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would have to disclose foreign subsidi-
aries only if they have a significant di-
rect interest in the lobbying. 

In my view, changing direct interest 
to significant direct interest would be 
counterproductive, especially since the 
provision in question does not define 
what the word ‘‘significant’’ means in 
this context. At what point does a di-
rect interest become a significant di-
rect interest? If foreign entities have a 
direct interest in the lobbying of a reg-
istrant, but the registrant insists that 
interest is not significant, how can we 
judge that contention? In the absence 
of clear answers to those questions, I 
believe the provision I have omitted 
could weaken the LDA. By introducing 
an element of vagueness into the act’s 
language, it could undercut the act’s 
ability to fulfill the information-gath-
ering function that we had in mind 
when we passed it. 

As I emphasized in my initial state-
ment, my purpose in introducing this 
technical amendments bill is to make 
the LDA even more useful than it is 
now. I do not want to do anything to 
weaken the act, and S. 758 is shaped in 
accordance with that guiding prin-
ciple.∑ 

f 

LAMENTATION 
∑ Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I ask 
that a poem by Virginia Louise Doris 
be entered in the RECORD. Ms. Doris, 
distinguished poet and historian from 
my hometown of Warwick, RI, has 
written this poem to commemorate 
those who lost their lives in the bomb-
ing of the Murrah Federal Building in 
Oklahoma City over 2 years ago. 

The poem follows: 
LAMENTATION 

(By Virginia Louise Doris, composed April 
19, 1997) 

‘‘A Song that wanders only where an elegy 
sent’’. 

DE PROFUNDIS 

We tarry, roses breathing vanished-times 
broken, 

in this green-parting glade where agonies 
spoken. 

Oh! waiting heart! shall thy pulses always 
beat 

to the serephs pause of a presence so dear, 
that all dove-cote lowing cadance repeat 
its sweet, floating, accents to thine ear? 

Charcoal shadows lay their twilight fingers 
upon a barren wall, where roses sang a 
climbing song, and declivous wings brushed 
in summer flight, each petal instill life’s 
incense to fulfill; the roar of fate decrees 
a sundered cherish. 

IN EXTREMIS 

In the long noon-tide of our sorrow, we ques-
tioned 

of the eternal morrow; we gaze in bonded 
awe 

far through the daystar’s candle dimmed, or 
charnel 

tears and dust which tell our kindred roam. 
The beloved is keeping all, the waiting, mur-

muring, 
beloved lets nothing go, of clasp and want 
which tolls our famished moan, illumed by 

lyric 
cerement, spheres gush of dewy, languored, 
woes cascading vernal, flamy, biers of mem-

ory, 

the enchanted years. 
IN NOMINE 

Oh! waiting heart! Shall thy images always 
keep 

the remembrance of lost, embroidered-time, 
our realm-blessed joy unrolled, to weep 
unstemmed amid this sable, wounded, clime? 
We tarry, roses breathing vanished-times 

beckon, 
in this green-parting grove where seasons 

reckon. 
IN MEMORIAM 

April 19, 1995, Oklahoma City, the Murrah 
Building.∑ 

f 

ENHANCING OUR DIPLOMATIC 
READINESS—A CRITICAL TEST 
OF AMERICAN LEADERSHIP 

∑ Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, last 
week a bipartisan budget agreement 
was successfully reached between the 
Administration and Congressional 
leaders of both parties. 

This is a seminal achievement that 
will lead us to a balanced budget for 
the first time in 28 years. 

I would like to congratulate the 
budget negotiators on this important 
accomplishment. 

I would like to call particular atten-
tion to their leadership in funding 
international affairs. 

In February, I wrote the Budget 
Committee asking that the President’s 
budget request of $19.45 billion for 
international affairs spending be re-
garded as the absolute minimum essen-
tial to effectively carry out the na-
tional interests of the United States. 

Yesterday, the Budget Committee re-
ported a resolution establishing these 
enhanced levels of funding as a priority 
for fiscal year 1998. 

I commend the Budget Committee 
for recognizing the importance of fund-
ing this year the full amount of the 
President’s request for foreign affairs. 

This was an important first step. 
I look forward to continue working 

with Chairman HELMS on the Foreign 
Relations Committee and with the Ap-
propriations Committee to insure that 
sufficient funds are authorized and ap-
propriated to restore our resources for 
diplomatic readiness abroad. 

