let-
ters contain instructions, and pecdar notices
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of compliance, to allocate money to such
projects as buying a large chicken farm,
other land, apartments and companies for
P.L.O. notables, enlarging holdings in Jeru-
salem—and $2.5 million for an expanded
propaganda apparatus, the money to be
channeled through Mr. Arafat’s mother-in-
law.

Pieces of the correspondence have been
printed in Israel, but have not surfaced pub-
licly in the U.S. until this column.

The P.L.O. says they are forgeries. The
Israeli Government does not want anything
to interfere with U.S. aid to the P.L.O., as
these letters could, but has been interest-
ingly non-committal about the letters.

The Clinton Administration also does not
want any glitches about U.S. aid to the
P.L.O. But American intelligence has been
asked to examine the letters by Representa-
tive Ben Gilman, New York Republican,
chairman of the House International Rela-
tions Committee.

I got them from Israeli and American
sources who feel the labor Government’s ne-
gotiating techniques with the P.L.O. and
Syria amount to a giveaway of Israeli secu-
rity that will not bring a lasting peace but
make it impossible.

Iraeli officials finger Yigal Carmon, former
adviser on terrorism to the previous and cur-
rent Israeli Prime Ministers, as the source.
He certainly was not mine. After I showed
him the letters a month ago he returned
with a reply he said he wished he did not
have to make: certain informalities in Ara-
bic usage gave him pause. Now he says that
after consultations with other Palestinian
and Israeli specialists, his linguistic ques-
tions are answered and the letters are au-
thentic. Other anti-terrorist experts, who
spent four months checking the letters, say
they are not forgeries.

Spokesmen for the U.S., Israel and the
World Bank tell me that the political
projects outlined in the letters do not come
from their contributions. They volunteered
that the money could have come from other
contributing nations or that international
funding could have freed up more P.L.O.
funds for secret political actions.

The letters are not the only question that
the House and Senate will have to consider
about continuing the $500 million U.S. aid to
the P.L.O.

Why has Mr. Arafat not lived up to the
condition that the P.L.O. eliminate the
death-to-Israel clauses from its convenant?
Will he ever stop encouraging Palestinians
to believe that the peace negotiations are
the first phase toward the convenant goal of
control over all of what is now Israel? Why
have more Israelis died in terrorist attacks
since the Oslo agreement than before?

But the basic question before Congress is
this:

Will peace be killed by insisting on P.L.O.
compliance with conditions already outlined
by the U.S. but unfulfilled by the P.L.O.?
That is what Israeli and U.S. officials say
they believe. Or could that make a lasting
peace somewhat more possible? (My belief.)

In the Senate, Alfonse M. D’Amato, a Re-
publican, demands proof of P.L.O. compli-
ance on anti-terrorist action and changing
the convenant as a price of aid. In the House,
Democrats and Republicans have introduced
wording that would also reduce aid if any is
misspent. Among them are Democrats Eliot
Engel and Charles Schumer of New York and
Republicans Jim Saxton of New Jersey and
Tom DeLay of Texas.

That’s one great thing about Congress—
there are always members of both parties
around who insist on bringing up issues
about which the Administration of the day
wants only considerable shut-up.
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PALESTINIAN EcoNoMmIC COUNCIL,
DEVELOPMENT AND RECONSTRUC-
TION, (PECDAR),

December 17, 1994.
the comrade Mohammad Zuhdi

Alnashashiby, Finance Minister—Gaza.
Greetings of Return.

Referring to your letter dated 12.12.1994 No.
MP/30/305 concerning the founding of a cor-
poration of the name of corporation of ad-
vancing for import and export Palestinian
sited in the city of Ramallah which shall be
managed by the comrade Jameel Titarify
with the participation of the national pales-
tinian authority by 60% (six million US
DOLLARS) a contact has been established
with the comrade Jameel Altarify and the
following steps have been taken:

1. The required amount has been shifted to
the account of the comrade Jameel Altarify
abroad for covering the financial commercial
credits.

2. The receiving bank has confirmed recep-
tion of the transfer.

3. We have obtained a written commitment
from the comrade Jameel Al tarify that the
amount is a deposit in his hands.

We request to inform the comrade leader
Abu Amar about the details and performance
of the matter.

Respectfully,

To

Chairman, Palestinian Economic Council,
Development and Reconstruction.
THE NATIONAL PALESTINIAN AU-
THORITY, MINISTRY OF FINANCE,
August 25, 1994.
To the Chairman of the Palestinian Eco-
nomic Council for Development and Re-
construction (PECDAR), Jerusalem.

Greetings of return.

In accordance with the desire of the com-
rade leader Abu Amar the President of the
National Palestinian Authority to found a
company for importing and exporting Ltd,
according to the necessity and in order to
ensure full and effective control on the com-
mercial market it has been decided to assign
this matter to the comrade Jameel Altarify
with the participation of members of the
frame of FATAH in the West Bank in the fol-
lowing manner:

1. To found a company in the name of ‘‘the
Palestinian advanced company for importing
and exporting under the management of the
comrade Jameel Altarify who shall choose
such appropriate people from the frame of
FATAH.

2. The capital of the company shall be ten
million dollars.

3. The National Palestinian Authority
shall participate for 60% and its participa-
tion shall be registered in the name of sworn
members of the frame of FATAH.

4. The central office of the company will be
in the city of Ramallah. It may open
branches in any part of the West Bank and
Gaza Strip.

Please take all necessary steps for full exe-
cution of the matter and have us informed.

Respectfully,

MUHAMMAD ZUHDI ALNASHASHIBY,

Finance Minister.
PALESTINIAN EcONOMIC COUNCIL,

DEVELOPMENT AND RECONSTRUC-

TION, (PECDAR)

December 15, 1994.
the comrade Mohammad Zuhdi
Alnashashiby, Finance Minister—Gaza.

Greetings of Return.

Referring to your letter dated 28.11.1994 No.
MP/30/227 in the matter of founding a general
contracting company for importing huge ap-
paratus for construction similar to what is
in international companies under the control
and management of the comrade Jameel

To
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Altarify, the part of the National Pales-
tinian Authority in the capital being thirty
million dollars from fifty million dollars
namely a proportion of 60%, we are to inform
you the following:

1. The required transfer of the amount has
been effected to the account of the comrade
Jameel Altarify according to his request in
his personal account abroad.

2. The bank has confirmed receipt of the
transferred money.

3. We have taken a commitment from the
comrade Jameel Altarify that the amount is
a trust in his hand on behalf of the national
palestinan authority.

Please do inform the leader comrade Abu
Amar the President of the National Pales-
tinian Authority about the matter in the due
way.

Respectfully,

Chairman, Palestinian Economic Council,
for Development and Reconstruction.
THE NATIONAL PALESTINIAN AU-
THORITY, MINISTRY OF FINANCE,
August 28, 1994.
To the Chairman of the Palestinian Eco-
nomic Council for Development and Re-
construction (PECDAR), Jerusalem.

Greetings of return.

The comrade leader Abu Amar has commu-
nicated to us his wish for the formation of a
general contracting company for building
and importing of the huge apparatus for
building like bulldozers and cars and modern
supplies. Since the brother Jameel Altarify
has a wide experience in this field it has been
decided to assign to him this matter in the
following manner:

1. A limited company shall be founded with
shareholders from inland and abroad and it
ought to compete with the international
companies.

2. The capital of this capital shall be one
million American dollar.

3. The company shall be sited in the city of
Ramallah.

4. The national authority shall participate
by 60% in the capital and its participation
shall be registered in the names of men be-
longing to the cadre of FATAH who are reli-
able.

5. The approved capital of the company
shall be fifty million dollars.

6. The necessary measures shall be taken
for a speedy foundation of the company.

Please ensure taking the necessary finan-
cial and secondary measures to inform the
comrade leader Abu Amar the President of
the National Palestinian Authority.

Respectfully,

MUHAMMAD ZUHDI ALNASHASHIBY,

Finance Minister.
PALESTINIAN EcCONOMIC COUNCIL,

DEVELOPMENT AND RECONSTRUC-

TION, (PECDAR),

September 25, 1994.
the comrade Mohammad Zuhdi
Alnashashiby, Finance Minister—Gaza.

Greetings of Return:

Referring to your letter dated 17.9.1994 No.
MP/30/1556 we inform you immediately that
all the measures for the execution of the or-
ders of the comrade leader Abu Amar Presi-
dent of the National Palestinian Authority
in the matter of financing the special central
computer, in the following way:

1. On the basis of banking arrangements
with the brother Dr. Nabeel Sha’ath minister
of planning and international cooperation, it
appears that he prefers to deal with his sons
Ali and Maxin in this project.

2. The required informations have been ob-
tained on the sons accounts abroad.

3. There was accomplished the transfer of
eight dollars as required.

To



S14010

4. The bank has confirmed receipt of the
transfer.

Please inform the leader comrade Abu
Amar President of the National Palestinian
Authority that his orders have been executed
in due form.

Respectfully,

Chairman, Palestinian Economic Council,
Development and Reconstruction.
THE NATIONAL PALESTINIAN AU-
THORITY, MINISTRY OF FINANCE
To the Chairman of the Palestinian Eco-
nomic Council for Development and Re-
construction (PECDAR), Jerusalem.

Following our letter of 3.9.1944 No. MP/30/
126 and relating to the instructions provided
there by the comrade leader Abu Amar,
President of the National Palestinian Au-
thority and in pursuance of performing the
projects (the comrade Dr. Nabeel Sha’ath)
chairman of the Palestinian Economic Coun-
cil for development and reconstruction, the
second project concentrates on the following:

1. The private special central computer:
There shall be founded a corporation for the
private (or special) central computer in addi-
tion to the one which is the National Pales-
tinian Authority.

2. The said corporation shall instruct and
councel in the technical and scientific oper-
ation of the central computer of the Author-
ity in all places of the Gaza Strip. This ac-
tivity shall further extend to the West Bank
and to Jerusalem, capital of the Palestinian
State.

3. The capital of the private corporation
shall be eight US million dollars which shall
be paid by the National Authority imme-
diately to the corporation.

4. The corporation shall immediately ap-
point the necessary staff from the country
and abroad, and they should be highly quali-
fied.

5. The direct managers shall be the sons of
Dr. Nabeel Sha’ath, Ali and Mazin, who are
experts in this field.

The comrade leader Abu Amar, President
of the National Palestinian Authority shows
the highest interest in this scientific and
technological project and urges to deal with
it diligently.

Respectfully,

PALESTINIAN EcoNOMIC COUNCIL,
DEVELOPMENT AND RECONSTRUC-
TION (PECDAR),

October 7, 1994.
the comrade Mohammad Zuhdi

Alnashashiby, Finance Minister—Gaza.
Greetings of Return.

Referring to your letter dated 30.9.1994 No.
MP/30/168 we are to inform that the nec-
essary measures for the setting and enlarg-
ing of the corporation TEAM in Jerusalem
has been effected with MM. Ali and Mazin
sons of the comrade Dr. Nabeel Sha’ath Min-
ister of Development and Reconstruction at
the National Palestinian Authority in a way
which is convenient to them. We shall add
the following:

1. We have suggested to them a building in
the suburb of the Bareed which comprises
eight flats with a preliminary consent

2. A special budget has been assigned for
purchasing of apparatus according to what
was decided

3. A budget has been assigned for expenses
and wages

Please convey to the comrade leader Abu
Amar President of the National Palestinian
Authority the content of this letter

Respectfully,

To

s
Chairman, Palestinian Economic Council,
Development and Reconstruction.
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THE NATIONAL PALESTINIAN AU-
THORITY, MINISTRY OF FINANCE.

To the Chairman of the Palestinian Eco-
nomic Council for Development and Re-
construction (PECDAR), Jerusalem.

Greetings of return.

Following our letter of 17.9.1994 No. MP/30/
1565 and in performance of the instructions,
provided there, of the comrade leader Abu
Amar, President of the National Palestinian
Authority and in pursuance of performance
of the projects which have been attributed to
Dr. Nabeel Sha’ath, the chairman of the
council of planification and international co-
operation, we are to inform you that the
third project to be executed will concentrate
on the following:

1. The international planning corporation
for administration which is managed by the
sons of the comrade Dr. Nabeel Sha’ath, and
which have branches in Egypt and Lebanon
and through it the Palestinian Authority
will be able to obtain private informations
and set clubs and congress in the country
and abroad.

2. It will be agreed to purchase a building
in Arab Jerusalem or its suburbs for an
amount of two million dollars, to be the resi-
dence of the said corporation.

3. An amount of one million dollars shall
be given to purchase the necessary office fur-
nitures and appliances.

4. A budget of expenses in administrative
matters and current expenses for an amount
of two million dollars for a start. Therefore
the required amount is five million dollars.

We stress the importance of the project
and the necessity to provide diligently the
required amounts.

Respectfully,

MUHDI ZUHDI ALNASHASHIBY.

PALESTINIAN EcoNoMmIC COUNCIL,

DEVELOPMENT AND RECONSTRUC-

TION, (PECDAR),

October 15, 1994.
the comrade Mohammad Zuhdi

Alnashashiby, Finance Minister—Gaza.

Greetings of Return.

Referring to your letter dated 7.10.1994 No.
MP/30/305 concerning  the development
projects which are under the management of
the comrade Dr. Amin Hadad one of the pil-
lars of the PECDAR member of the economic
delegation which was negotiated in Paris and
on the basis of the decree of the comrade
leader Abu Amar, the transfer of fifteen mil-
lion dollars has been effected according to
the bank informations which have been
brought to us by him.

We have checked the effective transfer of
the said amount to his personal account in
due course. Please inform the comrade lead-
er Abu Amar that it has been done according
to his wish.

Respectfully,

To

Chairman, Palestinian Economic Council,

Development and Reconstruction.

THE NATIONAL PALESTINIAN AU-
THORITY, MINISTRY OF FINANCE.

To the Chairman of the Palestinian Eco-
nomic Council for Development and Re-
construction (PECDAR), Jerusalem.

Greetings of return.

On the basis of a decree of the comrade
leader Abu Amar, President of the National
Palestinian Authority and his full faith in
one of the elements of the Palestinian Eco-
nomic Council for development and Con-
struction (PECDAR) and its unrelenting ef-
forts for the setting of the institutions of the
Authority, the leader symbol has decided to
nominate Dr. Amin Haddad to manage the
private projects. He shall have the power to
appoint the faithful and reliable elements
from among the cadre of “FATH’. In order
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that the Authority should stay away from
these projects the following shall be done:

1. The projects shall have the special
stamp ‘A private or public shareholders cor-
poration’, its shareholders shall be Palestin-
ians from the country and from abroad.

2. The foundation of construction which
shall be named ‘‘The Palestinian corporation
for projects and construction’ shall build
dwelling flats in the city of Ramallah with a
capital of fifteen million US dollars.

3. There is no objection in having land-
owners participating in the said corporation.

4. A financial arrangement shall be pro-
vided with Dr. Amin Haddad to pay the ap-
proved amount in a way convenient to him.

5. The properties of this corporation shall
belong to the National Palestinian Author-
ity.

We stress that the comrade leader Abu
Amar has the highest interest in this mat-
ter.

Respectfully,

MUHAMMAD ZUHDI ALNASHASHIBY.
PALESTINIAN EcoNOMIC COUNCIL,

DEVELOPMENT AND RECONSTRUC-

TION (PECDAR),

September 11, 1994.
the comrade Mohammad Zuhdi
Alnashashiby, Finance Minister—Gaza.

Greetings of Return.

Referring to your letter dated 3.9.1994 No.
MP/30/126 Dr. Nabeen Sha’ath minister of
planning and international cooperation—for
the founding of a technological architectural
corporation in both the Gaza Strip and West
Bank, we inform you the following:

1. We have contacted the comrade Dr.
Nabeel Sha’ath. He has furnished us the nec-
essary banking informations.

2. The required transfer has been effected
from the ‘‘special accounts’.

3. The bank has confirmed receipt of the
amount and its transfer in the account of the
comrade Dr. Nabeel Sha’ath.

Please convey these informations to the
comrade leader Abu Amar, President of the
National Palestinian Authority and that his
orders have been fully executed.

Respectfully,

To

Chairman, Palestinian Economic Council,
Development and Reconstruction.
THE NATIONAL PALESTINIAN AU-
THORITY, MINISTRY OF FINANCE,
September 3, 1994.
To the Chairman of the Palestinian Eco-
nomic Council for Development and Re-
construction (PECDAR), Jerusalem.

Greetings of return.

In accordance with the instructions of the
comrade leader Abu Amar, and whereas it is
mandatory to initiate a technological sci-
entific activity in the Gaza Strip and West
Bank on a desirable scientific level, it has
been decided to bestow this function on the
Minister of Planning and International Co-
operation Dr. Nabil Sha’ath, since these are
private and personal projects and they
should not contradict the interests of the
other party who could exploit them politi-
cally in international circles among the do-
nors and the Americans and thus may cause
hard problems to the National Palestinian
Authority. Therefore, the comrade leader
Abu Ammar has decided to start as follows:

1. To found a technological architectural
corporation having the required qualifica-
tions. It will start its activities first of all in
the Gaza Strip and then shall go to the West
Bank and the Arab villages and their sub-
urbs.

2. The said corporation shall deal with in-
structing and counseling in the architectural
and technological matters in the private and
public sectors.
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3. The capital of the corporation shall be
five million US dollars. It may be increased,
if necessary, by setting a shareholders cor-
poration with the participation of Palestin-
ians from the country and abroad.

We emphasize that the comrade leader Abu
Amar considers the matter of setting the
corporation as specially important.

Respectfully,
MUHAMMAD ZUHDI ALNASHASHIBY.

PALESTINIAN EcONOMIC COUNCIL,
DEVELOPMENT AND RECONSTRUC-
TION (PECDAR)

October 28, 1994.
the comrade Mohammad Zuhdi

Alnashashiby, Finance Minister—Gaza.

Greatings of Return.

Referring to your letter dated 20.10.1994 No.
MP/30/225 in the matter of the industries and
antiques of Naplus that will be assigned to
the comrade Amin Hadad and in accordance
with the wishes of the comrade Abademar,
the following financial procedures have been
accomplished:

1. by arrangement with the comrade Dr.
Amin Hadad instructions have been given for
the transfer of the required amount six mil-
lion US dollars.

2. A notice has been received to the effect
that the amount has been received and en-
tered in the personal account of the comrade
Dr. Amin Hadad.

3. He has given a commitment personal
that this project (according to the share) is
the property of the National Palestinian Au-
thority.