But it was only the first step. In re-
cent years, funding for international 
affairs has plummeted in real terms to 
its lowest level since World War II. 

Yet all the while, due to the 
downsizing of U.S. overseas military 
forces, diplomacy has become more im-
portant than ever as a vital front-line 
defense of American interests. 

Although the cold war has ended, 
challenges to our security remain. 

We live in an age in which inter-
national threats such as terrorism, 
narcotics trafficking, and nuclear pro-
liferation continue to imperil our Na-
tion’s security and prosperity. 

American diplomats in the field and 
on the ground are essential to under-
standing complex political and eco-
nomic forces affecting our allies and 
adversaries alike. 

Despite the reduction in our military 
readiness abroad, the increased impor-

tance of diplomatic readiness to our 
Nation’s security has not been re-
flected in the Federal budget in recent 
years. 

To the contrary, international affairs 
funding has suffered drastic budget 
cuts, a point which I will demonstrate 
today. These cuts have already begun 
to have noticeable effects on our Na-
tion’s diplomatic readiness. 

Thus, this year’s budget agreement 
must be seen as only the first step to-
ward restoring and enhancing Amer-
ica’s diplomatic preparedness. 

Before discussing the decline in re-
sources for foreign affairs, it is worth 
pausing to address a threshold ques-
tion: What kind of foreign policy do we 
want to have? 

Stated more bluntly—are we pre-
pared to remain engaged in the world, 
or are we headed down the path of iso-
lationism? 

For it is only after we answer this 
fundamental question should we make 
decisions about the budgetary re-
sources for foreign affairs. 

Mr. President, how we fund our diplo-
matic resources abroad presents an-
other test for American leadership— 
whether the growing forces of 
neoisolationism or those favoring en-
gagement are going to prevail in this 
congress. 

It is commonly asserted these days 
that the American people are weary of 
international involvement, and want 
us to cut back from our commitments 
abroad. 

Over the course of the last 50 years 
we have seen an enormous techno-
logical revolution take place in the 
areas of information, communication, 
transportation, medicine, manufac-
turing, and world trade. 

For better or worse, this revolution— 
at least for large segments of the 
world—has fundamentally transformed 
the way we live. 

Within and among nations, people 
today are more closely connected than 
ever by fast and affordable travel, in-
stant electronic communication, and 
standardized products. 

For americans, who for much of our 
history enjoyed a sense of separateness 
from the world, global interdependence 
is no longer an academic abstraction; 
we experience it daily. The lesson of 
the two world wars in this century— 
that we cannot preserve our own well- 
being in isolation from the world’s 
problems—has now been compounded 
by technology. 

For the last 50 years, the major 
threat to our Nation’s security was the 
global spread of communism. Today, a 
host of other threats—no less dan-
gerous—to our future security and 
prosperity exist: the proliferation of 
dangerous weapons; the threat of ter-
rorism, narcotics, and international 
crime; the spread of deadly diseases; 
the degradation of the environment; 
and increasing economic competition. 

On every continent, we face many 
challenges, new and old: 

In Europe, we work to reinvigorate 
the NATO alliance by engaging in new 
missions and expanding to the east; 
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In Eurasia, we seek to build a con-

structive relationship with a newly 
democratic Russia still armed with 
thousands of nuclear weapons, and to 
nourish democracy there and elsewhere 
in the New Independent States; 

In the Middle East, we endeavor to 
sustain a peace process that has 
brought Israel and her neighbors with-
in sight of a final agreement that could 
end decades of conflict; 

In Asia, we seek to strengthen the 
bonds of cooperation with old allies in 
Japan and Korea, and to build a coop-
erative relationship with a growing 
economic and military power in China; 

In Latin America, we seek to sustain 
and strengthen our ties to the new de-
mocracies which are enjoying unprece-
dented economic success, and to help 
them contain the threat of the nar-
cotics trade; 

In Africa, we are helping the new 
South Africa take its rightful place as 
a leader of the world community, and 
we seek to encourage the spread of de-
mocracy across the continent, where 
the seeds of freedom and free markets 
are slowly taking root. 

These multiple challenges may not 
call for a single construct—as the chal-
lenge of communism yielded the policy 
of containment—but they clearly affect 
American interests, and cry out for ac-
tive American leadership. 