4. He has given a commitment that he will
involve the maximum number of industrials
in the city of Naplouse in this project.

Please convey to the comrade leader Presi-
dent of the National Palestinian Authority
about the execution of his order.

Respectfully

To

Chairman.

It is forbidden to read this document with-
out the special authorization of the Presi-
dent.

THE NATIONAL PALESTINIAN AU-
THORITY, MINISTRY OF FINANCE,
October 20, 1994.
To the Chairman of the Palestinian Eco-
nomic Council for Development and Re-
construction (PECDAR), Jerusalem.

Greetings of return

In execution of the order of the comrade
leader Abu Amar the President of the Na-
tional Palestinian Authority to bestow on
the comrade Dr. Amin Hadad the function of
developing industries in Naplus and mainly
the soap industry and the antiques in the
city and the neighbouring villages by found-
ing a corporation which will gather all
industrials in the city with a capital for an
amount of ten million US dollars in which
the National Authority shall participate
with six million dollars it being 60% of the
capital.

We request to take the necessary measures
for the setting of this corporation on the
aforesaid conditions. The National Authority
shall be represented by Dr. Amin Hadad in
his name and on behalf of persons from our
staff reliable and having a good name.

In accordance with the desire of the com-
rade leader Abu Amar President of the Na-
tional Palestinian Authority, the amount of
six million US dollars should be diligently
paid in a due way.

Respectfully
MUHAMMAD ZUHDI ALNASHASHIBY,
Finance Minister.
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PALESTINIAN EcoNoMmIC COUNCIL,
DEVELOPMENT AND RECONSTRUC-
TION (PECDAR),

November 11, 1994.
the comrade Mohammad Zudhi

Alnashashiby, Finance Minister—Gaza.
Greetings of Return.

Referring to your letter dated 30.10.1994 No.
MP/30/241 concerning the Palestinian cor-
poration for importation of iron and steel
Ltd which the comrade Dr. Amin Hadad
member of (PEDCAR) intends to found we
are to inform you the following:

1. An understanding has been reached with
the comrade Dr. Amin Hadad on the manner

he prefers for the operation of financing.

2. A commitment has been obtained from
the comrade Dr. Amin Hadad that the said
corporation belongs to the Palestinian Au-
thority and that it is a deposit in his hands.

3. You will be informed at the completion
of the procedures of financing and reception
of the amount and its deposit in the account
of the comrade Dr. Amin Hadad soon with
the wish of God.

Please inform the comrade Abu Amar
president of the National Palestinian Au-
thority on the details of the procedures.

Respectfully,

To

Chairman, Palestinian Economic Council,
Development and Reconstruction.

It is forbidden to read this document with-
out the special authorization of the Presi-
dent.

THE NATIONAL PALESTINIAN AU-
THORITY, MINISTRY OF FINANCE,
August 25, 1994.
To the Chairman of the Palestinian Eco-
nomic Council for Development and Re-
construction (PEDCAR), Jerusalem.

Greetings of return

The matter: A Palestinian Corporation for
importation of iron and steel.

According to the instruction of the re-
markable leader the comrade Abu Amar
President of the National Palestinian Au-
thority for the formation of a corporation
which shall start to import iron and steel
and to develop, the comrade leader has de-
cided to put the comrade Dr. Amin Haddad
in charge of this enterprise in the following
way:

IE.IA limited corporation shall be registered
under the name of the Palestinian Corpora-
tion for importation of Iron and Steel Ltd.

2. The corporation shall be sited in the city
of Naplus.

3. Its capital shall be twenty million US
dollars.

4. The National Palestinian Authority
shall participate with a capital of 60% name-
ly twelve million dollars and the balance
shall be provided by shareholders (eight mil-
lion dollars).

5. Activating the construction in the city
and putting to market with favorable prices
iron and steel and also for local industrial
organizations.

The comrade leader Abu Amar the Presi-
dent of the National Palestinian Authority
stresses the acting in a speedy way in taking
the necessary measures in order to publicise
this corporation in the region.

Respectfully

MUHAMMAD ZUHDI ALNASHASHIBY,

Finance Minister.
PALESTINIAN EcoNoMIC COUNCIL,

DEVELOPMENT AND RECONSTRUC-

TION (PECDAR),

September 8, 1994.
the comrade Mohammad Zuhdi
Alnashashiby, Finance Minister—Gaza.

Greetings of Return.

Referring to your letter dated 12.8.1994 No.
MP/30/85 which includes the decree by the
comrade leader Abu Amar concerning the
setting and founding of a poultry farm in

To
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Beer Zeit (Ramallah) which will specialize in
strengthening the palestinian economy we
inform you as follows:

1. We obtained all the plans and necessary
informations concerning this project, we
have studied it and have decided as follows:

2. We have contacted the comrade press-
man Mr. Ibrahim Alkarain and obtained
from him the necessary bank informations

3. The transfer of the required amount has
been effected from the ‘‘special accounts”

4. The bank has confirmed to us receipt of
the amount and its transfer in the account of
the comrade Ibrahim Alkarain

Please convey these informations to the
comrade leader Abu Amar President of the
National Palestinian Authority and that his
orders have been fully executed.

Respectfully

Chairman, Palestinian Economic Council,
Development and Reconstruction.

It is forbidden to read this document with-
out the special authorization of the Presi-
dent.

THE NATIONAL PALESTINIAN AU-
THORITY, MINISTRY OF FINANCE
August 12, 1994.
To the Chairman of the Palestinian Eco-
nomic Council for Development and Re-
construction (PECDAR), Jerusalem.

Greetings of return

Whereas the National Palestinian Author-
ity acts through the faithful palestinian ele-
ments to build and execute the economic
projects and to help our people to progress
and to be self-sufficient in our local markets
and to rely on our products provided by our
faithful people, therefore the comrade leader
Abu Amar has decided as follows:

1. To set a huge poultry farm on a space of
land of ten dounams. The place has already
been chosen in the region of Beer Zeit (dis-
trict of Ramallah). It will require the pur-
chase of machines for . .. and whatever is
needed by the farmer in order to compete
with the international farms.

2. The capital of this farm shall be 1.5 mil-
lion US dollars at the start.

3. The farm shall be managed by the press-
man Mr. Ibrahim Alkarain owner of the re-
view ‘‘Alawda’ (The Return) and of the Pal-
estine Press Office to him and his partners.

We stress that the comrade leader Abu
Amar has the highest interest in the matter
as it will provide work to palestinians.

Respectfully

MUHAMMAD ZUHDI ALNASHASHIBY,

Finance Minister.
PALESTINIAN EcoNOMIC COUNCIL,

DEVELOPMENT AND RECONSTRUC-

TION (PECDAR),

November 11, 1994.
the comrade Mohammad Zuhdi
Alnashashiby, Finance Minister—Gaza.

We refer to your letter dated 19.11.1994 No.
M/30/266 and are to inform you immediately
that all the measures for the execution of
the instructions of the comrade leader Abu
Amar President of the National Palestinian
Authority concerning the financing of the
Palestinian Press Office Review Alawda, as
follows:

1. The necessary informations have been
obtained from the pressman Ibrahim
Tlkarain on his personal account in France
he and his partners Remonde Altaweel.

2. The transfer has been effected of 2.5 mil-
lion American dollars.

3. The bank has confirmed receipt of the
transfer.

4. The way of transfer is sophisticated and
the other party cannot in any way discover
the way and style which has been taken in
the transfer.

5. We have received an excessively impor-
tant letter from the comrade Remonda

To
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Altaweel confirming receipt of the whole
amount and thanking the comrade and be-
loved father Mr. Yasser Arafat ‘“‘Abu Amar”
with thanks from the Palestinian diaspora in
France.

Please inform the comrade Abu Amar
president of the National Authority that his
orders have been executed properly.

Respectfully,

Chairman, Palestinian Economic Council,

Development and Reconstruction (PEDCAR).

THE NATIONAL PALESTINIAN AU-
THORITY, MINISTRY OF FINANCE,
November 19, 1994.
To the Chairman of the Palestinian Eco-
nomic Council for Development and Re-
construction (PEDCAR), Jerusalem.

Greetings of return.

Whereas the National Palestinian Author-
ity encourages the saying of truth which
stands above all, and encourages the develop-
ment of a Palestinian press and journalists
that they utter the truth with no fear of any
danger anywhere and pursue the enemies of
the homeland and unveil them to the public,
therefore the comrade leader has proclaimed
as follows:

1. The Palestinian Press Office shall sup-
port the comrade journalist Ibrahim
Alkarain, the owner of the office which is
sited in Arab Jerusalem, the capital of Pal-
estine (Journal of the Return) and helping
him to purchase modern printing machines
and sophisticated computers and the pur-
chase of press offices and providing for pay-
ments of employees and pressmen.

2. The center of the said office shall be in
the Arab Jerusalem, the capital of the state
of Palestine.

3. A preliminary amount of 2.5 million US
dollars shall be provided in installments to
be decided on.

4. A financial arrangement shall be pro-
vided to expend the amount in a way which
will be convenient to (him).

Please take the necessary steps to execute
the aforesaid and have us informed.

Respectfully,

MUHAMMAD ZUHDI ALNASHASHIBY.
PALESTINIAN EcoNoMIC COUNCIL,

DEVELOPMENT AND RECONSTRUC-

TION (PECDAR),

August 23, 1994.
the comrade Mohammad Zuhdi
Alnashashiby, Finance Minister—Gaza.

Greetings of return.

Referring to your letter dated 15.8.1994 No.
MP/30/1994 which includes the matter of the
decree promulgated by the comrade leader
Abu Amar concerning the ‘‘inland Palestin-
ians” from among members of the Knesseth
and parties and philanthropic and coopera-
tive organizations and local councils and pri-
vate councils and churches ‘‘helps and con-
tributions’ and that this matter should be
held directly and intensively by the brother
Dr. Ahmad Tiby, we are to inform you as fol-
lows:

1. We have contacted Dr. Ahmad Tiby who
has visited our office personally and he pre-
fers not to talk on the telephone.

2. He has assured us of the necessity to
pursue the transfer in the same way.

3. We should inform him by code of the re-
ceipt of the amount in his account special
abroad.

4. The amount has been transferred and en-
tered in his account in due form.

Please inform the comrade leader Abu
Amar that the matter has been effected in
the most secret way due to the sensitivity of
the operations.

Respectfully,

To

Chairman.
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THE NATIONAL PALESTINIAN AU-
THORITY, MINISTRY OF FINANCE,
August 5, 1994.
To the Chairman of the Palestinian Eco-
nomic Council for Development and Re-
construction (PECDAR), Jerusalem.

Greetings of return.

Following our letter dated 7.8.1994 No. MN/
30/75 in the same matter on the basis of
building the auxiliary apparatus, the com-
rade leader Abu Amar has decided that the
activity of the National Palestinian Author-
ity should spread inside Israel and con-
centrate on the Arabs and inland Palestin-
ians and that this function should rest on
the comrade Dr. Ahmad Tiby and the com-
rades ought to be chosen from among the
members of the Knesseth, the Municipal and
Local Councils, the philanthropic organiza-
tions, the cooperatives, the villages and the
churches in view of gaining their collabora-
tion in achieving the following:

1. Helping the various parties which sup-
port the foundation of the Palestinian State
which will include Jerusalem.

2. Helping such local councils as are suf-
fering from financial deficit.

3. Contributing to the philanthropic and
cooperative associations.

4. Contributing to the village councils.

5. Contributing to the bishops and religious
persons who lead the churches of various
communities.

6. For these activities an amount of twenty
million US dollars shall be immediately re-
served.

As it was mentioned in my previous letter
the comrade leader Abu Amar recommends
that the activities of the said committee
should not be noticed by the public and they
should be far and away from journalists and
statesmen.

Respectfully,
MUHAMMAD ZUHDI ALNASHASHIBY,
Finance Minister.

PALESTINIAN EcoNOMIC COUNCIL,
DEVELOPMENT AND RECONSTRUC-
TION (PECDAR)

August 31, 1994.
the comrade Mohammad Zuhdi

Alnashashiby, Finance Minister—Gaza.

Greetings of Return.

Referring to your letter dated 25.8.1994 No.
MP/30/111 concerning the building of dwelling
flats in Arab Jerusalem and its suburbs by
decree of the leader comrade Abu Amar and
assigning the matter to Dr. Ahmad Tiby
with direct responsibility we are to clarify
the following:

1. The transfer of the amount of twelve
million dollars in the same way is not easy
now.

2. Half of the amount may be transferred
immediately (namely six million dollars) and
the other half may be paid after a month
from today.

3. The comrade Dr. Ahmad Tiby has con-
sented to divide the amount and has affirmed
that there is no urgency now and no preju-
dice will come out of the postponing.

Please convey the actual picture to the
comrade leader Abu Amar and clarify that
the amount of six million dollars has been
brought in the account of the comrade Dr.
Tiby when this letter will reach you.

Respectfully,

To

Chairman, Palestinian Economic Council,
Development and Reconstruction.
It is forbidden to read this document with-
out the special authorization of the Presi-
dent.
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THE NATIONAL PALESTINIAN AU-
THORITY, MINISTRY OF FINANCE,
August 25, 1994.
To the Chairman of the Palestinian Eco-
nomic Council for Development and Re-
construction (PECDAR)—Jerusalem.

Greetings of return.

In pursuance to our letter dated 15.8.1994
No. MF/30/93 (Dr. Ahmad Tiby) I am to in-
form you that the comrade leader Abu Amar
has instructed me to convey to you his de-
sire for the construction of dwelling flats in
the Arab Jerusalem and its suburbs in build-
ings of ten flats each or more in accordance
with the Town Planning Law (authorized)
and that for this purpose an amount of
twelve million US dollars should be assigned
and the project should not be registered in
the name of the National Palestinian Au-
thority lest it would attract reactions from
the other party which will be difficult for us
to solve. Therefore, it shall be arranged as
follows:

1. The comrade Dr. Ahmad Tiby shall be
responsible for the setting of this commis-
sion with reliable people under his chairman-
ship.

2. There is no objection to the participa-
tion in this project of landlords who wish so.

3. An architectural tactic shall be followed
whereby, if circumstances allow that, the
same maps shall be used so that the building
in all regions will be similar.

3.The moves of the commission should not
attract any attention.

Please deal with the matter in the most se-
cret way due to its sensitiveness and to the
position of the comrade Dr. Ahmad Tiby in
the region.

Respectfully,
MUHAMMAD ZUHDI ALNASHASHIBY,
Finance Minister.

PALESTINIAN  EcoNOMIC COUNCIL
(PECDAR)
August 17, 1994.
To the comrade Mohammad Zuhdi

Alnashashiby, Finance Minister—Gaza.
Greetings of Return.

With reference to your letter dated 7.8.1994
No. MP/30/75 relating to the decree of the
leader comrade Abu Amar concerning the
setting of a land corporation sited in the city
of Jerusalem which will specialize in pur-
chasing lands in Arab Jerusalem (Eastern)
the capital of the Palestinian State with the
will of God and in the Old City, we are to in-
form you the following:

1. We have contacted the comrade Dr.
Ahmad Tiby and have obtained from him the
bank informations and the way and style
which he prefers for the transfer of the re-
quired amount at the inception of this
project.

2. The method of transfer of the amount is
sophisticated and convincing. The other
party will never be able, to discover the way
and method whereby the transfer is effected.

3. We have contacted the bank to which
the transfer has been effected and it has con-
firmed its receipt.

Please assure the comrade leader Abu
Amar that the matter has been executed pre-
cisely and most secretly.

Respectfully,

s
Chairman.

It is forbidden to read this document with-
out the special authorization of the Presi-
dent

THE NATIONAL PALESTINIAN AU-
THORITY, MINISTRY OF FINANCE,
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August 2, 1994.
To the Chairman of the Palestinian Eco-
nomic Council for Development and Re-
construction (PECDAR)—Jerusalem

Greetings of return.

Since the National Palestinian Authority,
with the assistance of faithful palestinian
elements, is building various assisting appa-
ratus in view of strengthening the basis of
the palestinian state to which all aspire with
the help of God in our beloved homeland
while concentrating on the holy Jerusalem
in order to strengthen our position there and
intensify our presence in an active and
strong way;

And whereas we don’t want to have this ac-
tivity appear in the name of the National
Palestinian Authority lest it would be ex-
ploited counter for political aims in inter-
national circles by the other party and con-
sequently jeopardize the peace process and
the good name of the Palestinian Authority
in the international circles by the (missing
word) and mainly the American administra-
tion;

Therefore the comrade leader has decided
as follows:

1. To found a land corporation which will
be sited in Jerusalem, which will purchase
lands in East Jerusalem and in the Old City
and only in the name of this corporation.

2. The capital of the corporation shall be
fifteen million american dollars at the start.

3. The manager of the chairman of the
board will be Dr. Ahmad Tiby and the mem-
bers of the Board will be the following:

1. Bassam Tcdel Hameed Alsa’ih, 2. Haj
Faiz tk’ubaidy, 3. Abd Abu Diyab, 4. The law-
yer Ali Guzlan, 5. Abdel Rauf Abu Assab
(Abu Kaid), 6. Haj Tewfik Abu Zahra.

We stress that it is the desire of the com-
rade leader Abu Amar that the meetings of
this group should be held secretly and its ac-
tivities should not be noticed and it should
keep its documents and registries away from
the other party.

Respectfully,

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, if nobody
else is seeking recognition, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

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

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

AMENDMENT NO. 2724

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the pending amendment will
be set aside. The clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Maine [Mr. COHEN] pro-
poses an amendment numbered 2724.

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

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

The amendment is as follows:

At an appropriate place in the bill, insert
the following new section:

SEC. . REPORT ON RUSSIAN MILITARY OPER-
ATIONS.

(a) No later than three months after the
date of enactment of this act, the President
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shall declassify, to the maximum extent pos-
sible, and resubmit to the Congress the re-
port submitted to the Congress pursuant to
Section 528 of Public Law 103-236, with an ad-
dendum updating the information in the re-
port.