I believe that the American people 
understand this reality; and precisely 
for that reason, they expect to see the 
strong hand of the United States in 
world affairs. 

It is often stated, sometimes with ex-
cessive triumphalism, that we are the 
world’s lone remaining superpower. Un-
fortunately, when it comes to devoting 
adequate resources for our diplomatic 
efforts, we rarely act the part. 

Indeed, our ability to continue our 
leadership role is threatened by the se-
vere decline in funding for inter-
national affairs. 

And although some members of this 
body may contest the need for such 
funding, there can be no dispute that 
spending for international affairs has 
fallen significantly in recent years. 

Allow me to elaborate. In budgetary 
terms, nearly all funding for inter-
national affairs programs are found in 
the category known as function 150. In 
this category are all major foreign af-
fairs activities: diplomacy conducted 
by the Department of State, foreign aid 
administered by the Agency for Inter-
national Development; information 
and exchange activities carried out by 
the U.S. Information Agency; The work 
of the Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency; U.S. contributions to inter-
national financial institutions such as 
the World Bank; and support for the 
United Nations and related agencies 
ranging from the International Atomic 
Energy Agency to the Children’s Fund. 

By every measure, spending for these 
activities has been cut to the bone in 
the last few years. 

According to a study of the Congres-
sional Research Service prepared at my 

request, foreign policy spending is now 
at its lowest level in 20 years. 

Stated in fiscal 1998 dollars, the 
budget in the current fiscal year is 
$18.77 billion, which is 25 percent below 
the annual average of $25 billion over 
the past two decades, and 30 percent 
below the level of 10 years ago, near 
the end of the Reagan administration. 

This is a recent phenomenon. The de-
cline commenced at the beginning of 
the decade. But the most significant 
reductions came in the past few years. 

Spending dropped by 3.8 percent in 
fiscal 1994, by 5.6 percent in fiscal 1995, 
by 10.2 percent in fiscal 1996, and fi-
nally by 3.7 percent in fiscal 1997. In 
short, the reductions in this decade 
began with a trickle and have turned 
into a hemorrhage. 

Taken together, let me repeat, these 
budget cuts brought spending in 1997 to 
the lowest level in the past 20 years, 
and a full 25 percent below the average 
for that period. 

These reductions are also historic in 
two other respects. For the past two 
decades, international affairs spending, 
as measured against the rest of the dis-
cretionary budget, held reasonably 
steady. The average was 4.1 percent, 
but it rarely deviated much from that 
average. 

In fact, the trend, from 1987 to 1995, 
was virtually a straight line. But then 
the line started to take a dive in 1996, 
dropping to 3.7 percent; and in 1997, it 
fell still further to 3.6 percent. 

The story is largely the same when 
foreign affairs funding is compared to 
the total budget, including mandatory 
spending programs. 

Over the past two decades, inter-
national affairs funding comprised, on 
average, 1.7 percent of the entire Fed-
eral budget. In fiscal 1997, such funding 
was just 1.1 percent of the Federal 
budget, the lowest level in the past 20 
years and about one-third below the 
historical average. 

It should be pointed out here that I 
am not using fiscal year 1985 as a base 
year for comparison. That was an ex-
traordinary year because there were 
two special supplemental appropria-
tions to meet foreign policy crises: a 
special aid package for the Middle 
East, and a relief bill for famine in Af-
rica. 

Spending that year, in constant fis-
cal 1998 dollars, was $36.3 billion, or 
nearly twice current funding. 

I recognize that such an anomalous 
year would skew the comparison, and 
instead I have chosen to look at cur-
rent funding based against a 20-year 
time period. 

This period, I might add, embraces 
the tenure of both Presidents Carter 
and Clinton—that is, the two most re-
cent Democratic administrations—as 
well as those of Presidents Reagan and 
Bush. 

In sum, Mr. President, the data do 
not lie. No matter how you slice it, 
spending for foreign affairs has been se-
verely cut. 

There’s another part of the story 
that needs to be told, however, and 

that’s how these cuts in international 
affairs spending, on both programs and 
people, have impacted American inter-
ests. 

Let us start with the State Depart-
ment. Since President Clinton assumed 
office, funding for the Department’s 
core activities has fallen by 17 percent 
in real terms. 

Although the current level is slightly 
higher than the historical average of 
the past 20 years, the cuts in the last 
few years have had a dramatic effect on 
the Department. 

First, we have closed 36 missions 
overseas, in locations such as Zurich, 
Switzerland, Stuttgart, Germany, and 
Lubumbashi, Zaire. 

At the same time, 24 new posts have 
been opened, 15 of which are in the na-
tions that once comprised the Soviet 
empire. We now have 249 overseas 
posts, the lowest level since 1980. 

Now, I am not objecting to cuts made 
in the interest of efficiency. I agree 
that we should eliminate duplication 
and waste. 

What I am concerned about, however, 
is whether these reductions may have 
left our interests unevenly protected 
overseas. 

Just as one example, the closing last 
year of the American Consulate in 
Medan, Indonesia, has left us with no 
American diplomatic presence in the 
second most important commercial 
center in that country. 

Unlike Britain, Russia, Japan, Ger-
many, and a host of other countries 
which all have diplomats in Medan, our 
presence is limited to the American 
Embassy some 800 miles away in Ja-
karta. 

Medan is located in a part of Indo-
nesia that is a key entry-way for arms 
smuggling into the country, and his-
torically has been a hotbed of pro-inde-
pendence political activity. Moreover, 
there are significant private American 
economic interests in Medan. However, 
instead of protecting our interests in 
the region—both economic and secu-
rity—we have been reduced to sending 
someone from the Embassy up to 
Medan about once every 4 months. 

Second, the Department is suffering 
from what might be called an infra-
structure deficit. Replacement and 
modernization of basic equipment has 
been long deferred, and renovation and 
repair of overseas buildings has been 
delayed. Let me state it at the most 
basic level: Many diplomats, both here 
and abroad, still use Wang computers. 
When purchased in the early 1980’s, the 
Wang was state-of-the-art, and the 
State Department was the envy of the 
Federal Government; today, the obso-
lete computers that pervade the De-
partment make it the laughing-stock 
of Washington. Similarly, over 40 per-
cent of the Department’s overseas tele-
phone switchboards are obsolete, so old 
in fact, that spare parts are unavail-
able, and to keep the older systems 
working, we cannibalize ones that have 
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been replaced to fix those still in oper-
ation. The same is true for over 80 per-
cent of all our radio equipment over-
seas. 

In the same vein, thousands of re-
pairs to embassies and other facilities 
remain unmet because of the lack of 
funds. Our embassy in Beijing—one of 
our most important posts—is literally 
falling apart. Numerous other facili-
ties, on every continent, require exten-
sive repair work. 

At other foreign affairs agencies, the 
story is much the same. At the U.S. In-
formation Agency, funding is 13 per-
cent below the average in the past 20 
years. Two programs which are among 
our cheapest and most cost-effective 
foreign policy tools—exchanges and 
international broadcasting—have been 
particularly affected. 

For example, budget cuts and a con-
solidation of all international broad-
casting have forced reductions in pro-
gramming on the Voice of America and 
Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty. Dur-
ing the Cold War, services like Radio 
Free Europe provided a steady breath 
of truth to those trapped behind the 
Iron Curtain. 

Today, their mission, and the mis-
sion of the new Radio Free Asia, is no 
less important. During my recent visit 
to Moscow, a leading member of the 
Russian legislature pleaded for the con-
tinuation of Radio Liberty, which is re-
garded as a critical tool in a country 
where the media remains under strong 
influence of the government and the 
ruling classes. 

The steepest reductions in our for-
eign policy budget have come in for-
eign assistance, which at $11.5 billion 
last year—again, using fiscal 1998 dol-
lars—is lower, in real terms, than any 
year of the last 20, and some 36 percent 
below the historical average of that pe-
riod. 

Foreign aid spending has been stead-
ily falling since the early 1990’s. Reduc-
tions of this magnitude have under-
mined American influence and inter-
ests around the globe. 

It is popular to assert that foreign 
aid is merely the foreign policy equiva-
lent of welfare, a supposed giveaway of 
massive dimensions that yields few 
benefits to American interests, and 
that if we merely ended the program, 
our problems with the budget deficit 
would be over. Wrong on both counts. 

Through our foreign assistance pro-
grams we help to combat the scourges 
of drug trafficking, international 
crime, terrorism, and arms prolifera-
tion. For example, our contributions to 
the International Law Enforcement 
Academy in Budapest, Hungary, has 
helped to train nearly 3,000 foreign law 
enforcement personnel in fighting or-
ganized crime, drugs, and international 
money laundering. American contribu-
tions to these efforts is an important 
way in which we protect our interests 
abroad. 