(b) The addendum referred to in subsection
(a) shall be unclassified to the maximum ex-
tent possible and shall address, inter alia—

(1) Russian compliance or lack of compli-
ance with the Russian-Moldovan agreement
of October 24, 1994, providing for the with-
drawal of Russian military forces from
Moldova, subsequent Russian deployments of
military forces to Moldova and Russian ef-
forts to secure long-term military basing
rights in Moldova;

(2) possible Russian complicity in the coup
attempt of September-October 1994 against
the government of Azerbaijan and the exer-
tion of Russian pressure to influence deci-
sions regarding the path of pipelines that
will carry Azerbaijan oil;

(3) Russian efforts or agreements to as-
sume partial or complete responsibility for
securing the borders of countries other than
Russia, using troops of the Russian Ministry
of Defense, Ministry of the Interior or any
other security agency of the Russian Federa-
tion;

(4) Russian efforts to integrate its armed
forces, other security forces, or intelligence
agencies with those of any other country and
the relationship of such efforts to the devel-
opment of institutions under the Common-
wealth of Independent States; and

(5) Russian compliance with the Treaty on
Conventional Armed Forces in Europe and
the Organization on Security and Coopera-
tion in Europe’s Code of Conduct on the Po-
litico-Military Aspects of Security.

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, early last
year, Mr. President, the Senate adopt-
ed an amendment I offered to require
the President to submit a report on the
revised Russian military doctrine and
Russian military operations outside
Russia’s border.

The report was necessary because
Russia has been engaging in a system-
atic effort to regain effective control
over the countries that formerly made
up the Soviet Union. The tools Moscow
has been using in this effort have in-
cluded economic, political, and mili-
tary, including blatant military inter-
vention and covert military actions.

Moscow fomented secessionist war on
Georgia, bringing the government of
Eduard Shevardnadze to the brink of
defeat. Once Moscow had coerced him
to capitulate to its demands to join the
Commonwealth of Independent States
and give Moscow permanent military
bases, Russian troops rushed in to keep
the peace.

In Moldova, Russian troops assisted
ethnic Russian secessionists establish a
self-proclaimed independent republic
sandwiched between Moldova and
Ukraine’s western border.

In oil-rich Azerbaijan, Russian troops
provided assistance to rebel forces that
overthrew the democratically elected
government and then may have sup-
ported coup efforts against the new
government once it refused to succumb
to Moscow’s effort to dictate to it on
oil policies.

Russian troops are heavily involved
in the civil war in Tajikistan and pa-
trol the borders of Tajikistan and Ar-
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menia, putting them once again on
NATO’s border.

The revised Russian military doc-
trine asserts Russia’s right to inter-
vene militarily throughout the terri-
tory that was the Soviet Union.

And so the Senate adopted the
amendment requiring the President to
tell us and the American people what
the Russian military was doing and
what the implications were for Amer-
ican and allied security.

But when the President submitted
the report last September, it was clas-
sified from cover to cover, even though
much of the report did not warrant
being restricted by a security classi-
fication. The decision to throw a cloak
of secrecy over this report probably
was not related to the fact that it was
submitted just a few days after his
Washington summit with President
Yeltsin. I am only speculating here,
but perhaps the administration did not
want to embarrass President Yeltsin,
although it is not clear that he would
have been embarrassed at all. Just
prior to the summit, President Yeltsin
embraced a Russian Foreign Intel-
ligence Service report calling for re-
integration of the former Soviet repub-
lic into a single economic and defense
zone, complete with a unified military
command and a Russian nuclear um-
brella.

Perhaps the administration was wor-
ried about being embarrassed itself
given its acquiescence to Russia mili-
tary adventures.

In any case—no need to speculate
about this—the decision to classify the
report from cover to cover has pre-
vented Congress from conducting a
complete public debate about Russian
actions and the administration’s policy
toward Russia, and it has prevented the
American people from becoming fully
informed on these matters.

And so I am offering an amendment
today to require that the report be de-
classified to the maximum extent pos-
sible. The amendment also requires
submission of an addendum, unclassi-
fied to the maximum extent possible,
updating the information in the report.

Among the more recent issues that
need to be addressed in the addendum
are the agreement Prime Minister
Chernomyrdin signed last October to
withdraw Russian troops from Moldova
within 3 years, which Moscow now
seeks to nullify by pressuring Moldova
for permanent basing rights. There
have been further coup attempts in
Azerbaijan in which Moscow might
have had a hand as part of its intense
effort to compel Azerbaijan to ship its
oil through a Russian pipeline. Moscow
continues its pressures to unify the de-
fense policies of the newly independent
states, with President Yeltsin person-
ally endorsing the effort just last week.
And Moscow seems intent on blatantly
violating the Treaty on Conventional
Armed Forces in Europe, the so-called
CFE Treaty, which the administration
has called the cornerstone of post-cold-
war European military stability but
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which the administration is not pro-
posing to amend in response to Russian
threats to abandon the treaty.

Ironically, the Russians now object.
After having negotiated and signed and
ratified the CFE treaty—they now ob-
ject to its provisions.

So, clearly, the need for a well in-
formed public debate is greater today
than when the Senate voted on this
last year, calling for the President’s re-
port. The amendment I offer would en-
sure that such a debate can take place
in Congress, in the media, and in other
public fora. So I urge my colleagues to
accept, or if not accept, adopt the
amendment.

Mr. McCONNELL. I thank the Sen-
ator from Maine for bringing up a real-
ly, I think, significant issue, just the
continued presence of Russian troops
in the former Soviet Republics, and
how that intimidates those young de-
mocracies.

So I think the amendment of the
Senator is very well advised. This is
the kind of information, it seems to
me, that ought to be shared. I com-
mend him for his amendment and I am
prepared to support it. I am aware of
no opposition on this side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I have
earlier discussed his amendment with
the Senator from Maine. There is much
I find very appealing, for a number of
the reasons that he has laid out. There
have been just a couple of questions
raised on this side. I wonder if we
might delay any action just for a few
more minutes.

What I am going to do is suggest the
absence of a quorum, but it will be only
for a very few—I see the chairman may
have something else to say about it.
But I suggest, in a few more minutes
we may be able to resolve this whole
issue. I am sure that would be agree-
able to the Senator from Maine.

Mr. COHEN. I have no objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, let
me say in conclusion on the Cohen
amendment, I think Senator KERRY
will be here shortly to, as well, offer an
amendment upon which a rollcall will
be required.

Mr. DPAMATO. Mr. President, I rise
to discuss with the chairman of the
subcommittee an issue of importance
regarding the opening of offices for the
Federal Bureau of Investigation and
the Secret Service in the triborder area
of Argentina, Brazil, and Paraguay.
This area has been identified as ex-
tremely dangerous with criminal and
terrorist elements running rampant in
the area. Today’s organized terrorist
and criminal organizations are inter-
national in nature and the presence of
these agencies is of paramount impor-
tance to the security of the United
States and its elected officials. The
subcommittee, in its deliberations saw
the preponderance of these criminal ac-
tivities and appropriated funds for the
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establishment and maintenance of of-
fices for both agencies. The bill in its
current form allocates $5 million for
both agencies to establish and main-
tain offices. It is my understanding
that this appropriation is to be split
evenly between the Federal Bureau of
Investigation and the Secret Service,
$2.5 million per agency. I realize that
this was the intent of the sub-
committee and I merely wanted the op-
portunity to ensure that the RECORD
accurately reflects this appropriation.

Mr. McCCONNELL. Mr. President, the
Senator from New York is correct, and
I thank him for his concern. This ap-
propriation is intended to fund the es-
tablishment and maintenance of offices
for the Federal Bureau of Investigation
and the Secret Service. The intent of
the subcommittee is for these funds to
be split evenly between the two agen-
cies. I understand the ambiguity of the
wording in the bill and I hope this dia-
log will answer any questions or uncer-
tainties.

Mr. D’ AMATO. I thank my friend and
colleague for that clarification. I feel
the importance and immediacy of fill-
ing these law enforcement positions
should not be delayed to bureaucratic
debate on the amount of funds awarded
to the different agencies.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
THOMAS). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

The

AMENDMENT NO. 2724

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, we
have now cleared the Cohen amend-
ment on both sides. I am not aware of
any need for further debate.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, as I noted
earlier, I support the Cohen amend-
ment. I wanted to doublecheck with a
couple of people on this side. I appre-
ciate the Senator from Maine and the
Senator from Kentucky delaying ac-
tion while we did that. That checking
has been done.

I compliment the Senator from
Maine on his amendment. It is accept-
able on this side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
is further debate, the question is on
agreeing to the amendment of the Sen-
ator from Maine.

The amendment (No. 2724) was agreed
to.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which
the amendment was agreed to.

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. HARKIN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, par-
liamentary inquiry: What is the situa-
tion before the Senate right now?
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
pending amendment is No. 2712 offered
by the Senator from Alaska.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, so my
understanding is that for any amend-
ment offered there has to be unani-
mous consent to lay aside that amend-
ment. Is that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to set the amend-
ment aside.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. McCONNELL. Objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
might say I would like to discuss the
matter with Senator HARKIN. For the
time being I would object to laying the
amendment aside until I see what he
would like to achieve.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I have a
sense-of-the-Senate resolution which I
am going to offer on the bill at some
point. I figured since there was a lull in
the proceedings, we do not need to take
much time.

Senator FEINGOLD and I have an
amendment which we would enter into
a time agreement on. It is a sense-of-
the-Senate resolution. I figured there
was no one else doing anything around
noontime.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
would be happy during the quorum to
discuss with the Senator from Iowa
what he has in mind. Maybe I would
not have an action to laying aside the
current amendment. I would like to
have a sense of what we are doing here.

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

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

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that floor privi-
leges be granted to Stephanie Eglinton,
a Javits fellow currently on Senator
BIDEN’s staff, for the duration of debate
on the Foreign Operations Appropria-
tions Act.

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

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
say to my friend from Iowa, would he
be agreeable to vote on a motion to
table his amendment at a quarter to 1?

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that there be a vote on the Harkin
amendment, on or in relation to the
Harkin amendment at 12:45.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and it
is so ordered.

Mr. HARKIN. I thank the Senator.

Mr. President, did I understand the
unanimous consent that there would be
a tabling motion at quarter to 1 with
no amendments to my amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
a vote ordered on the amendment or in
relation to the amendment at 12:45.

Mr. McCONNELL. I might say to the
Senator from Iowa, it would be my in-
tention to offer a motion to table at
that point.

Mr. HARKIN. A plain motion to
table?

Mr. McCONNELL. Yes, a plain mo-
tion to table.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, could we
ask unanimous consent that no other
motions or amendments be in order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. McCONNELL. I have no objec-
tion.

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

Mr. HARKIN. I thank the Chair. I
thank the floor managers.

AMENDMENT NO. 2725
(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate
on the conference on S. 4., the Line-Item

Veto Act)

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I have
an amendment I send to the desk and
ask for its immediate consideration on
behalf of myself, Senator FEINGOLD,
Senator DORGAN, and Senator BRAD-
LEY.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HARKIN], for
himself, Mr. FEINGOLD, Mr. DORGAN, and Mr.
BRADLEY, proposes an amendment numbered
2725:

The amendment is as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE ON THE CON-
FERENCE ON S. 4., THE LINE ITEM
VETO ACT.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—

(1) the line item veto was a major plank in
the House majority’s ‘‘Contract With Amer-
ica” and has received strong bipartisan sup-
port in the 104th Congress;

(2) the House of Representatives on Feb-
ruary 6, 1995, passed H.R. 2, the Line Item
Veto Act of 1995, on a vote of 294-134;

(3) the Senate on March 23, 1995, passed S.
4, the Separate Enrollment and Line Item
Veto Act of 1995, on a vote of 69-29;

(4) the House of Representatives passed S.
4, with the text of H.R. 2 inserted, by voice
vote on May 17, 1995, 50 days after passage by
the Senate;

(5) notwithstanding the failure of the
House of Representatives to request a con-
ference, the Senate disagreed with the House
amendment, requested a conference, and ap-
pointed conferees on S. 4 on June 20, 1995;
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(6) the House of Representatives appointed
conferees on September 7, 1995, 168 days after
both Houses of the Congress had passed line
item veto legislation;

(7) with the passage of time, it increasingly
appears that the Congress may pass and send
to the President not only the appropriations
bills for fiscal year 1996 but also the rec-
onciliation bill required by H. Con. Res. 67
(the concurrent resolution setting forth the
congressional budget for fiscal years 1996,
1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, and 2002) without
first passing and sending to the President a
line item veto bill;

(8) it is now only 9 days until the end of the
fiscal year when the fiscal year 1996 appro-
priation bills need to become law in order to
avoid disruption of the Government services;
and

(9) the conferees on S. 4 still have not met.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that—

(1) the conferees on S. 4 should meet by
September 26;

(2) the conferees should expeditiously re-
solve the differences between the 2 bills in
sufficient time for the House of Representa-
tives and the Senate to consider the con-
ference report on S. 4 prior to the time the
President is required to act upon the first
fiscal year 1996 appropriation bill; and

(3) if the conferees do not complete action
on the conference report in time to allow for
the House of Representatives and Senate to
consider the conference report prior to the
time the President is required to act upon
the fiscal year 1996 appropriation bills, S. 4
should, to the extent possible, contain provi-
sions making the provisions of S. 4 applica-
ble to the fiscal year 1996 appropriation bills
and the 1995 reconciliation bill.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, this res-
olution provides that the conferees
meet on the line-item legislation by
next Tuesday, September 26.

This sense-of-the-Senate amendment
provides that Congress move forward
and send the line-item veto legislation
to the President expeditiously. It calls
on the conferees, as I said, to meet by
next Tuesday, and further calls on the
conferees to resolve their differences
and bring a conference report to the
floor in time for the President to use
the authority of the line-item veto on
the first fiscal year 1996 appropriations
bills. And if the conferees do not com-
plete action by that time, the amend-
ment provides that it is the sense of
the Senate that the conferees should
include a provision to make it effective
for the fiscal year 1996 bills already
signed.

Mr. President, this body passed a
line-item veto bill on March 23. The
other body passed it on February 6. It
was part of their so-called 100-day Con-
tract With America. But we had to
wait not 100 days, or 130, or 140, or 150,
we had to wait 168 days for the other
body just to appoint conferees.

One of the major items that they
wanted—it took them 168 days just to
appoint conferees. Days rolled by,
weeks rolled by, months rolled by. Still
no conferees. Finally, on August 1 Sen-
ator DORGAN proposed a sense-of-the-
Senate resolution calling on the other
body to appoint conferees on the line-
item veto legislation. It passed on a
vote of 83-14 in this Senate.

And on September 7, the conferees
were finally appointed. But to this very
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day they have not even met. And they
have not even scheduled a day to meet.
Imagine that? Passed the House on
February 6. It passed here on March 23.
They appointed the conferees 168 days
later. Still have not even met. Unfortu-
nately, we have just 10 days before the
end of the fiscal year. And we are not
much further than we were a half-year
ago toward passing a line-item veto.

Mr. President, I must confess, I am a
little confused. I thought this was sup-
posed to be priority legislation of the
majority party. I thought we needed it
now—not next month, not next year,
not next decade, but now. And I
thought I heard that the line-item veto
was too important to take a back seat
to partisan politics.

Well, I know what the cynics might
say, ‘“‘Wait a second. I know what is
going on here. The majority does not
want to hand this new power over to a
Democratic President.”

I have to say that could not be the
case. After all, on the day that the
line-item veto passed the House, the
Speaker of the House, Speaker GING-
RICH said:

It does show our sincerity, I think, that we
are prepared to deal with giving President
Clinton increased power because we think it
is good for America.

On the day the legislation passed the
Senate, our majority leader, Senator
DOLE, said:

During the 1980’s, opponents of the line-
item veto used to say that Republicans sup-
ported it only because a Republican hap-
pened to be President at the time. With the
passage of this measure we hope to dispel
that myth once and for all. We believe that
any President of the United States, as Chief
Executive, should be given more power to re-
duce Federal spending. .. . Now we are in the
majority, and we are prepared . . . to give
this authority to a Democratic President.

So, Mr. President, this could not cer-
tainly be about partisan politics. This
could not be about a Republican Con-
gress and Democratic President. So let
us move forward.

Now, Mr. President, I do not think
that the line-item veto is a panacea for
everything. I had concerns and still
have some concerns about it. But I also
see the huge job we face in responsibly
balancing the budget. I believe the
time has come to use all the tools we
have. And the line-item veto is one of
those tools. We need every effective
tool to weed out the wasteful spending
and cut the pork and not the people. It
will help this country reach a balanced
budget more easily and hopefully more
quickly.

Let me repeat the words of the ma-
jority leader.

We all believe that any President of the
United States, as Chief Executive, should be
given more power to reduce Federal spend-
ing. If we cannot control ourselves—maybe
the Chief Executive can help.

I believe that the conferees and the
congressional leadership owe the Amer-
ican people a proposal that will pass
the House and the Senate and be sent
to the President so he has the ability
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to exercise the line-item veto on appro-
priate provisions in the 13 appropria-
tions bill that we are now passing. It
can and should be done. Let us have a
conference report before the House and
the Senate by the end of this month so
this President can exercise the line-
item veto that the majority party has
said for so long that they want to give
to the President.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. FEINGOLD addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin.

Mr. FEINGOLD. I thank the Chair,
and I especially thank my colleague
and friend from Iowa, Mr. HARKIN, who
has taken the lead on this. I am de-
lighted to participate with him, along
with the Senator from North Dakota,
Mr. DORGAN, and the Senator from New
Jersey, Mr. BRADLEY, in expressing the
sense of the Senate that the conferees
on S. 4, the line-item veto bill, should,
by September 26, expeditiously resolve
the differences of the two Houses in
time to consider the conference report
on S. 4 prior to the President needing
to sign the fiscal year 1996 appropria-
tions bills and also this year’s rec-
onciliation bill.

If the conferees do not complete ac-
tion on the conference report in time
to allow Congress to consider the re-
port, prior to the President signing of
the fiscal year 1996 appropriations bills
and this year’s reconciliation bill, as
the Senator from Iowa pointed out,
this amendment further expresses the
sense of the Senate that the line-item
veto conference report should, to the
extent possible, contain provisions
making the bill applicable to the fiscal
year 1996 appropriations bills and the
1995 reconciliation bill. Simply stated
it would give this President, President
Clinton, the opportunity to clean out
some of the pork in the bills that we
may pass in next few weeks this year
instead of having to wait until next
year.

Mr. President, the Senate passed S. 4,
the Line-Item Veto Act of 1995 on
March 23, many months ago. A few
weeks earlier, in early February, the
other body had passed their own
version of this important legislation.
And this was trumpeted quite loudly
throughout the country as one of the
leading items in the so-called Contract
With America. For something other
than an emergency appropriations bill,
that was very rapid consideration, and
I would say in this case rightly so.

The line-item veto proposal, in one
form or another, in my view, could be
a useful tool to help reduce the Federal
deficit and balance the Federal budget
and more importantly to bring reform
to the whole budget process. Indeed the
line-item veto was part of the so-called
Contract With America agenda and ini-
tially being given this kind of expe-
dited treatment.

But, Mr. President, the expedited
treatment of the line-item veto ended
some time ago. The line-item veto bill
began to slow and eventually it stalled
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and it remains stalled. The other body
did not ask for a conference committee
until mid-May, and it was a month be-
fore the Senate appointed conferees.
Until last week the other body had still
to appoint its own conferees.

Now, Mr. President, some have sug-
gested that the failure of the other
body to appoint conferees in a timely
manner and the general slowing down
of the measure was partisan in nature,
the delay was a deliberate effort by
leadership to deny President Clinton
an effective budget tool during this
very crucial period of time when we
have to consider appropriations bills
and reconciliation and the overriding
need to balance the budget as soon as
possible.

I hope this is not the case. Certainly
in this body it has to be said that one
of the leading proponents of the line-
item veto has been the senior Senator
from Arizona [Mr. McCAIN], a Repub-
lican. Now, I know he supports moving
rapidly on this question and to give
this President this new authority in
time to address this year’s budget
measures.

It has been my privilege to work with
Senator MCCAIN on a number of reform
measures including a number that tar-
get these very budget practices that
tend to load up our bills with pork and
they cannot be eliminated because of
the lack of a line-item veto. I was espe-
cially pleased that an amendment we
offered to the line-item veto bill relat-
ing to emergency appropriations was
also included in the Senate version of
the measure. So this also is dependent
on moving quickly on the line-item
veto issue.

Senator MCCAIN is committed to
budget reform. And I believe many of
his Republican colleagues in this body
share that commitment. I believe that
they are ready and willing to provide
President Clinton with the line-item
veto authority in time to exercise it
during this budget cycle.

However, Mr. President, as I noted, it
was not until last week that the other
body finally appointed conferees that
allowed Congress the opportunity to
come to an agreement on this impor-
tant issue and give this President,
President Clinton, the flexibility that
he needs to shape this Federal budget.
With the fiscal year almost at an end,
and work on various appropriations
bills and reconciliation measures
scheduled to be completed in the next
few weeks, this delay in hammering
out a line-item veto measure may well
jeopardize our ability to provide Presi-
dent Clinton with this very important
additional authority.

This amendment we are offering
today speaks to this very issue by ex-
pressing the sense of the Senate that if
a new line-item veto authority is cre-
ated, that this President be able to act
on that authority on this year’s appro-
priations measures and this year’s rec-
onciliation bill.

This amendment allows Members to
go on record to refute those who would
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suggest that the line-item delay is par-
tisan. And in doing so, it also expresses
clear support to allow the President to
begin to exercise the kind of specific
budget pruning that many of us feel is
a necessary response to the budget
abuses that do persist in this year’s ap-
propriations bills. Pork did not end in
this place on November 8. I have a sus-
picion it increased over the 103d Con-

gress.
Just last month, my friend and col-
league, Senator MCCAIN, who has

helped form a number of colleagues
into a group of pork busters, took to
the floor and specifically identified a
number of problems with the fiscal
year 1996 defense appropriations bill.
He mentioned an appropriation of $20
million to fund an unauthorized trans-
fer of federally owned educational fa-
cilities on military installations to
local education agencies.

He mentioned a transfer that was not
even reviewed by the Armed Services
Committee. He mentioned a $1 million
earmark for the marine and environ-
mental research and training station,
also unauthorized, and he mentioned
that this was contrary to the wishes of
the Navy.

Senator MCCAIN also mentioned the
granting of authority for the Coast
Guard to draw $300 million from the de-
fense business operations fund, a new
authority that I am informed was not
considered by the Armed Services Com-
mittee.

So, Mr. President, there are many ex-
amples, but these are good examples of
the kinds of provisions that could and
should be eliminated with the appro-
priate application of the line-item
veto, and there are equally good can-
didates for line-item veto review by the
President in other appropriations bills
as well.

I do not think any fairminded person
would suggest that this year’s crop of
appropriations bills is sufficiently pure
of budgetary mischief that the line-
item veto authority should be post-
poned until next year. There is plenty
that needs to be taken out now.

That should be reason enough to act
on a line-item veto in a timely manner,
but I also believe there is another, pos-
sibly more important reason for acting
quickly, and it goes to the heart of the
original line-item veto debate.

Mr. President, I supported the line-
item veto measure as it passed this
body, and hope to support a conference
committee agreement as well, but the
question is a very close one for me.

I have deep concerns about the poten-
tial abuse of an overly expansive line-
item veto authority.

In Wisconsin, we have seen the abuse
of an overly broad veto authority by a
number of Governors, and it is safe to
say that no one anticipated the extent
of those abuses when the line-item veto
authority was first contemplated.

The current Governor, Governor
Thompson, has used the veto authority
not only to rewrite entire laws, but to
increase spending and increase taxes.
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In the hands of a President, that kind
of abusive authority would not only de-
feat the intent of those who have advo-
cated expanded veto authority, it could
well upset the checks and balances so
carefully designed by the Framers of
the Constitution.

That is the potential peril of the line-
item veto, and I believe it is shared by
many of my colleagues who supported
S. 4 as it passed the Senate.

If the cynics are right, and the line-
item veto measure is being deliberately
stalled to gain partisan advantage by
denying a Democratic President the
opportunity to use this new tool, then
there may be real cause for concern
about what the end product of the con-
ference committee will be.

Partisan political advantage is an ir-
responsible and reckless basis on which
to establish this additional authority
for the President.

A new line-item veto authority craft-
ed on such a foundation may well be
susceptible to being overly broad, and
one that is subject to Presidential
abuse when the authority is finally
granted.

Instead of fashioning a useful tool to
help shape a better, learner budget, a
line-item veto authority that is driven
by partisan considerations could dra-
matically shift the balance of power
between the legislative and executive
branches that was so carefully crafted
by the Framers of the Constitution.

Mr. President, I very much view our
amendment as an insurance policy
against just such a disaster.

If the Republican-controlled con-
ference committee knows that a Presi-
dent of the opposing party is to have
this new expanded authority, they will
be less likely to structure a line-item
veto that would allow the kind of abuse
we have seen in Wisconsin.

And the taxpayers are doubly win-
ners.

First, because a modest line-item
veto authority will be exercised all the
sooner.

And second, because future Presi-
dents of either party will not become
backdoor emperors that can dictate to
Congress.

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues
to support this amendment, to dem-
onstrate to cynics that at least this
body is sincere in its support of a line-
item veto, and to ensure that this
year’s budget gets the kind of thorough
review to which taxpayers are entitled.

I will conclude by saying that I see
that the Senator from North Dakota,
who has been a great leader on this
issue, is here. I defer to him at this
point, given the limited time that is
available.

Mr. MCcCONNELL
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, this
vote is currently scheduled for quarter
to 1. I ask unanimous consent that the
vote occur at 10 minutes to 1 and
that—how much time does the Senator
from West Virginia desire?

addressed the
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Mr. BYRD. I would like to have
about 5 days on it, but since you only
have 5 minutes, that will be fine.

Mr. MCCONNELL. The Senator from
West Virginia will have the last 5 min-
utes before the vote, at which point I
be recognized to make a motion to
table.

Mr. HARKIN. Reserving the right to
object, since we have about 20 minutes
left for debate, I wonder if we can at
least equally divide whatever time is
remaining.

Mr. MCCONNELL. I think that will
be fine, divide the remaining time until
10 minutes to 1 evenly.

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

Mr. DORGAN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, may I
inquire of the Senator from Iowa if I
might speak for 5 minutes?

Mr. HARKIN. How much time do we
have, Mr. President?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
are 20 minutes remaining, and each
side has 10 minutes.

Mr. HARKIN. I yield 5 minutes to the
Senator.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, it is
very rare these days that I disagree
with my friend, the distinguished Sen-
ator from West Virginia, Senator
BYRD. I have watched him on the floor,
and he almost always comes to the
floor right on the bull’s eye of an issue.

In this case, however, we have a dis-
agreement. He will no doubt speak elo-
quently, as he does, in his opposition to
the line-item veto, but I reached a dif-
ferent conclusion on this issue.

I voted for and supported a line-item
veto when President Reagan was Presi-
dent, believing as a Democrat that this
President, President Reagan, ought to
have a line-item veto. I felt the same
way and voted the same way when
President Bush was President, and I
feel the same way now that President
Clinton is President.

The Senator from Iowa says, ‘‘Let’s
get moving.” We passed a line-item
veto bill, the Senate passed a line-item
veto bill, it is in the Contract With
America, and yet it has been stalled.
Why? I assume it has been stalled be-
cause some folks want to talk about it
more than they want to do it. They
prefer that a line-item veto be given to
a Republican President but not a
Democratic President.

Let me describe to you why I think a
line-item veto might be appropriate for
the interest of the taxpayers in this
country. We recently had a Defense bill
on the floor of the Senate, both an au-
thorization bill and an appropriations
bill. If you take a look at the Defense
bill, No. 1, it spent $7 billion more than
the Department said they wanted to
defend this country. In other words,
the Defense Department said, ‘‘Here
are our needs for defense purposes,”
and then the Senate added $7 billion
more.
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They decided that we should buy
trucks that the Defense Department
says we do not need; we should buy
submarines the Defense Department
says we do not want; we should buy jet
fighter planes that the Defense Depart-
ment did not ask for.

And the hood ornament, in my judg-
ment, on all of the pork that exists in
these bills, especially that bill, was in
the Defense authorization bill. Some-
one wrote in, with no hearings and no
discussion, that we should buy blimps,
$60 million to buy blimps in the De-
fense authorization bill. It apparently
is the Hindenburg strategy of defense.
It demonstrates that hot air exists all
over this town, even in the bowels of
the Defense authorization bill to spend
$60 million without a hearing and with-
out thoughtful discussion to buy
blimps.

I speak only as one, but I guess I
would like to see when the Defense au-
thorization committee or Appropria-
tions Committee says, ‘“‘Let’s buy
trucks’” that we do not need, that
somebody might be able to say, ‘“Well,
I’'m going to veto that line. There is no
sense buying trucks we don’t need for
the military.”

Or when somebody says, ‘‘let’s buy
blimps,” without a hearing on why we
need blimps to defend America, maybe
someone can get out a veto pen and
say, “I’'m sorry, in the interest of the
American taxpayer, that is something
we ought not do.” That is why a line-
item veto makes sense; you can go into
those bills and do it.

In the recent defense bill, they resur-
rect star wars. They have $300 million
to build a new star wars project with
an accelerated deployment in 1999. The
President says, ‘“That does not make
any sense. In my judgment, it is an
awful waste of the taxpayers’ money.”’
If the President had the line-item veto,
the President could go into that appro-
priations bill and just veto the line for
star wars, veto the line that says,
“Let’s spend $300 million we don’t have
to build something we don’t need.”

I would like the President to have
that veto power. Why does he not have
it? Because we have a lot of folks who
are stalling and foot dragging. They
talk about the line-item veto, but they
really do not believe in it. Had they be-
lieved in it, they would have brought
that back from conference.

Mr. President, do you know some-
thing? They have not even been to con-
ference—have not even been to con-
ference. Month after month after
month they roar and bellow around
here having press conferences and all
kinds of charades on the steps of the
Capitol talking about what they stand
for, what they fight for. The fact is,
what they fight for is evident on the
floor of the Senate and the House.
They do not fight so hard for the line-
item veto. Apparently, they are willing
to pass it and talk about it, but they
are not ever willing to go to con-
ference.
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The Senator from Iowa is saying, let
us get this thing to conference, get it
back and get it done. If you believe in
it, as you say you do, join us, let us fin-
ish the job. Let us give this President
the opportunity with the line-item
veto to write a line through some
blimps, strike a line through some star
wars, get rid of some trucks, yes, even
get rid of a few submarines that this
country does not need and is now going
to apparently ask the taxpayers to pay
for it.

That is why we should have the line-
item veto. I hope we adopt the amend-
ment Senator HARKIN offers. I intend
to support it.

Mr. President, I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

Mr. McCONNELL. How much time do
I have, Mr. President?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Ten min-
utes.

Mr. MCCONNELL. I yield 8 minutes
to the distinguished Senator from West
Virginia.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank
the distinguished Senator from Ken-
tucky [Mr. MCCONNELL].

Mr. President, I was not informed
that there was about to be a time limi-
tation on this amendment. I just hap-
pened to be eating one of those ‘‘coal
miner’s steaks,” one of those bologna
sandwiches, downstairs in my office
when I heard the booming voice of my
friend from Iowa, Mr. HARKIN, coming
across the TV screen advocating this
piece of foolishness.

I was somewhat surprised that no-
body had called me to see if I had any
objections to limiting the time on this
amendment. I think everybody in the
Senate, including all the staff, knows
that I do not enter into time agree-
ments on line-item veto amendments
or constitutional amendments to bal-
ance the budget.

Nevertheless, ‘‘the moving finger
writes; and, having writ, moves on,” so
we are limited as to our time.

I hope that the Senate will table this
silly amendment and do so with an
overwhelming vote. Number one, the
Senate should not be trying to tell the
other body what it should do. Under
the Senate rules, Senators on this floor
are not supposed to criticize any Mem-
ber of the other body or criticize the
other body concerning its work. Cer-
tainly, we are not supposed to attempt
to instruct, in any way, the other body
as to how it should act.

Now, we are going to get ourselves
into a situation where, in the House,
they will be making speeches critical
of the Senate or adopting measures
that seek to instruct Senate conferees,
as this amendment would instruct
House conferees. I think we ought to be
very careful about floor action or de-
bate that can disturb the comity be-
tween the two Houses.

It works two ways. This rule is a
good rule.

Secondly, Mr. President, this is truly
a political maneuver. I want, as much
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as anybody, to oppose many of the ef-
forts being made by Senators on both
sides of the aisle, and Members on both
sides of the Capitol, to cut or emas-
culate vital programs. Some programs
need to be cut. Some funding programs
need to be reduced. Some, perhaps,
need to be eliminated. But I think that
we are going too far in some of the
things that are being advocated by the
party that is now in control of both
Houses.

I expect to see the President use his
veto on occasions when merit would re-
quire it. I will be among the foremost
in defending some of the programs that
stand to be cut or in opposing mis-
guided policies. As ranking member on
the Senate Appropriations Committee,
I am confronted with such problems
every day. So I am not at all happy
with some of the actions that are tak-
ing place around here.

But this amendment is a political
move. I do not think it is a very wor-
thy one. It is never worthy to play pol-
itics with the Constitution of the
United States. I will say it this way. I
have great respect for the Senators
who are advocating this approach.
Their intentions are good. But I must
say that I am a little surprised at some
of those who are advocating it. I am
under the impression that some of the
supporters of this amendment have
been against the line-item veto in the
past. Yet, now they, apparently, are
advocating that this President be given
the line-item veto.

I do not advocate that any President
be given the line-item veto. I was
against it when Mr. Reagan was Presi-
dent. I was against it when Mr. Bush
was President. I am against it now that
Mr. Clinton is President. I do not think
it is appropriate for us on the Demo-
cratic side to be against a line-item
veto when there is a Republican Presi-
dent in the White House and then to be
for it when we have a Democrat in the
White House. It tinkers with the Con-
stitution and flies in the face of the
separation of powers, and checks and
balances, which constitute the very pil-
lar of our republican system of Govern-
ment. I think it is a mistake for us on
the Democratic side to advocate giving
this President, President Clinton, a
line-item veto.

In the final paragraph, the amend-
ment advocates or proposes that the
conference report on S. 4 contain lan-
guage making the provisions of S. 4 ap-
plicable to the fiscal year 1996 appro-
priations bills and the 1995 reconcili-
ation bill—in other words, making it
retroactive. I think that is a mistake,
Mr. President. I am sorry that I have
to come to the floor at this time and
make these few comments. But I feel so
deeply about the line-item veto. I
think it is a surrender of the authori-
ties and powers of the legislative
branch to the executive branch.

I think Members will rue the day if
the line-item veto ever becomes part of
the Constitution or part of the law of
this land. Frankly, I do not think the
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line-item veto can be given to the
President by legislation. I think that it
would require a constitutional amend-
ment to give the President a line-item
veto. We cannot change the Constitu-
tion of the United States by legisla-
tion—resolution or otherwise. Now,
this is just a sense-of-the-Senate
amendment and, therefore, it will not
have much impact anyhow. However, it
is the wrong direction in which to
move.

Mr. President, Nero, the Roman Em-
peror who reigned from 54 to 68 A.D.,
was condemned by the Senate. When he
heard that the Senate had passed a de-
cree condemning him, he fled. He was
in the company of one of his servants
and two or three friends, and they fled
to a country house, where he sought to
remain hidden from the Senate. When
he heard the sound of horses’ feet ap-
proaching—bearing the Senate-ap-
pointed enforcers of the execution de-
cree—he tried to get one of those per-
sons who were with him to die first so
as to show him—Nero—how to die, and
thus give him the courage to die. But
he had no takers. So when the horses’
hooves sounded louder and louder and
were almost upon him, he put a dagger
to his throat and said, ‘I die shame-
fully.”

Mr. President, the day that the Con-
gress hands to the President the line-
item veto, the Congress will put a dag-
ger to its own throat and it will ‘“‘die
shamefully.”

I hope that the manager of the bill
will move to table this iniquitous
amendment and that it will be tabled
overwhelmingly.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
will soon move to table the Harkin
amendment and ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mo-
tion is not in order until the Senator
has utilized his time.

The Senator from Iowa.

Mr. HARKIN. I thank the Chair. I un-
derstand the opposition of the Senator
from West Virginia, which has been
long, constant, consistent, and elo-
quent. I understand that.

However, I point out that some of the
words he used, like ‘‘foolish’ and
“silly” and all that—I simply point
out, Mr. President, that on August 1 of
this year, the Senate passed a similar
resolution, stating it is the sense of the
Senate that the Speaker of the House
should move to appoint conferees on
S. 4 immediately so that the House and
Senate may resolve their differences on
this important legislation.

That resolution passed 83 to 14 in this
body.

Mr. BYRD. Will the Senator
whether or not it had my vote?

Mr. HARKIN. Of course, it did not
have the vote of the Senator from West
Virginia. I wanted to point out that it
was a sense-of-the-Senate resolution. It
dealt with the Speaker of the House.
We have done this before many times.
It passed 83 to 14. I also point out to
the Senator from West Virginia that

state
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there was a 30-minute time limit, also,
on that resolution on August 1. So we
operated under a 30-minute time limit
at that time.