To state the obvious, if we ended all 
foreign aid—both economic and mili-
tary assistance—we would not end our 

deficit problem. And the programs are 
far from a giveaway; they are an in-
vestment in our security. 

Mr. President, I am not the only one 
who feels that reductions in foreign af-
fairs spending have put American in-
terests at risk. 

A recent independent, bipartisan blue 
ribbon panel jointly sponsored by the 
Brookings Institution and the Council 
on Foreign Relations came to the same 
conclusion. 

They concluded that ‘‘the cuts al-
ready made in the international affairs 
discretionary account have adversely 
affected, to a significant degree, the 
ability of the United States to protect 
and promote its economic, diplomatic 
and strategic agendas abroad. 

‘‘Unless this trend is reversed, Amer-
ican vital interests will be jeopard-
ized.’’ 

Mr. President, we cannot let this 
trend continue. It is a delusion to be-
lieve that America can remain actively 
engaged in the world if we continue to 
deny the President and the Secretary 
of State the resources necessary for the 
conduct of American foreign policy. 

An important first step in the right 
direction has been taken by funding in 
full President Clinton’s international 
affairs budget request for fiscal 1998. 

Yet, as I have demonstrated here 
today, after several years of drastic 
cuts, continued funding is critical to 
restoring and enhancing America’s 
vital diplomatic capacity. 

As it has been reported, the Presi-
dent has decided to reorganize the 
many foreign affairs agencies of the 
Federal Government. 

I support the President’s reorganiza-
tion plan, and believe that we should 
eliminate duplication and waste in our 
foreign policy programs. 

However, we in the Congress must 
keep in mind the needs of the next cen-
tury and the importance of our diplo-
matic presence abroad. 

I also want to make clear that our 
reform efforts should be driven not by 
the imperative of budgetary savings— 
as important as that is—but by the 
need to ensure that we have a robust 
diplomatic presence around the globe 
in order to protect the gains of our cold 
war victory. 

Let me also unequivocally state that 
any savings realized from reorganiza-
tion of our foreign policy agencies 
should not be diverted elsewhere but 
re-allocated to enhance our diplomatic 
readiness. 

Moreover, in acting to ensure ade-
quate funding for American foreign 
policy, we should also end the false dis-
tinction—in both our thinking and our 
budgeting—between foreign policy and 
national defense. 

For years, we have distinguished be-
tween the two as if they were separate 
and unrelated aspects of our national 
budget. 

But that is hardly the case. Quite the 
opposite: The two are closely linked, 
and should be similarly conceived as 
part of a broader national security 
budget. 

This is far from a radical concept. 
More than most Americans, members 
of the U.S. military well understand 
that diplomacy is the front-line of our 
national defense. 

Both our diplomats and our soldiers 
work on a daily basis to protect our na-
tional security, and their missions 
overlap frequently. 

When American aircraft carriers are 
deployed to the Taiwan Straits, they 
are not only showing American mili-
tary power, they are demonstrating the 
United States commitment to security 
and stability in East Asia. 

When American diplomats negotiate 
nuclear and conventional arms control 
agreements in Europe and Eurasia, 
they are strengthening European secu-
rity, a vital national interest which 
has long been central to our defense 
planning. 

In short, just as the projection of 
military power is a diplomatic tool, di-
plomacy is a weapon in the arsenal of 
our national defense. Both are vital to 
our national interest; both should be 
protected. 

Mr. President, the debate over the 
form and substance of our Nation’s for-
eign policy comes down to this—will 
America lead? 

I believe our interests call for it. The 
sacrifices of our grandparents and par-
ents require it. The future of this great 
country demands it. 

Mr. President, the end of the cold 
war and the approach of a new century 
provides a historic moment for the 
United States to play a decisive role in 
world affairs—to bend the course of 
history slightly. Such moments are 
rare. 

The last such time, after the con-
flagration of the Second World War, 
saw an active American leadership role 
in shaping the institutions that were 
central to world history in the last half 
of this century—institutions such as 
the North Atlantic Treaty Organiza-
tion and the World Bank. 

Like the choices made by Presidents 
named Roosevelt and Truman and Sen-
ators named Connolly and Vandenburg 
a half century ago, the decisions we 
make now could affect the course of 
world history for generations to come. 