Mr. President, again, this is similar
to the Dorgan resolution of August 1. It
passed 83 to 14.

All we are saying in this resolution
is, wait a minute, it is time for the
conferees to meet.

Now, I have been informed that there
is maybe tentatively possibly a meet-
ing on September 27, not that it has
been published or anything like that. I
hope that takes place.

I hope we pass this overwhelmingly
so that the conferees will get these in-
structions to meet and to report the
bill expeditiously back to the Senate
and the House so that the Senate and
House can work its will and send this
on to the President.

Again as I said, Mr. President, I may
also have misgivings about line-item
vetoes, but I think the time has come
because of the great deficits we are op-
erating under that we need to give this
President the line-item veto.

I could not agree more with the Sen-
ator from North Dakota when he said
it just looks as though the majority
party is trying to hold this up so that
the President cannot line-item veto
some of the pork, some of the prof-
ligate spending, some of the wasteful
spending, that is in these appropria-
tions bills. The time to give the Presi-
dent that power is now.

This resolution is very similar in
tone and in verbiage to the resolution
that passed here on August 1 by 83-14.
We should not back down. We should
continue the effort. We should demand
that the conferees meet. We should get
this bill before us and give the Presi-
dent the line-item veto that he needs
to cut some of the wasteful spending
out of this bill.

Mr. FEINGOLD. How much time is
remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Thirty
seconds.

Mr. HARKIN. I yield 30 seconds to
the Senator from Wisconsin.

Mr. FEINGOLD. I thank the Senator
from Iowa. I have a lot of misgivings
about any notion of a constitutional
amendment for a line-item veto and
would oppose it.

However, what passed the Senate was
a b-year sunsetted line-item veto. I
think, obviously, we are going to have
an experiment with a line-item veto.
That is going to be the result of this
Congress.

The purpose of this amendment is
not to say that the line-item veto is
automatically a good idea. But it says
since we are going to have this experi-
ment anyway, since that is going to be
an outcome of the 104th Congress, get
on with it, and let this President have
that opportunity.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I
move to table the amendment, and I
ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?
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There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
to table the amendment No. 2725 of-
fered by the Senator from Iowa [Mr.
HARKIN].

The yeas and nays have been ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
KYL). Are there any other Senators in
the Chamber desiring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 76,
nays 24, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 455 Leg.]

YEAS—T6
Abraham Glenn Moynihan
Akaka Gorton Murkowski
Ashcroft Gramm Murray
Bennett Grams Nickles
Bond Grassley Nunn
Boxer Gregg Packwood
Brown Hatch Pell
Bryan Hatfield
Bumpers Heflin gressler

ryor
Burns Helms s
Byrd Hutchison Reid
yr

Campbell Inhofe Rockefeller
Chafee Inouye Roth
Coats Jeffords Santorum
Cochran Johnston Sarbanes
Cohen Kassebaum Shelby
Conrad Kempthorne Simpson
Coverdell Kyl Smith
Craig Levin Snowe
D’Amato Lott Specter
DeWine Lugar Stevens
Dodd Mack Thomas
Dole McCain Thompson
Domenici McConnell Thurmond
Faircloth Mikulski Warner
Frist Moseley-Braun

NAYS—24
Baucus Feingold Kerry
Biden Feinstein Kohl
Bingaman Ford Lautenberg
Bradley Graham Leahy
Breaux Harkin Lieberman
Daschle Hollings Robb
Dorgan Kennedy Simon
Exon Kerrey Wellstone

So the motion to lay on the table the
amendment (No. 2725) was agreed to.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which
the motion was agreed to.

Several Senators addressed
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, first let me
make a general statement.

As Members on both sides know, we
are trying to work together so we can
finish all the appropriations bills by
next Saturday on the 30th. I do not
think there will be a Saturday session
this week because, frankly, some of the
Members who would have to manage
the bills are not here. We have not had
much success in working out that Sat-
urday session. So I would hope that we
can keep the Medicare amendments
and line-item veto amendments, and
others, off the bill. But if they have to
be offered, do not come around next
week to me and say, “Why can’t we go
home?” So I will just leave it up to
whatever. We probably will not go
home in any event because maybe it
does not make any difference.

AMENDMENT NO. 2707

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I want to

make a few comments about the Dole-

the
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Helms amendment offered yesterday.
Our amendment will save money, make
government more efficient, and better
protect American interests overseas.
The Foreign Affairs Reinvention Act of
1995 streamlines and consolidates U.S.
Foreign Affairs agencies. Our amend-
ment builds on the hard work by Sen-
ator HELMS and his staff in their
months of effort to reduce bureauc-
racy, and reinvent the international
agencies for the U.S. Government.

In July, the Senate considered S. 908,
the Foreign Relations Revitalization
Act of 1995. At administration prod-
ding, Democrats filibustered the bill.
The Senate fell five votes short of in-
voking cloture on two successive votes
on August 1. Because of the lack of
Democratic willingness to allow con-
sideration of reorganization legisla-
tion, I was forced to return S. 908 to
the Senate Calendar.

During debate on S. 908, Democrats
conceded the need for reorganization.
Senator LIEBERMAN, for example, said:

Senator Helms and his committee, I say,
have acted on sound impulse, which is that
we do need to do a searching reappraisal of
the way we conduct our foreign policy in the
post-cold-war era. The committee has pro-
duced a coherent new architecture for our
Foreign Affairs agencies.

Democrats supported reorganization,
but they expressed concern over Con-
gress mandating the details of reorga-
nization. Give the President flexibility
they said. Senator KERRY of Massachu-
setts, for example, said:

All we are suggesting is give the President
a mandate from the Congress to make the
cuts, but allow the President to determine
exactly how they are going to be made.

Mr. President, that is exactly what
the Dole-Helms amendment does.

The amendment requires the Presi-
dent to submit a plan in 6 months with
the following guidelines:

Achieve cost savings of $3 billion
over 4 years; Abolish at least two of
three major Foreign Affairs agencies;
and Specify how the consolidation of
all personnel and functions will occur.

The plan is enacted automatically
within 60 calendar days unless Con-
gress Dpasses a resolution of dis-
approval. If the President does not sub-
mit a plan which meets these guide-
lines, the three agencies are abolished.
Finally, transition funds are author-
ized to allow an orderly transfer.

So the Helms amendment—it is pri-
marily Senator HELMS’ amendment; I
am very honored to be a cosponsor—
streamlines bloated bureaucracies and
eliminates duplication. It increases the
control of the Secretary of State over
the conduct of American foreign pol-
icy. That is why five former Secre-
taries of State from Henry Kissinger to
Jim Baker endorsed Senator HELMS’
original effort. The Dole-Helms amend-
ment also meets the stated concerns of
Senate Democrats about Presidential
flexibility in reorganizing Foreign af-
fairs agencies.

The scaremongers in the administra-
tion claim reorganization is a ploy by
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isolationists—some kind of veiled ef-
fort to help America withdraw from
the world. Nothing could be further
from the truth. Our plan is a way to
better support American engagement
in the world. Five Secretaries of State
are not isolationists and would not en-
dorse a plan that diminished America’s
ability to protect its global interests.
After sitting on the budget sidelines all
year—we have had all this talk about
line-item vetoes since March; we have
had this all year long—the administra-
tion now says funding cuts will imperil
American diplomacy. Yet the best way
to avoid deep cuts in programs is to
save money by reducing duplication
and by streamlining bureaucracy. I do
not want to complicate action on Sen-
ator MCCONNELL’s legislation. Much of
this plan is consistent with legislation
proposed by Senator MCCONNELL ear-
lier this year.

We have tried to reach agreement
with other Senators, and I believe the
Senate should know what offer has
been made and rejected. Senator KERRY
yesterday suggested he would support
an agreement along the following lines:
Pull the amendment from this bill;
bring up freestanding legislation which
requires the President to submit a plan
abolishing only one agency—only one
agency; vote after 4 hours of debate; re-
lease all 15 State Department nominees
currently on the Executive Calendar;
resume the normal business of the For-
eign Relations Committee on nomina-
tions and treaties.

Mr. President, that is a very fair
deal. No one guarantees the outcome of
the vote or the outcome of the con-
ference or the eventual fate of any con-
ference report. Nominees would be con-
firmed immediately, like today, or
whenever we had the vote, and more
would be reported to the Senate. Unfor-
tunately, after Chairman HELMS indi-
cated his willingness to accept the
terms proposed by Senator KERRY, the
White House said no. One State Depart-
ment official said, ‘‘“There’s nothing in
that deal for us.”

I must say we also made inquiries, I
made inquiries to the White House,
saying this seems to be a reasonable
proposal to me to have all these Am-
bassadors confirmed, talking about
eliminating one agency. I thought it
was a rather reasonable effort. We
would do it freestanding. It would have
to go through the House. The President
could veto it if he wished. There are all
kinds of options the President has.

So it would seem to me that the par-
tisanship out of the White House and
State Department does not serve our
country well and only jeopardizes im-
portant issues from Ambassadors to
China, Indonesia, Panama, and other
critical countries to ratification of the
START II treaty.

I do not know if President Clinton
knows what his advisers turned down
because he has not been in town much
the last few weeks, but I do know that
15 nominees and their families know
what has happened. They ought to
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know what has happened and they
ought to know who turned it down.

I do not know why the Clinton ad-
ministration would want to keep grid-
lock going on foreign affairs. I do not
know why they are now afraid of the
reorganization proposed by Secretary
Christopher earlier this year. I hope
they quit saying ‘‘no, no, no”’ and begin
to engage honestly in the legislative
process. If they have a counteroffer, let
us hear it.

So it would seem to me, if the Presi-
dent had this information, he would be
saying, ‘‘Take the Kerry proposal.” Let
us set it aside, take it off this bill, and
have 4 hours of debate. I hope the
President would weigh in; if not, the
Vice President, or, if not, somebody in
the administration. I think we have
made a lot of agreements around here,
and I certainly think this is a very rea-
sonable effort—one agency, free-
standing bill, 4 hours of debate. It has
to go to the House. The President can
veto it. The nominees are confirmed
immediately. The other nominations
pending in the Senate go back through
the orderly business and come back to
the floor.

So I would hope there could be some
disposition because I know the Senator
from North Carolina shares the view of
the Senator from Kentucky. We want
to get this bill finished. We want to fin-
ish the bill this evening. Then we want
to take up the District of Columbia ap-
propriations, maybe follow that with
State-Justice—if not, VA/HUD. And
there is one other one floating around
out there somewhere, but it is a major
one.

So I would just hope that we could
resolve this issue. I know the manager
wants to move very quickly. There are
other relevant amendments. But I
must say—and this is a relevant
amendment—if we are going to con-
tinue to have a lot of amendments that
have nothing to do with this bill, then
I do not know what the managers have
in mind. But hopefully we can com-
plete action by early this evening.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey.

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I
wanted to just take a moment to offer
my congratulations to Senator McCON-
NELL and Senator LEAHY and the Ap-
propriations Committee for presenting
the Senate with a useful and construc-
tive foreign operations bill. Unlike
most or many of the foreign and de-
fense-related bills that have come to
the Senate floor in this budget cycle,
this bill tries to be forward looking and
positions America to continue to play
an important role in the world.

The committee, under the leadership
of Chairman MCCONNELL and the rank-
ing member, Senator LEAHY, was able
to work within a tight budget con-
straint and still find extra funding for
the truly essential programs for Amer-
ica in this post-cold-war world.

Particularly, I would like to point to
the former Soviet Union and Eastern
Europe where the committee increased
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funding from the House levels by $125
million for the NIS assistance and $11
million for Eastern Europe and the
Baltic States. Now, of course, it is up
to the administration to wuse this
money on good programs that help the
people of the NIS, Eastern Europe, and
the Baltics, and not use this money for
American consultants.

The committee also managed to
squeeze out an extra $37 million to
combat drug trafficking.

Mr. President, I note the committee’s
action on international financial insti-
tutions. Every $1 of U.S. assistance to
these institutions results in $20 of
donor support for developing countries.
So I was very pleased to see the com-
mittee find almost $200 million over
the House level.

These are just a few examples of the
way Senator MCCONNELL and Senator
LEAHY and their committee staffs and
their committee were able to do more
with less. In light of the overall reduc-
tion in foreign assistance resources,
the committee decided to provide the
administration with a great deal of
flexibility and reduced the number of
earmarks. As a strong supporter of the
international children’s vaccine pro-
gram, basic education programs and
primary health care programs for chil-
dren in developing countries, I would
urge the administration to use this
flexibility the committee provided to
adequately fund these programs.

Again, Mr. President, I would like to
offer my congratulations on a job well
done to Chairman MCCONNELL and his
ranking member, Senator LEAHY.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, the dis-
tinguished majority leader said he
would be back in a moment. I know
Senator HELMS was here a minute ago.

I would like to make sure the RECORD
accurately reflects where we have trav-
eled with respect to possible agree-
ments or nonagreements. I thought
that Senator DOLE made a very fair
summary of most of the journey that
the discussions have traveled. But I
think there is one incorrect judgment
made, and that is whether or not I had
at any time signed off on what was a
negotiation in progress, and in fact as
part of the negotiation we had pro-
posed that the START treaty be per-
mitted to come to the floor of the Sen-
ate, and that was not mentioned as a
component, or one of the ingredients
that we were waiting to hear back on.
And so we never had reached any kind
of final agreement.

It is true that I did say that reducing
it to the one Agency abolition would
suit me because that was in keeping
with an amendment that I had pro-
posed in the committee itself. But with
respect to our ability to move forward
here and now, there were other ele-
ments under discussion at that time,
and I think appropriately. For in-
stance, the unanimous consent request
of the Senator from North Carolina
suggested 4 hours on the bill itself as a
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freestanding bill, but it allowed no
amendments. And we had a number of
Members on our side who were obvi-
ously, as I think anybody would be
here, concerned about this thing being
presented fait accompli without the
ability to be able to amend it.

So that was also under discussion at
the time, and we never had any cloture
with respect to this. In fact, I have
never had any sort of final conversa-
tion with either Senator HELMS or his
staff. Now, it is also true, however,
that the administration did signal back
directly to Senator DOLE as well as to
Senator HELMS that some form of
whatever was under discussion was not
acceptable, and that I am aware of, and
that message was indeed conveyed.

Mr. DODD. Will my colleague yield
for a point?

Mr. KERRY. I am happy to yield.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate the points my friend and col-
league from Massachusetts is making.

I just wanted to ask my colleague
from Massachusetts as well if he would
not agree with me, having listened to
the majority leader, with all due re-
spect, talk about the families of these
nominees who are now being held up
because we do not agree to this formu-
lation he has presented, that it was in
fact the very holds that were put on
those nominations—this is almost Oc-
tober—back in July. If we are going to
express sympathy for these families of
the nominees, let us not try to blame
the Clinton administration or Demo-
crats here who have a legitimate sub-
stantive disagreement over an impor-
tant substantive point where all these
nominations are being held up because
we do not agree with it. The very holds
were placed by the majority on those
nominees, and if the families want to
be upset, they ought to be asking the
people who put the holds on those
nominations, not blaming Democrats
or the administration for their unwill-
ingness to agree to something that sub-
stantively has some profound implica-
tions. Does my colleague not agree?

Mr. KERRY. I do agree. I think the
Senator is absolutely correct, that the
business of the committee has obvi-
ously been wrapped up almost entirely
in the effort to try to ram this
through.

And one of the things that concerned
a great many of us—I think the distin-
guished chairman knows this because 1
expressed it to him personally and in
private conversations—was the sense
that there was not really a bipartisan
effort to try to mold the bill. It was a
bill created, and that at a subsequent
point we only entered into last-minute
negotiations before the markup. And I
said that to the Senator at the time.

Now, I would like to say to the chair-
man, I would like to see if we could
find some measure of agreement here. I
am prepared to move forward on the
one-agency abolition that I talked
about previously. I am not backing
down on that.

But the other components of my
amendment had a different sum of
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money in them. Now, the Senator is
looking for $3 billion. And my amend-
ment, which he keeps suggesting that
he is embracing, had a $2 billion sav-
ings. And there is a very strong reason
for that. I mean, in the last decade the
appropriations for function 150 have de-
clined by $15.6 billion constant. They
have gone from $36.8 to $21.2 billion in
1995. And under the budget resolution,
the discretionary function, 150 plum-
mets from $17.1 billion in budget au-
thority down to $15.1 billion in 1999 and
$14.7 billion by the year 2002. So we
have gone from $36.8 billion down to
$14.7 billion by the year 2002.

There is nobody examining the var-
ious functions that are effected who
cannot suggest that this is not going to
have just, you know, a gargantuan im-
pact in the capacity of this country to
affect its foreign policy around the
world.

Now, I am prepared—certainly speak-
ing just for myself, this Senator—if we
could—in fact, yesterday in the last
discussion that we had we suggested
that there was some problems with the
numbers. And we wanted to try to
come closer to the House structure on
numbers.

Now, I believe that if we were to em-
brace the House structure on numbers,
we could conceivably proceed forward.
But there did not even seem to be a re-
sponse to that. So we had no sense of
whether or not that might be possible.

Mr. McCONNELL. Will the Senator
from Massachusetts yield?

Mr. KERRY. I will be happy to yield.

Mr. McCONNELL. Does the Senator
from Massachusetts support the under-
lying bill?

Mr. KERRY. Apart from this?

Mr. McCONNELL. Yes. Would you
like to see it become law?

Mr. KERRY. I think the rest of the
bill is, generally speaking, acceptable.

Mr. McCONNELL. One of the con-
cerns I have is the Vice President indi-
cated to me yesterday in conversation
that the President is going to veto this
bill if the HELMS amendment on reor-
ganization is in this bill.

Now, I personally support, in con-
cept, what the Senator from North
Carolina is trying to do.

What I am mystified by is why it is
not possible, on the assumption that
my friend from Massachusetts and
other Democrats support this bill, why
it is not possible to reach an agreement
that would take this issue off of this
bill and have it dealt with free stand-
ing. It seems to me it serves
everybody’s interest, the Senator from
North Carolina, the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts. Certainly it serves my in-
terest, because I would like to see this
bill become law.

I am mystified as to why we are not
able to work out an agreement, par-
ticularly since the Senator from North
Carolina generally offered to allow—
how many nominees?

Mr. HELMS. All of them.

Mr. McCONNELL. All of them, what-
ever nominees may be currently pend-
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ing in the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee to go forward. I am stunned
that we cannot reach an agreement
here because it seems to me the agree-
ment that has been suggested serves
everyone’s interest.

Mr. KERRY. Well, I know that the
Senator from Kentucky is not easily
stunned. So I understand that this
must be one of those major legislative
brouhahas. But I am not sure that it
really is. I do not think it is that stu-
pefying. At this moment in the legisla-
tive process, a consolidation in a for-
mat that the administration does not
accept at a level of reduction that the
administration does not accept is not
going anywhere.

Mr. McCONNELL. Right.

Mr. KERRY. But if, merely because
the chairman holds up all the nomina-
tions, and then attaches himself to a
bill that his colleagues on his side of
the aisle want very badly, all of a sud-
den we on this side of the aisle are sup-
posed to give up our legislative prerog-
ative and reward the holding of hostage
of all of these ambassadors with the
creation of a legislative agenda that is
totally contrary to the administra-
tion’s interests, I do not find it very
puzzling why people would oppose that.

Mr. McCONNELL. Would the Senator
yield?

Mr. KERRY. Yes.

Mr. McCONNELL. You would not be
giving up a thing. Presumably, as a
freestanding measure, the President
would veto it and it would not become
law. You would not have lost a thing.
All you would have allowed is the un-
derlying bill to become law.

Mr. KERRY. That is not, in fact, ac-
curate, because I think, as the Senator
well knows, there is a world of dif-
ference whether or not colleagues are
asked to vote on a motion to table and
whether or not they have to vote to
sustain a veto of the President, No. 1.
That is just No. 1.

No. 2, it seems to me that there is
also a world of difference as to whether
or not we should give up our legislative
prerogatives, which at this point are
shared by many that is sort of a one-
sided, rather heavy-handed effort to
drive home simply one point of view.

I mean, usually—let me give you an
example. Last year we jointly worked
on this. We sat down and worked on
every aspect of the authorization bill
together. It came to the floor. And I
think we passed one of the first author-
izations in a record amount of time.

This year, under a new regime, none
of those sorts of preliminary discus-
sions ever took place. We wound up
with every single Democratic member
of the committee voting against this
bill even coming to the floor. So here
we are with a not even marginally bi-
partisan effort now being presented to
us in a way that requires us to give it
freestanding life that it does not have
on its own.

Now, if the Senator from North Caro-
lina, which I am very happy to do—I
am prepared to vote for some consoli-
dation requirements. I am prepared to
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vote for a one-agency abolition re-
quirement. But the Senator seems
completely unwilling even to embrace
the notion that we would move closer
to the structure of the House on num-
bers or we could agree to have the
START treaty come to the floor.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I object
to the thrust of the Senator’s com-
ments.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts has the floor.

Mr. KERRY. I have always been will-
ing to yield, by an appropriate request,
to a colleague.

I would be happy to yield.

Mr. HELMS. No. I thank the Senator
for his generosity, but I want the floor
in my own right before I begin to dis-
cuss what the real facts are.

When the Senator is ready to yield
the floor, I want the floor.

Mr. KERRY. Well, let me ask the
Senator from North Carolina, if I may.
I would ask the Senator, is it not a fair
representation on my part that the
committee amendment that I pro-
posed—that the Senator from Massa-
chusetts proposed, embraced the notion
of the $2 billion reduction as well as a
one-agency abolition?

Mr. HELMS. That is correct. That
part of it is correct, yes.

Mr. KERRY. So it is correct then
that the Senator is appropriately rep-
resenting that there has always been a
difference in the amount of money that
we have been willing to embrace as ap-
propriate for a mandated reduction.

Mr. HELMS. But the amount in ques-
tion depends on which of the conversa-
tions the Senator is referring to.

Mr. KERRY. Well, let me ask the
Senator——

Mr. HELMS. With all due respect,
Senator, you have been all over the
map with what you have been saying.

Mr. KERRY. I am happy to have it
right out in the open. I want it to be
very clear to everybody, then there
cannot be any question about any con-
versation.

Is it not also fair to say that I men-
tioned yesterday that we were more in-
terested in the House numbers than in
the ones that the Senator from North
Carolina was proposing?

Mr. HELMS. Well, I understand that
you said that to my able assistant
here. You did not say it to me.

Mr. KERRY. I did not say to the Sen-
ator when we were standing by the
cloak room door that I was interested
in some numbers, and that the Senator
then left the conversation and left us
to discuss it as he went into the cloak-
room?

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, perhaps
the Senator will yield some time for
me to discuss the very point he is mak-
ing?

Mr. KERRY. Well, I will in one mo-
ment. I do not want to keep the floor.
Mr. HELMS. I need only 30 seconds.

Mr. KERRY. I would be happy to.

Mr. HELMS. Now, we checked on
that very point, with everybody associ-
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ated with me, on the issue of numbers.
House versus Senate, it was an issue
raised by the Senator from Massachu-
setts very late in the day after I had
acceded to your first suggestion. Yes,
but very late in the conversation and
day. The Senator kept stipulating addi-
tional things, but the Senator did not
discuss the issue of numbers with the
Senator from North Carolina.

Mr. KERRY. Let me say to my
friend, because I think these kinds of
dealings are very important and I do
not want the Senator from North Caro-
lina to feel somehow this was a moving
target. The Senator from Massachu-
setts recalls having——

Mr. HELMS. That is precisely what
it is, a moving target.

Mr. KERRY. Beg your pardon?

Mr. HELMS. The Senator has been a
moving target from the very beginning.

Mr. KERRY. Let me say to my friend
from North Carolina, there was a con-
versation over here with Senator
LEAHY, and we subsequently engaged in
a conversation. I do not think I had
any late-in-the-day conversations at
all yesterday. The entire discussion
was in the morning and in the early
afternoon. I came over immediately
and said to your able assistant that
there were concerns by other Senators
being expressed, and those concerns en-
tailed whether or not we could get the
full agenda of the committee liberated,
and I specifically mentioned not just
the START treaty but also the CWC
treaty.

We were told the CWC treaty was out
of the question, but the START treaty
we would see. I never personally had a
response with respect to the START
treaty, and I do know that the admin-
istration in between that had some
conversations and made it clear to the
Senator that the numbers were simply
unacceptable.

It seems to me that the key here is
to try to see whether or not we could
get an agreement on the numbers. I
think we have an agreement on the
rest of the framework. I am prepared to
vote for a consolidation requirement—
always have been; I was in the com-
mittee. But the issue is whether we are
going to do it under a stricture of num-
bers that are so draconian that we are
leaving no discretion and no capacity
for the Department itself to operate
properly.

And facing that, it is not inappro-
priate for us to be concerned about cre-
ating a freestanding entity that then
could go over to the House—for in-
stance, it could go to the House, and it
could then be attached to the author-
ization bill in the House. The author-
ization bill could be what comes back,
and we are faced with sort of this same
round robin, unless there is some meet-
ing of the minds

Mr. President, I will be happy to see
if we can engage in some discussion on
that. In the meantime, I am prepared
to yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Carolina.
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Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, the ex-
changes on this floor sometimes may
sound a little more heated than they
really are. My reaction to some of the
things that have been said is more
amusement than anything else.

It is a fact that Senator PELL did not
want to manage the State Department
reorganization bill offered by the Sen-
ator from North Carolina and approved
by every Republican Senator.

It is also true that three Senators on
the Democrat side came to me and told
me what a great bill this was. In addi-
tion to that, I do not think the Senator
from New Jersey [Mr. BRADLEY], will
object to my mentioning the conversa-
tion we had at a dinner sponsored by
the Senate wives. He came over to the
table where Dorothy Helms and I were
seated with others, and said, ““That’s a
great bill. I want to help you with it
any way I can.”

I did not realize, until Senator PELL,
my good friend, one of the kindest,
most gentle men I have ever known,
advised me that Senator KERRY was his
designee to oppose my bill, and I think
Senator PELL will verify what I have
just said.

Mr. PELL. Will the Senator yield for
one correction?

Mr. HELMS. Certainly.

Mr. PELL. I yielded to the Senator
from Massachusetts not to oppose but
to manage the bill. There is a dif-
ference.

Mr. HELMS. All right, I accept that.
I understood it the other way. But if
the Senator remembers it that way,
that is fine. I have no quarrel with Sen-
ator PELL. He is a thoroughbred gen-
tleman. Always has been, always will
be.

The moment that we began discus-
sion of the State Department reorga-
nization bill, which by the way, Mr.
President, let me reiterate, five former
Secretaries of State came before the
committee or wrote to the committee,
or both, and say, in effect, this is the
greatest thing since sliced bread, it
needs to be done. As soon as the mark-
up, as we call it, began, there was one
protest, one suggestion after another. I
do not know how many times the dis-
tinguished Senator from Massachusetts
and I went to the back room. We re-
cessed the committee; he would make a
proposition, and I would agree to it.

Then someone would insist on an-
other concession, and another and
there would always be something else,
another suggested concession. And that
is the way it has been on this floor
each time legislation comes up regard-
ing State Department reorganization.

The truth of the matter is, Mr. Presi-
dent, the State Department does not
like this bill—well, half of the State
Department. You would be surprised,
Mr. President, at how many State De-
partment people tell us privately that
they want this bill. The opposition
from the bureaucrats has been vocif-
erous because they do not want to lose
their well-paying positions.

Here you have, for example, the
Agency for International Development,
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the foreign aid giveaway program, if
you please, which has lobbied every-
body in sight. They had a session down
at the National Press Club where they
engaged in personal ridicule. Brian At-
wood for example said, ‘“Well, HELMS
drew up his reorganization plan on the
back of an envelop.”

Immediately the media came to me:
“Did you hear what Brian Atwood
said?”’

“Well, yes, I did,” I acknowledged.

‘“What is your response?”’

I said, ‘“Abraham Lincoln did pretty
well on the back of an envelope. I hope
I do one-tenth as well.”

That is the way it has been.

The Vice President is in charge of re-
inventing Government and has done so
with much fanfare. He pledged that
“we are going to do this, and we are
going to do that.” I myself talked with
the Vice President on the telephone
and said, ‘“Mr. Vice President, let’s
work together on this thing.” All we
got was a little bit of doubletalk and to
this day—to this day—not one scintilla
has come from the reinventing office. I
will tell you what they reinvented up
there, or down there. They have re-
invented a horse and buggy, and that is
about all.

Senator KERRY came on the floor
back in July—dJuly 31. There was a con-
certed effort from the Democrats:
“Don’t vote for cloture,” they intoned,
including the three Senators—four
Senators actually—who told me what a
great bill it was. But not one Demo-
crat, except the distinguished ranking
member of the committee, voted for
cloture. And I do not want to speak for
Senator PELL, I believe I am correct in
my understanding that he has never
voted for cloture. There was a phalanx
of opposition. They were not going to
allow it to be voted on because they do
not want to trim down the bureauc-
racy, they do not want to cut foreign
aid, and I would not yield to demands
that we bring down our bill to the
point that it was absolutely meaning-
less.

Now, we have moved from abolishing
three agencies to abolishing two agen-
cies to abolishing one. I believe Sen-
ator KERRY has already acknowledged
that this is the case. My recollection is
that he accepted the $3 billion savings
provision when I offered my propo-
sition—one agency abolition.

Mr. KERRY. Will the Senator yield
for one point?

Mr. HELMS. Yes, briefly.

Mr. KERRY. The Senator said he ac-
cepted the $3 billion. The $3 billion was
originally in his bill. We proposed $2
billion. So nothing was accepted.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, when we
agreed to move it to one agency—I will
ask the Senator what he recalls he said
yesterday about the amount of money?

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I say to
my friend that what I said—his able
aide, Steve, was there at the time. We
were interested in trying to see if we
could use the structure of the House
numbers, because under that structure
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we felt there was sufficient discretion
within the capacity of the administra-
tion to do the consolidating that would
be required. It seems to me that given
the fact that we know we are going to
wind up in a conference anyway, and
the House has a position, it was a rea-
sonable proposal to try to make in the
spirit of cooperation. His staff in-
formed me, Mr. President, at that time
that there was a contingency fund con-
tained within the Helms legislation of
about $125 million, and that that fund
ought to be able to be sufficient to
take care of some of the concerns of
the administration because it had
flexibility.

So I then went back to examine that,
but found, in fact, that there are other
problems presented because the money
is not there. So you have a serious
problem if the money is, in fact, not
there, No. 1. And we never actually got
back to a further conversation.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I cannot
yield for the Senator to make a speech.
Mr. KERRY. I am trying to explain.

Mr. HELMS. Please, Senator. There
is no money in this amendment, none.
So on what does the Senator base his
conversation about that?

Mr. KERRY. To answer the question,
the Senator 1is absolutely correct.
There is no money in his amendment.

Mr. HELMS. That is not what the
Senator has been saying.

Mr. KERRY. The money is in the ap-
propriations bill, but it is not in the
appropriations bill in the amount that
the money is in the Senator’s amend-
ment. So for us to accept his staff’s
word that because it is authorized,
somehow the problem goes away, is in-
correct. The problem remains because
the appropriators have not given us the
money.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, maybe
we are getting somewhere. I think be-
fore this exchange with the distin-
guished Senator from Massachusetts
began, he said something to the effect,
“perhaps we can get together.” Is that
what the Senator said?

Mr. KERRY. I am always prepared to
try to see if we can work things out.

Mr. HELMS. All right. Let us see how
far the Senator is willing to go. May 1
ask the Senator if he is suggesting a
reduction in the $3 billion savings as
required in the amendment?

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I have
suggested an alternative figure.

Mr. HELMS. I did not understand the
response.

Mr. KERRY. That is affirmative. We
have suggested an alternative figure
and structure.

Mr. HELMS. Well, there is only one
figure. There is only one figure in the
amendment. Do you want to go to $2.7
million in savings as a compromise?

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, first of
all, T would love to put in a quorum
call and have a moment to talk to my
friend and see if we can work through
it. Again, let me outline what we have
suggested as a fair approach. We would
like to know a date certain that the
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START Treaty could come to the floor
and have a vote.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I cannot
allow my friend to take off on a rhetor-
ical gambit. I did not mention the
START Treaty.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Carolina has the floor.

Mr. HELMS. The Senator from Mas-
sachusetts knows as well as anybody
that neither of us can set the date for
a START Treaty in this bill or in this
amendment. The leadership will set
that date, not Senator KERRY, not
JESSE HELMS, not in this legislation
and not in the amendment.

Mr. KERRY. Will the Senator yield
for a question?

Mr. HELMS. If I know the answer, 1
will, yes.

Mr. KERRY. I know the Senator
knows the answer to this because he
taught most of us how to do it. That is,
through a unanimous-consent request,
when there is this kind of a legislative
impasse, you can accomplish anything
on the Senate floor; is that not true?

Mr. HELMS. Well, yes, but agree-
ments involving the scheduling of trea-
ties has happened on either side. The
Senator knows what he is doing when,
at the last minute, as another feature
of his compromise, he wants to stipu-
late when the START Treaty will
start.

Mr. KERRY addressed the Chair.

Mr. HELMS. I have the floor, do I
not?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has the floor.

Mr. HELMS. Let me tell you the po-
sition the Democrats are in and the ad-
ministration is in. They moan and
groan about the Ambassadors being
held up. They remind me of the fellow
who shot his mother and father and
then asked the court for mercy because
he was an orphan. They have delib-
erately blocked consideration of the
original State Department reorganiza-
tion bill, beginning on the first day of
debate.

Who was the Senator whom they
brought in for 2 hours 12 minutes? The
distinguished senior Senator from Mas-
sachusetts, who wanted to talk about
the minimum wage. For the past 2
years, during his chairmanship of the
relevant Senate committee, the senior
Senator from Massachusetts did not
even mention minimum wage.

So, obviously, a filibuster began at
the beginning. The instructions had
been handed down. And, yes, I am per-
fectly willing to clear the deck and
clear all of the Ambassadors and all
the rest of it to the extent I am able to.
But I cannot speak for the majority
leader, BoB DOLE, and I will not, or for
the minority leader, to work out to
their satisfaction.

Let me state a few things that I will
be willing to do. If the Senator from
Massachusetts wants to present, rep-
resenting the majority of his side, a re-
duction in the $3 billion savings re-
quired in the amendment, we will talk
about it. I want to know how much re-
duction they want in the savings. But I
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will tell you one thing, Mr. President;
the American people want at least $3
billion saved in the foreign aid give-
away. That is the meat of the coconut.
That is what the Democrats oppose.
That is what Brian Atwood is opposing.

Somewhere in these discussions, I am
going to bring up the arrangement by
the Agency for International Develop-
ment to move into a sort of Taj Mahal,
at $565 per square foot. It is going to
cost—in the bill there is about $40 mil-
lion just for moving expenses for the
Agency for International Develop-
ment—the foreign aid giveaway pro-
gram which, by the way, began as one
of those Federal temporary programs.
Mr. President, there is nothing so close
to eternal life as a temporary Federal
bureaucracy. This is a demonstration
of it. That is the reason they are fight-
ing so hard. I have never seen such lob-
bying. Wendy Sherman, a nice lady,
has absolutely reached the ultimate in
ferocity in campaigning against this
legislation from the very beginning.

She is good at what she does. I ac-
knowledge that. I have told her so.

The fight is about whether the U.S.
Senate and the U.S. Congress is going
to do what the people demanded in last
year’s election, and that is to cut Fed-
eral spending. One of the top things on
the minds of 80 percent of the Amer-
ican people is cutting foreign aid.

That is the problem with this bill.
That is the reason we keep getting this
stone stew sort of a thing.

I see the distinguished Chaplain of
the U.S. Senate sitting there, our good
friend, Dr. Ogilvie. I related to him the
story about the farmer who had a vis-
itor one day who claimed he could
make a delicious stew out of a stone,
water, and nothing more.

His friend said, I want to see you do
it.”” So he got a stone, put it in a pot
of water. He said to his friend, ‘‘This
would be a better stew if you had a few
carrots in it.”” So his friend got a few
carrots. ‘“‘And it would be better if it
had a few beans, beef,” and added var-
ious other ingredients. In the end, his
stone stew was tasty.

That is the way our dear friend from
Massachusetts negotiates. He comes
and says, “We will do this but it needs
more of that. How about more of some-
thing else?’’ I agree but it doesn’t come
to an end. This happened in committee,
as well as here on the floor yesterday.

Then he said, ‘“Well, you have to do
this, too.” I have tried to be accommo-
dating. From three agencies to two
agencies to one agency. See? Then Sen-
ator KERRY comes back and he ends up
requesting the great big piece of roast
beef, that is something that he knows
I cannot do. That is to guarantee when
the START treaty is going to be con-
sidered by the Senate. That is his coup
de’tat, the way to kill any hope of any
negotiation.