Congress needs to reinforce Amer-
ica’s leadership in the world, and pro-
vide the resources necessary to protect 
our interests overseas. 

We bear a responsibility to the Amer-
ican people to make the case and show 
the benefits for these investments, as 
well as the costs of not pursuing them. 

I, for one, will do everything I can as 
ranking minority member on the For-
eign Relations Committee to make 
sure that we do. 

Rather than resting on our laurels 
after winning the cold war, we must be 
even more resolute, lest we squander 
an opportunity to bring peace and de-
mocracy to even more people across 
the globe. 
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E. DONNALL THOMAS MEDAL OF 

ACHIEVEMENT 
Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I rise to 

pay special tribute to George and Jane 
Russell, two individuals who have 
made remarkable contributions within 
their business and local communities. 
The Russells will be presented with the 
E. Donnall Thomas Medal of Achieve-
ment Award at a special celebration to 
be held on June 14 in Seattle. 

The E. Donnall Thomas Award is 
named after Dr. E. Donnall Thomas, 
Director Emeritus of the Fred Hutch-
inson Cancer Research Center’s Clin-
ical Division and recipient of the 1990 
Nobel Prize in Medicine, who pioneered 
bone marrow transplantation as a form 
of treatment for cancer. The guidance 
of Dr. Thomas and the work of his col-
leagues enables the Fred Hutchinson 
Cancer Research Center to save thou-
sands of lives each year. 

George and Jane Russell truly rep-
resent the spirit of the E. Donnall 
Thomas Medal of Achievement: inspi-
rational leadership in their company 
and community; a force for positive 
change; and dedication to service that 
puts their highest humanitarian prin-
ciples into action. Together, the Rus-
sells have inspired a corporate culture 
of integrity, earning their company, 
the Frank Russell Co., the distinction 
of ‘‘Best Large Company to Work for in 
Washington State’’ by ‘‘Washington 
CEO’’ in 1994 and the Better Workplace 
award from the Association of Wash-
ington Business in 1995. 

George Russell is a dynamic industry 
pioneer who has made an indelible 
mark on the investment world. As the 
founder of both the pension consulting 
business and Russell 20–20, a group pro-
viding investment opportunities for 
countries making the transition from 
command to market economies, George 
Russell has truly revolutionized the in-
vestment world. Jane Russell is cred-
ited as the visionary behind the Frank 
Russell Company’s award winning suc-
cess. As the director of corporate and 
community relations, Jane promotes a 
business environment based on mutual 
trust and respect. 

The Russells’ community involve-
ment and dedication to humanitarian 
efforts is unmatched. Jane has been the 
recipient of the Tacoma/Pierce Coun-
ty’s Community Service Award and 
serves on the boards of the National 
Center for Nonprofit Boards, Wash-
ington, DC, the American Leadership 
Forum and the campaign cabinet of the 
Washington State History Museum. 
George is a founding member of the Ex-
ecutive Council for Greater Tacoma, a 
group of corporate and community 
leaders dedicated to the revitalization 
of Tacoma. Together, they cochair the 
effort to build the $38.8 million Inter-
national Museum of Modern Glass on 
Tacoma’s waterfront. 

I commend the efforts and the inspi-
ration provided by George and Jane 
Russell. By awarding the Russells with 
the E. Donnall Thomas Medal of 
Achievement, the Hutchinson Center 

guarantees that their exemplary ef-
forts are not overlooked and reaffirm 
our commitment to provide the Fred 
Hutchinson Cancer Research Center 
the vital support it needs to continue 
its battle against cancer.∑ 

f 

RELIEF OF CHRISTOPH MEILI 

∑ Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I rise 
to explain my reasons for being an 
original cosponsor of this legislation. 

Christoph Meili was until recently a 
security guard at the Union Bank of 
Switzerland. At about 6 p.m. on Janu-
ary 8 of this year Mr. Meili was making 
his nightly rounds, when he stumbled 
upon a number of crates containing 
bank documents. Surprised, Mr. Meili 
examined the documents and found 
them to be ledgers, letters, and state-
ments of account dating back to the 
1930’s and 1940’s, and pertaining mostly 
to Jewish clients. 