Now, I will accept the Senator’s
statement as his word. His word is his
bond. If he wants to sit down in good
faith and specify what he is willing to
do, I am willing to work with him.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Now, I have been provided with some
figures. The moving of the quarters of
the Agency for International Develop-
ment for fiscal year 1994 and 1995 at a
cost to the taxpayers of $14 million.
That is just the move. In fiscal year
1996 it will cost another $17 million.
For fiscal year 1997, another $9 million.
This little temporary agency that
started way back yonder is going to
take 3 years to move, one bureaucratic
mess to the Taj Mahal at $565 a square
foot.

Anyway, let me say again for the
RECORD, I will not debate further with
the Senator from Massachusetts, if he
decides to sit down and negotiate in
good faith, and specify what he is will-
ing to do and stick by it, he has a deal.
I will either accept it or reject it in
equally good faith.

I yield the floor.

Ms. SNOWE. I thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent.

I certainly want to join in this dis-
cussion because I think it is critical as
chair of the Subcommittee on Inter-
national Operations in this Senate, and
I have been the ranking member of the
same subcommittee in the House of
Representatives for the last 10 years.

It is surprising to hear the tenor of
this debate here today about the con-
solidation proposal.

First of all, I think it should be un-
derstood that the administration never
submitted a State Department author-
ization, which is a first, at least to my
knowledge and with the experience I
have had on that subcommittee for the
last 10 years, there has never been a
case where the President has not sub-
mitted his own proposals with respect
to the State Department authoriza-
tion.

This consolidation issue is not some-
thing that just developed in recent
days or weeks. In fact, it was first ini-
tiated by the current Secretary of
State, Warren Christopher, back in
January, only to be rejected by the
President.

Interestingly enough, the Secretary
of State’s proposal for consolidating
the State Department and the other
agencies that we are referring to today,
by Chairman HELMS, pretty much ap-
proximates what this consolidation
proposal is all about.

In response to Secretary Chris-
topher’s proposal and in rejecting it by
the administration, on January 26,
Vice President GORE issued a press re-
lease announcing the second phase of
the national performance review. ‘It is
anticipated that the overall review of
international affairs programs and
agencies will result in savings of at
least $5 billion over b years and a sub-
stantially enhanced capacity to deliver
more effective programs overseas and
provide value to the American tax-
payers.”’

I remind my colleagues that the ad-
ministration and, indeed, the Vice
President, proposed $5 billion over 5
years. This consolidation proposal is
referring to $3 billion over 4 years. The
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$3 billion was determined by the Budg-
et Committee, but it is less than what
the administration proposed for con-
solidating and cutting within the State
Department and its related agencies.

I think the bottom line here is that
the administration, the President on
down—and what we are hearing today
and is reflected in the comments made
by the Senator from Massachusetts—is
that they do not want any consolida-
tion proposal.

I should remind you we started out
consolidating three agencies, and the
Senator from Massachusetts and I had
a number of conversations. In fact, we
had hearings at the subcommittee level
and at the full committee level. This is
an issue that has been discussed
throughout this year.

The President does not want a con-
solidation proposal. We started out
with three agencies to be merged into
the State Department. Chairman
HELMS recommended yesterday that we
will take two agencies.

In fact, the Senator from Massachu-
setts, before the committee, had rec-
ommended one agency for consoli-
dating and merging to State Depart-
ment. In fact, Chairman HELMS said he
would accept that. Now we are down
from three to two to one, and we are
still not able to reach an agreement.

Yes, it should not be on this bill. We
hoped we could complete the State De-
partment authorization bill. That
should have been done long before the
recess. In fact, it was here on the floor,
but it was clear we were not making
any progress, that a stalemate had oc-
curred because of this consolidation
proposal.

So really that is what it is all about,
that the President does not want to
consolidate these agencies. The Presi-
dent will not even submit a plan to tell
us how we reach this goal of $3 billion
or tell us where he stands on anything
other than opposing consolidation. He
does not even put forward his own pro-
posals.

So we have to move forward because
the American people deserve to have a
more innovative approach to the prob-
lems we are facing. They certainly de-
serve to have consolidation and savings
within the State Department. We want
to do it on a reasonable basis. I think
going from three agencies to consoli-
date to two, to one is a very fair com-
promise. It is more than compromising.
Yet we do not seem to be making any
progress.

Over this last year we were told time
and again, ‘“We want to work with you
to produce an agreement.” We started
out last winter, we had our hearings,
we had more hearings because they
said they needed to examine this issue
further. And I say that is fair because
this is serious business. We do not take
this consolidation lightly. We do not
say we have all the right answers with
respect to this proposal. Clearly we
could not be that far off the mark since
Secretary of State Warren Christopher
proposed essentially the same proposal
for consolidating.



September 21, 1995

Then it came to the committee
markup, and the Senator from Massa-
chusetts did propose an alternative at
the last minute but we said again
“Let’s work before we go to the floor.”

We went to the floor and nothing
happened. It went on and on, and it was
clear we had to move on to other sub-
jects pending before the Senate. So
here we are now on the appropriations
bill.

What we would like to know is, how
do we move beyond this so we can re-
solve this question, complete the State
Department authorization, and also do
what we need to do with respect to sav-
ings? We have to achieve $3 billion in
savings, and that is the issue here. I
cannot believe that the President
would oppose consolidation within the
State Department. There are five
former Secretaries of State and two
former National Security Advisers who
have endorsed this proposal. That rep-
resents many years of experience with
respect to foreign relations.

I cannot believe we would just sys-
tematically reject out of hand the idea
of consolidation. At a time when we
are driving to balance the budget over
the next 7 years, we are saying we are
not going to do it with respect to the
State Department and related agen-
cies. A proposal was put forward—come
your way, down to one agency—and we
have still yet to make any progress.

I think that is regrettable. I cer-
tainly have not experienced this in all
the years in which I have addressed
this issue. Believe me, we had many
contentious issues with previous ad-
ministrations on the State Depart-
ment, but we were able to resolve
them. At the very least, we had a
President who was willing to submit a
proposal. This President has not.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
seeks recognition? The Senator from
Vermont.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I am con-
cerned that we have a proposal to re-
form U.S. foreign affairs agencies on
this bill. It is a major proposal. It re-
structures the way we administer our
foreign aid programs. It merges most
foreign affairs functions into the De-
partment of State.

The reason I am concerned is it is in
this bill. This is an appropriations bill.
We have had a lot of hearings on appro-
priations. We had a lot of hearings on
where we spend money on everything
from the security interests of the
United States abroad to how we help in
humanitarian programs. We have not
had hearing one on how we might re-
write, in the appropriations bill, a for-
mal change in our whole foreign policy
apparatus.

If we are going to have that debate,
we have an excellent Foreign Relations
Committee. They can bring an author-
ization bill to the floor. They have
once. Bring one down, get it passed.
That is where it should be. But to sud-
denly take the appropriations bill—not
even the State Department appropria-
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tions bill, but the foreign operations
appropriations bill—and say let us re-
write the Department of State and our
whole foreign policy apparatus, that
makes very, very little sense to me.

It would be like saying we are going
to take the District of Columbia appro-
priations bill and while we are doing it,
let us redo the Department of Housing
and Urban Development. Because, after
all, the District of Columbia is an
urban area and the Department of
Housing and Urban Development han-
dles urban matters. It is about that re-
lated. To do it here, simply because the
Senate rejected attempts to do it in an-
other guise, does not make much sense
to me.

I have long advocated better coordi-
nation among the executive branch
agencies and foreign policymaking. I
have done that in both Democrat and
Republican administrations because
both Democrat and Republican admin-
istrations have had problems in such
coordination. But I think the proposal
we see here would result in U.S. na-
tional interests being less well, not
better, served.

Why is the Foreign Agriculture Serv-
ice administered by the Department of
Agriculture, not by the State Depart-
ment? Because farmers know they can
count on USDA to represent their in-
terests better than the Department of
State. And all experiences have proven
that.

Why, 156 years ago, did we take the
commercial function away from the
State Department and create a foreign
commercial service in the Department
of Commerce? It was because State had
for years neglected export promotion.
They would sacrifice export interests
to foreign policy priorities. They treat-
ed their own commercial officers as
second-class employees, and it was be-
cause the American business commu-
nity demanded we do something better.

The reason we have separate Foreign
Service bureaucracies is that many of
our foreign policy interests are actu-
ally domestic policy interests and they
are best pursued abroad by technical
experts from domestic policy agencies,
not by foreign policy generalists from
the State Department. You go to the
domestic policy agencies that know a
particular area and send them.

I do not know about North Carolina
farmers or Maine farmers but Vermont
farmers are not all anxious to see the
State Department expand its influence
over U.S. foreign agricultural policy. If
you shift power from domestic agencies
to the State Department, that is not
going to strengthen representation of
United States interests and United
States policy, but it will strengthen
representation of French interests and
Argentine interests and Russian inter-
ests and interests of other parts of the
world.

I have been advocating reform of our
foreign aid program ever since the fall
of the Berlin wall so I am happy to see
a discussion of this issue. Sponsors of
the amendment say our foreign aid pro-
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gram should further our national inter-
ests. I do not know anybody who agrees
more with that than I do. But I do not
agree with the definition of the prob-
lem.

The problem is not that the Agency
for International Development is some-
how ignoring America’s national inter-
ests. The problem is, since 1961—going
back to a time before I was old enough
to vote—when the Foreign Assistance
Act was enacted, much of our foreign
aid was allocated to winning allies in
the fight against communism. Billions
went to rightwing dictatorships with
little or no commitment to democracy
or improving the living conditions of
their people or even allowing business
competition—either our business com-
petition or their own business competi-
tion.

So a lot of that aid failed by stand-
ards that we, all of us, would apply
today. But it is unfair and I believe it
is even disingenuous to judge AID’s ef-
fectiveness today against the failures
of the past, because in the past our
goals were fundamentally different.

The Secretary of State has full au-
thority under statute to give policy di-
rection to AID. The State Department,
we all know, influences AID’s activities
every day. If AID’s projects deviate
from State Department policy, it is not
because AID is out of control. It is be-
cause the people at the State Depart-
ment are not paying enough attention
to what they are doing.

I think the amendment ignores the
considerable efforts of administration
to improve AID’s performance. There
have been years of neglect—we all have
to admit that—under the previous ad-
ministrations. But, with Brian Atwood
at the head of the AID, with the efforts
of an awful lot of people and with the
support of an awful lot of Members of
Congress, Republican and Democrat
alike, there have been significant im-
provements.

Over the past 2 years, we have seen
dramatic progress at the Agency for
International Development and the
Treasury and State Departments in re-
defining our foreign aid priorities.
They focus resources where they can
achieve the most advance in U.S. inter-
ests abroad. They have done that, in
spite of the constraints of an obsolete
Foreign Assistance Act—as I said, a
Foreign Assistance Act that passed
later in that year when I finally be-
came old enough to vote. It has been a
long time. That could require some
changes.

We are not going to do it in the ap-
propriations bill. As I said before, it
would be like trying to reorganize HUD
on the District of Columbia appropria-
tions bill. We have enough trouble try-
ing to take care of the problems of the
District of Columbia.

Here we have major issues. Chairman
McCONNELL and I and others on both
sides of the aisle have worked very
closely to try to improve things and
try to work within the constraints of
the amount of money we have for those
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programs specifically under this bill.
To ask us somehow to take on some-
thing our committee has not handled,
that we have had no hearings on, and
to write it in, pages and pages and
pages and pages of authorizing legisla-
tive language on this appropriations
bill, I cannot accept that.

I cannot accept the fact that it ig-
nores what has happened. I mentioned
AID Administrator Brian Atwood be-
fore. He has made extensive changes at
AID. He initiated an agencywide
streamlining effort that resulted in
plans to close 27 missions. Incidentally,
that is a reduction of 1,200 staff. He is
installing state-of-the-art data proc-
essing systems that links headquarters
in Washington with project officers in
the field in real time which ensures
that the information available at the
one end of the pipeline is also available
at the other. That is going to increase
efficiency and improve decision-
making. It is going to be a quantum
leap forward from what it was just a
few years ago.

Administrator Atwood has decentral-
ized decisionmaking. People closest to
the problems have now the full oppor-
tunity to design solutions. AID is im-
proving its performance because, for
the first time since the mid-1980’s, it
has hands-on leadership that is really
committed to making our foreign aid
program have effective leadership that
actually cares that it works in the best
interests of the United States.

Can they make that performance bet-
ter? Sure. It is like every one of us who
may feel we run our offices very, very
well. Every one of us can honestly say
there have to be ways we can make it
better. Anything can be made better.
But the question here has to be not can
AID make it better, especially with the
tremendous steps forward which they
have made, the question has to be: But
can you take it away from AID, turn it
over to the State Department and have
them do it better? I doubt it. If you
abolish AID, if you ask the regional As-
sistant Secretaries of the State Depart-
ment to manage its functions, I think
that would be a serious mistake. These
Assistant Secretaries are very good.
But they are chosen for their expertise
in broad foreign policy. They do not
have the experience—many of them—in
managing money and programs as AID
does. Lord knows. Many of them are up
to their necks in alligators trying to
deal with the daily emergencies and
complexities of our political relation-
ships with the countries in their re-
gions.

Even former Secretary of State Law-
rence Eagleburger, a man whose man-
agement skills I have always admired,
and whose political policy savvy I also
have admired—and a Republican—ex-
pressed doubt about this proposal in
his testimony before the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee on March 23. I quote
Secretary Eagleburger. He said:

The State Department is not well suited,
either by historical experience or current bu-
reaucratic culture, to assume many of these
new responsibilities.
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I might put it a little more bluntly.
The State Department speciality is
making policy. It has never—and prob-
ably never will—manage these kinds of
programs well. Secretary Eagleburger
offered the hope that with Cabinet se-
lection of Under Secretaries it might
do better. But I am reluctant to trade
a bureaucracy that is doing reasonably
well and getting better every day at de-
livering foreign aid with one that has
no competence or outside chance that
it might get better. If we disperse the
responsibility of foreign aid among As-
sistant Secretaries of State, we are
going to hear more stories about mis-
guided failed projects—not fewer—and
more questions about why we have for-
eign aid—not fewer.

AID performs a wide array of tasks
that enjoy overwhelming support
among the American people. Every
year they managed programs worth $1
billion aimed at protecting the Earth’s
environment. Does protecting the
Earth’s forests and oceans and atmos-
phere matter to us as Americans? Why,
it should. Does it further our foreign
policy interest? Of course, it does. A
century from now we are not going to
have any foreign policy unless we join
with other countries today in pro-
tecting our environment because we
will be spending all of the time just
trying to stay alive in an environment
not suited for the habitat of humans.

Every year AID manages hundreds of
millions of dollars to international
health programs. Is this money wast-
ed? Is tuberculosis infectious? Is AIDS
infectious? Of course, they are. Tuber-
culosis just does not sit in one country.
AIDS just does not sit in one country.
They go worldwide. I tell you right
now. There are 250 million Americans
who will tell you unequivocally that
we can do things to try to wipe out
these diseases worldwide so they do not
come across our borders they would be
for it.

Every year AID commits a large part
of its budget to promoting free mar-
kets and democratic development in
countries where the United States has
important interests. That is not diplo-
macy. It is hands-on assistance that re-
quires people with special expertise on
the ground who can get the job done,
working with foreign governments and
private organizations on the nuts and
bolts of solving real problems. That is
what AID does.

When we get those free markets

going, when we get that democracy
going, do you know who profits by it?
Many, many times companies in my

State, and the other 49 States, because
they export. We all know that we are
getting far more exports, and a far
greater increase in our exports, I
should say, in the developing world
than we do in the developed world. The
greatest percentage of new export jobs
are created in exporting to the devel-
oping world. AID helps in that.

We have a strong need to rewrite the
Foreign Assistance Act. We define the
framework for foreign aid. That is the
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job of the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee. They had an opportunity ear-
lier this year to do that. I suspect that
they will work at it again, and will
bring it to the floor. And we will have
a real debate, and we will agree with
some, disagree with others, and finally
the Senate will work its will on such
legislation; but not on an appropria-
tions bill.

AID can continue downsizing and im-
prove its efficiency. Let us not abolish
an agency that is aggressively adapting
itself to the changed world we live in
to a shrinking foreign aid budget.

Mr. President, I strongly hope that
this legislation will not be considered
on this bill. The distinguished leader-
ship can bring it up as an authorizing
piece of legislation if it wants. We can
argue and debate other things. Let us
get our appropriations bill through. If
we stick to the items that are within
the jurisdiction of the Appropriations
Committee, if we vote on matters that
are within the jurisdictions of the Ap-
propriations Committee, if we vote on
matters that are actually part of this
bill, why, we could be done before the
Dracula hour of legislation.

My colleagues know the Dracula
hour is what I refer to as the time
when too often we end up voting. Those
are the hours after darkness when peo-
ple who work for family-friendly orga-
nizations tend to see their families.
And those who want to be home tend to
be there. Where we with a sense of ca-
maraderie and perhaps people who do
not have families tend to stay here to-
gether eagerly looking forward to vote
after vote into the wee hours of the
night.

Frankly, Mr. President, if we could
just talk about appropriations matters
on this, we could all go home for sup-
per tonight. Think what a novel idea.
Think of opening the door and having
children say, ‘“You look so familiar.
Didn’t I see your picture in the paper
once?”’ To have, if you have one, a pet
responding perhaps with some dim
memory of who you are, and not bite
you as you come in the door; to have
your neighbors look out and say, ‘I
know him’ or her.

Perhaps they might even ask for an
autograph, or at least not call the po-
lice thinking you are a stranger.

Think how wonderful it would be and
we would probably have a good piece of
legislation.

I see the distinguished Republican
leader on the floor. I see others seeking
the floor.

I yield the floor.

Mr. DOLE addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
DEWINE). The majority leader.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I think the
Senator from Rhode Island is also seek-
ing recognition.

I am going to offer an amendment
and make a brief statement, and then I
think there will be statements made in
support or maybe even in opposition.

I ask unanimous consent that all
pending amendments be set aside.

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

(Mr.
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AMENDMENT NO. 2726

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

I ask that the amendment be read. It
is very brief. I think that will sort of
explain the purpose of the amendment
as well as I can.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Kansas (Mr. DOLE), for
himself, Mr. SIMON, Mr. HELMS, Mr. HAT-
FIELD, Mr. D’AMATO, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, and Ms.
MOSELEY-BRAUN, proposes an amendment
numbered 2726.