Mr. Meili knew that historical docu-
ments relating to the relationship be-
tween Swiss banks and Jews during the 
Holocaust were an issue of inter-
national importance. For some time 
now my colleague from New York, Sen-
ator D’AMATO, has been investigating 
the role of Swiss banks in laundering 
money for the Nazis during World War 
II, and in particular the possibility 
that those banks reaped huge profits 
from property and gold confiscated 
from Jewish victims of the Holocaust. 

In answer to the firestorm of protest 
over these allegations, the Swiss Par-
liament only 3 weeks before had 
passed, with great fanfare, a law spe-
cifically prohibiting the destruction of 
documents that might assist in the 
search for assets properly belonging to 
victims of Hitler’s concentration 
camps. Yet here were exactly the kind 
of documents the Swiss Parliament 
presumably wanted to protect. 

At this point, Christoph Meili could 
have looked the other way. Instead he 
remembered his responsibility as a civ-
ilized human being. He spent 20 min-
utes going through the documents, put 
what seemed the most important in his 
jacket, and took them out to his car. 

We owe Mr. Meili a debt of immense 
gratitude for this act of conscience. 
But not everyone is thankful to him. 
He has lost his job. He has received 
death threats. He is uncertain of his 
own future and the future of his wife 
and two young children. His future 
does not look bright in Switzerland. 

Yet here in America he is welcomed 
with open arms everywhere he goes, as 
he should be. In early May he was 
flown to New York under the auspices 
of the World Jewish Congress. He has 
been warmly received at receptions in 
both New York and Washington. And 
Mr. Edgar Bronfman, the chairman of 
the World Jewish Congress and presi-
dent of the Seagram Co., has offered 
him a fulltime job. 

Which brings us to this bill. Mr. Meili 
and his family seek permanent resi-
dency in this country. This is an un-
usual case, in that he requires action 

on the part of Congress to achieve this 
status. But this is necessary because 
Mr. Meili does not meet the necessary 
criteria for permanent residency under 
any of the existing categories. 

Mr. Meili has done a great service to 
the Jewish people, to this country and 
to the civilized world. Without thought 
for his own future or well-being he did 
what his conscience demanded, and 
saved valuable evidence concerning the 
relationship between Swiss banks and 
the victims of Hitler’s death camps. 

It seems equally clear to me that Mr. 
Meili has two possible futures ahead of 
him. In the first, we abandon him. The 
United States turns its back on this 
man of conscience and sends him back 
to Switzerland. There he faces unem-
ployment, a dark blotch on his record 
for informing on his employer, and pos-
sibly worse. While the vast majority of 
the Swiss people are decent and law- 
abiding, some of them already have 
made threats against him. He would be 
literally a man without a country. 

Alternatively, we could welcome Mr. 
Meili into our Nation, as so many of 
our people already have welcomed him 
into their hearts. We have the choice. 
We could open our doors to this man of 
conscience, giving him the chance to 
make for himself and his family a 
brighter future in a land that treasures 
the kind of bravery he has displayed. 

His circumstances do not fit any of 
our set categories for immigration. But 
I am convinced that they present us 
with the opportunity to demonstrate 
our ability and willingness to recognize 
when noble acts render the particulars 
of bureaucratic regulation less impor-
tant than the will to do what is right. 

Mr. Meili is the kind of man I want 
for a neighbor. His is a family I feel 
would benefit any community. Our 
country can only be made better by his 
permanent residence here.∑ 

f 

GOOD SAMARITAN EXEMPTION 

∑ Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to report that we have made 
progress in our efforts to protect At-
lantic large whales. As you may recall, 
on May 8th of this year, several of my 
colleagues joined with me in intro-
ducing the ‘‘Good Samaritan Exemp-
tion’’ to the Marine Mammal Protec-
tion Act. The Good Samaritan Exemp-
tion provides that the disentanglement 
of a marine mammal from fishing gear 
does not violate the ‘‘take’’ provisions 
of the MMPA. We were able to have the 
exemption accepted as an amendment 
to S. 672, and, due to the broad support 
for this noncontroversial amendment, I 
am hopeful that it will be included in 
the conference report. 

However, during the drafting of the 
amendment a concern emerged that 
this exemption alone would not provide 
full protection for citizens involved in 
whale disentanglement efforts. On May 
20th, I was notified by the administra-
tion that the necessary steps will be 
taken to ensure that fishermen and 
others who act as Good Samaritans 
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