The amendment is as follows:

At the appropriate place in the Bill, add
the following:

LIMITATION ON ASSISTANCE TO COUNTRIES THAT
RESTRICT THE TRANSPORT OR DELIVERY OF
UNITED STATES HUMANITARIAN ASSISTANCE
SEC. . (a) IN GENERAL.—None of the funds

made available in this Act may be used for
assistance in support of any country when it
is made known to the President that the
government of such country prohibits or oth-
erwise restricts, directly or indirectly, the
transport or delivery of United States hu-
manitarian assistance.

(b) EXCEPTION.—Subsection (a) shall not
apply to assistance in support of any country
when it is made known to the President that
the assistance is in the national security in-
terest of the United States.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that in addition to Sen-
ator SIMON, Senator HELMS, Senator
HATFIELD, Senator D’AMATO, Senator
FEINSTEIN, and Senator CAROL
MOSELEY-BRAUN be added as cospon-
sors.

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

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I rise
today to thank my colleagues for their
support of the Humanitarian Aid Cor-
ridor Act. The amendment that has
been offered, I think, is clear and pre-
cise, not very long. We just had it read.
It has strong bipartisan support, and it
furthers an important American for-
eign policy objective, which is to facili-
tate the prompt delivery of humani-
tarian aid.

The amendment, which overwhelm-
ingly passed the House, prohibits U.S.
foreign assistance to countries that im-
pede or prohibit the delivery or trans-
port of U.S. humanitarian assistance to
other countries. This legislation also
recognizes there may be a compelling
U.S. national security interest which
would override the principle of non-
interference with humanitarian aid.

For this reason, U.S. foreign aid to
nations in violation of this act may be
continued if the President of the
United States determines that such as-
sistance is in the national security in-
terest of the United States.

Let me say, Mr. President, this bill
does not single out or exempt any one
country. All nations are held to one
standard. The intent is simple, to en-
sure that American humanitarian aid
can be delivered where it is needed and
when it is needed.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Currently, there is one country that
is clearly affected by this legislation.
Turkey, a valuable ally in NATO and in
Operation Desert Storm, continues to
receive a large amount of assistance in
the form of grants and concessional
loans financed by the American tax-
payers. At the same time, however,
they continue to enforce an immoral
blockade on Armenia.

Mr. President, today marks the
fourth anniversary of Armenia’s inde-
pendence from the Soviet Union. We as
Americans welcome their independence
and through our humanitarian efforts
strive to help this fledgling democracy
grow and prosper. Their road has not
been an easy one, but the TUnited
States has been willing to provide the
assistance they need. The delivery of
humanitarian assistance to aid those
in need is consistent with the funda-
mental values of our Nation. This leg-
islation will also strengthen our ability
to deliver such assistance, which, as I
stated before, is an important compo-
nent of our foreign policy.

Just let me conclude by saying it
does not make sense to offer U.S. tax-
payer dollars unconditionally to coun-
tries that hinder our humanitarian re-
lief efforts. And in light of budgetary
constraints, it is imperative that U.S.
relief efforts be timely and efficient.
The Federal budget deficit and spend-
ing constraints require maximum effi-
ciency in the usage of U.S. foreign as-
sistance. And no doubt about it, coun-
tries that prevent the delivery of such
assistance or intentionally increase the
cost of the delivery of such assistance
do not deserve unrestricted American
assistance.

I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment, not for partisan politics,
but for the belief in the fundamental
values this Nation is built on.

Let me repeat. If some country out
there is receiving American aid and
they are preventing delivery of assist-
ance paid for by the American tax-
payers or if they circumvent delivery
or make it almost impossible or im-
pede delivery, or increase the cost of
delivery, then I do not believe they
should receive American assistance.
And that is all this amendment is
about. It does not exempt any specific
country. It does not apply to a par-
ticular country. Right now, it applies
to Turkey, but in the future it will
apply to any other country that would
follow the same practice.

I hope, if the amendment cannot be
accepted, it can be voted on rather
quickly.

I also ask unanimous consent to add
my colleague, Senator MURRAY, as a
cosponsor, and my colleagues, Senator
KERRY from Massachusetts, Senator
PRESSLER from South Dakota, and the
manager of the bill, the Senator from
Kentucky, Mr. MCCONNELL as cospon-
sors.

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

Mr. DOLE. I see my primary cospon-
sor, Senator SIMON, is in the Chamber,
and I yield the floor.
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Mr. the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Let me just say
very briefly I wish to commend the ma-
jority leader for this amendment. Like
many of my colleagues, I share the de-
sire to see that countries are not al-
lowed to block delivery of U.S. human-
itarian assistance. Senator DOLE has
led a bipartisan coalition of Senators
in promoting this ideal through the co-
sponsorship of this amendment. I ap-
plaud his efforts and am glad to be a
cosponsor of this amendment.

This particular measure enjoys wide-
spread support in both the House and
the Senate. Earlier this year, the
House International Relations Com-
mittee approved the bill by a vote of 27
to 7. The Senate Foreign Relations
Committee followed suit and voted in
favor of the bill by a vote of 14 to 4.
And most recently the House voted to
include the provision in its foreign op-
erations appropriations bill which
passed the House overwhelmingly.

Countries which choose to blockade
the delivery of U.S. humanitarian as-
sistance exponentially increase the
cost of that assistance. Currently, we
find ourselves facing a situation where
we are forced to stretch every dollar in
the foreign assistance account. Allow-
ing a nation to needlessly increase the
cost of our assistance, thereby further
limiting the amount of aid we are able
to provide, is just simply unacceptable.
We have a responsibility to the Amer-
ican taxpayer to ensure that their
hard-earned money is sufficiently uti-
lized.

If the United States is going to re-
main actively engaged in world affairs,
as I believe it should, it must be al-
lowed to provide assistance which is
needed. This amendment makes good
budget sense and is an important moral
statement.

Clearly, we cannot afford to leave
this issue unaddressed. I think Senator
DOLE’s proposal offers a reasonable and
intelligent solution to this problem. I
deeply appreciate his efforts and lead-
ership on the issue.

In addition, I would like to thank
him for including an emergency waiver
provision in the proposal. While we
want to ensure countries do not block
our efforts to deliver assistance, it is
important that we provide the Presi-
dent the ability to waive this provision
in the event of humanitarian or secu-
rity emergencies.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois.

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I thank
the Chair.

I am pleased to be a cosponsor of this
legislation.

As Senator DOLE pointed out, this
does not apply specifically in the lan-
guage to any one country. Now, it does
apply immediately to our relationship
with Turkey because Armenia faces a
very, very grim situation. And I have
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to say I was a little appalled when, I
guess about 2 years ago, I flew to Ar-
menia with colleagues in the Senate
and we could not fly over Turkey, after
all the aid we have given Turkey. We
had to go around to get to Armenia.
But when you get there, you see the
countryside in many areas with trees
taken down, what once were beautiful
trees on great avenues, because they
are desperate for fuel. It is a tough sit-
uation.

Ironically, Turkey would benefit eco-
nomically by entering into normal dip-
lomatic and trade relations with Arme-
nia. Azerbaijan wants to have an oil
line going from Agzerbaijan, through
Armenia, through Turkey to supply
the world with oil. Turkey benefits. Ar-
menia benefits. Azerbaijan benefits.
This is not an anti-Turkish resolution,
but it does say in simple words, if you
get American aid, you cannot stop hu-
manitarian assistance to another coun-
try.

That has been what Turkey has been
doing. I regret that. Turkey has been a
valuable ally. I am old enough, perhaps
unlike the Presiding Officer; I can re-
member the Korean war very well when
Turkey was one of the few countries
that really provided assistance. In
many ways I feel grateful to Turkey,
but I believe the message beyond this
is that Turkey ought to be getting
along better with her neighbors. That
means Greece, that means Armenia.

But the principle that is in this legis-
lation is sound: You do not get Amer-
ican foreign aid if you block humani-
tarian assistance to a nation that
needs it. I am pleased to be a cospon-
sor. And I hope the Senate will over-
whelmingly accept the amendment.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I hope
this amendment will not damage the
longstanding alliance between the
United States and Turkey.

Located in one of the most volatile
regions of the world, bordered by
Greece, Bulgaria, Iraq, Iran, Syria, and
several former Soviet Republics, Tur-
key acts as a stabilizing force in the re-
gion. She has stood with the United
States in all its conflicts since the Sec-
ond World War, from the Korean war to
the gulf war. She was the bulwark of
NATO’s southern flank during the cold
war, defending 37 percent of the NATO-
Warsaw Pact land frontier, as well as
her Black Sea coast and the straits
controlling Soviet access to the Medi-
terranean.

Turkey is connected geographically,
ethnically, or politically to the prob-
lems of Iraq, Iran, Armenia, Azer-
baijan, Bosnia, Cyprus, Greece, Bul-
garia, Russia, Tajikistan, Syria, and Is-
lamic fundamentalism. As one jour-
nalist has written, ‘“‘Turkish foreign
policy today is a 360-degree night-
mare.”” Now more than ever, the United
States should work with Turkey as she
continues to be the strong bridge be-
tween the Moslem world and the West,
her Western orientation serving as a
model for many of the republics of the
former Soviet Union.
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I believe that both Turkey and Arme-
nia recognize their need to lessen ten-
sions and to cooperate with the United
States to resolve regional problems, in-
cluding the Armenian-Azerbaijan con-
flict over Nagorno-Karabakh. As a good
will gesture toward Armenia in April
1995, turkey opened an air corridor con-
necting Erzurum to Yerevan, pre-
viously closed for 2 years. I hope that
Armenia will reciprocate and that the
process toward improved relations—al-
ready well under way—will continue.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
rise today in support of the proposed
amendment to prohibit U.S. assistance
to countries that prohibit or restrict
the transport or delivery of U.S. hu-
manitarian aid. This is a basic matter
of principle: No country should have
the right to interfere with the delivery
of humanitarian assistance anywhere.
When the United States provides food,
medicine, and clothing to suffering ci-
vilian populations, in response to war
or natural disaster, there is simply no
justification for a country to block this
assistance, especially when that coun-
try receives assistance from the United
States itself.

The United States goes to great
lengths to ensure that nations in dire
need for humanitarian aid receive it in
the most expedient and efficient way.
Supplying humanitarian aid to people
in need is consistent with the basic val-
ues of our Nation, and we should not
ignore attempts to hinder its delivery.

This amendment would apply to all
countries which receive U.S. assist-
ance. However, as we all know, the
major problem in this area today lies
with Turkey’s blocking of TUnited
States humanitarian aid to Armenia, a
contemptible practice which has gone
on for over 2 years.

While Turkey has made some
progress on this issue, agreeing to open
an air corridor to Armenia, this does
not begin to address the problem of hu-
manitarian assistance which must be
transported over land. The bulk of the
assistance we send to Armenia requires
such land conveyance.

It is my hope that the administration
will work with Turkey to ensure that
all routes available for bringing hu-
manitarian aid to Armenia are opened.
Opening an air corridor is only the first
step toward resolving this serious prob-
lem. Perhaps by working with Turkey
on this issue, we can help to avoid ever
having to invoke the aid cutoff called
for in this amendment.

It is important to note that this
amendment includes a national secu-
rity waiver, thereby recognizing the
fact that there may be compelling na-
tional security interests which require
U.S. assistance to countries even when
the recipient is blocking humanitarian
aid to others. This waiver also appro-
priately preserves the President’s pre-
rogative to conduct U.S. foreign policy.

Turkey is an important United
States ally, and I realize that assist-
ance to Turkey is an integral part of
our foreign policy to ensure regional
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security in that part of the world. How-
ever, we simply cannot continue to as-
sist Turkey, or any other nation, which
impedes the delivery of humanitarian
aid to others. Again, this is a matter of
principle, and it is my hope that my
colleagues from both sides of the aisle
will support it.

Mr. PELL addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island.

REORGANIZATION AND THE FOREIGN RELATIONS
COMMITTEE’S BUSINESS

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, earlier
today some statements were made on
the floor of the Senate concerning the
proposed reorganization plan for the
State Department. The suggestion was
made that Democratic Members—spe-
cifically those on the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee, are responsible for
holding up the processing of Ambassa-
dorial nominations and other business
by delaying the passage of the reorga-
nization plan.

I think that suggestion warrants a
response. Why? The reorganization
plan at issue is not a bipartisan plan. I
only wish it was. Its existence was
made known only yesterday, and it was
crafted without the knowledge or input
of even one Democratic Member. Al-
ready, it is clear that there are serious
differences and much disagreement
about the plan.

I have other thoughts about this plan
which should be expressed later.

But I just wanted to respond to the
suggestion that somehow it is the
Democratic side of the committee that
is delaying the consideration of nomi-
nations, legislation, treaties, and other
important matters.

The truth is that there is not, nor
has there ever been, a Democratic hold
on the Foreign Relations Committee’s
business. It is entirely the prerogative
and within the power of our Republican
colleagues to resume the committee’s
business. The halt in activity is an at-
tempt to force an amendment that is
supported and written and endorsed
only by Republicans. We should not
succumb to it simply because the pro-
ponents state erroneously that Demo-
cratic Members are responsible for the
delay.

Mr. President, during the years that
I chaired the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee, I always tried to move every
nomination and conduct business in
both a timely and collegial fashion.
Never—never—during those years—and
indeed during those years of service on
the committee—since 1964—can I recall
a time when the committee was
stopped dead in its tracks to force the
consideration of a controversial meas-
ure. I do not think that is a proper way
to conduct business and a tactic I have
always—always resisted using over a
great many years.

I would hate to see it being used now,
and the Senate becoming a battlefield,
saying some of the Members will not do
what they should do anyway, what
they were hired to do, plus the treaty,
plus the nomination, and in the mean-
time say, ‘“We will not do what we are
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supposed to do until you do what we
want you to do.” And I think it is a bad
precedent.

I would hope that the Senate turns it
down.

I yield the floor.

Mr. LEAHY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont.

AMENDMENT NO. 2726

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I under-
stand that we may have one or two
others who might want to speak—that
we may not have any others that want
to speak on the pending amendment.

Am I correct, Mr. President, in un-
derstanding that the pending amend-
ment is the Dole amendment on hu-
manitarian corridors?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I agree
with the distinguished Republican
leader on this amendment. In fact, I
would ask to be named as a cosponsor
of the amendment.

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

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, one of
the greatest things the United States
can do as a country with worldwide
reach is to help in humanitarian mat-
ters. We are very, very fortunate as a
country. Periodically, we have faced
devastating situations in our own
country. We did in Los Angeles, of
course, during the earthquakes. We did
in Florida during the hurricanes. We
have seen devastation of Americans in
the Virgin Islands, in Puerto Rico in
the past few days. But we are such a
powerful nation and such a wealthy na-
tion that we can help each other out.
Whether it is the flood of a couple
years ago in Montpelier, VT, my home-
town, we are America; and through our
Federal Government, we came together
to help with the floods in the Midwest
of a year ago. But there are other coun-
tries that are so small and so poor that
when they are faced with an earth-
quake or faced with tornadoes or faced
with flooding, devastation, they have
nowhere to look to but the inter-
national community. And the United
States, along with many of our allies,
have always responded.

I remember earthquakes in Armenia,
flooding in Bangladesh, famine in Afri-
ca, earthquakes in other parts of the
world—Mexico, for example—we have
responded. We have the ability to reach
out and fly supplies literally anywhere
in the world. We have the ability to
send medical technicians and experts
and rescue operations and others any-
where in the world. It is something
that, just to stop and think, in our life-
time, for most of us in our lifetime it
was impossible for any nation to even
think of doing this in the way that we
do with the communications, the logis-
tics, just the resources. And a child
suffering loss of family because of an
earthquake, anywhere in the world, is
a child suffering; or an adult who has
had their whole livelihood washed
away in a flood, is an adult suffering,
no matter where they are in the world.
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If the United States and the Amer-
ican people, through everything from
Red Cross, Catholic Charities, Decatur,
and the Federal Government, respond,
we respond not to say, well, we will re-
spond to this child because they are po-
litically correct, but not this child be-
cause they have a different ideology or
something, we respond because they
are human beings suffering. We re-
sponded in countries that technically
were countries that were adversaries of
ours. We responded to people. We will
always continue to do so. But I think
when we do it, and I think when our al-
lies do, we should not be blocked from
giving that humanitarian aid because
we give it not to advance a political
agenda of the people aided or of our
own. We do it to help people suffering.

So this amendment is not intended to
embarrass or cause problems with Tur-
key or any other country. It is a mat-
ter of principle. It says that the peo-
ple’s needs should not be denied aid for
political reasons. We have given aid. I
remember a time even during the cold
war when those allied with the Soviet
Union who were in need, and the
United States, like our allies, re-
sponded to that need when called upon
to. It is like a ship hearing another
ship in distress. You do not ask what
flag they carry; you say they are under
distress, and we go to help them.

So, I would say to any of our allies
who may be concerned about such an
amendment, this is not intended to em-
barrass you. It is intended to carry out
what has always been the policy of the
United States. People desperately need
help. If we can help, we do. We do this
in Vermont. If a neighbor’s home or
barn is on fire, or they are suddenly in-
capacitated, we go to help. We do this
as world neighbors, too.

Mr. President, I would hope that the
amendment would be accepted. And
while we check to see if there are oth-
ers coming, I was going to put in a call
for a quorum, although I see the distin-
guished chairman on his feet. I yield to
him.

Mr.
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky.

Mr. MCCONNELL. I am unaware of
anyone who wants to speak on this
side, nor am I aware of any calls for a
rollcall vote. So if the distinguished
ranking member can check his side, we
will be ready to vote.

Mr. LEAHY. I wonder in the mean-
time if we might just suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

Mr. MCCONNELL. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

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

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, the pur-
pose of my offering an amendment—I
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ask unanimous consent that all pend-
ing amendments be laid aside tempo-
rarily.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. PELL. There is objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is noted.

Mr. HELMS. In that case, I will dis-
cuss the amendment. I can certainly do
that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
in order.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, let me
read the text of the amendment that I
shall offer presently. It is entitled,
“Prohibition on use of funds for relo-
cating Agency for International Devel-
opment to Federal Triangle Building.”

Section 577. Notwithstanding any other
provision of law, none of the funds appro-
priated or otherwise made available by this
act may be used to relocate the Agency for
International Development, or any part of
that agency, to the Federal Triangle Build-
ing in Washington, District of Columbia.

