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Spiller asked to be diverted to clearer weath-
er. He was informed that Burlington, the pic-
turesque college town straddling Lake
Champlain 67 miles to the north, had radar
contact and 15 miles visibility. He headed
there.

At 5:20 p.m., when he couldn’t maintain
5,500 feet altitude because of ice, Spiller de-
clared an emergency. He was given permis-
sion to descend to 2,000 feet, where ice began
coming off the windshield. Then it iced up
again, and the Burlington control tower
turned the runway lights up.

‘‘I was in the front seat with my dad when
he called an emergency,’’ Larry Spiller re-
membered. ‘‘My mom said, ‘Switch seats
with me. I want to be up front to help your
father.’ ’’

Larry moved to the second row of seats,
which pointed backward. His brothers were
facing him. Behind them was the luggage
compartment.

At 5:40 p.m., the pilot radioed again. ‘‘The
runway is clear now. I can see it clearly.
Thank you.’’

All seemed fine. One minute later, Paul
Spiller radioed again and was cut off
midword.

‘‘I just experienced what I think to be wind
sh—’’

The plane plummeted 200 feet to the
ground and slid another 100 feet. It briefly
caught fire, but emergency workers—sta-
tioned nearby because of the emergency
call—quickly extinguished the flames.

Workers found Larry, conscious, with the
luggage. They took him and his unconscious
brothers to the Medical Center Hospital of
Vermont.

Spiller could not recall the crash when he
woke up in the hospital and saw his mother’s
brother, Morton Kimmel.

‘‘When I told him, [about the accident] he
didn’t believe it,’’ Kimmel said. ‘‘I said, ‘It’s
true.’ ’’

Larry visited his brothers, who never re-
gained consciousness.

‘‘I think about [my family] pretty much
every day, even if it’s just for a second,’’
Larry said. ‘‘They’re * * *.

SPILLER GETS A NEW FAMILY

With the crash, Morton Kimmel lost his
sister, two nephews and a brother-in-law who
was his law partner.

But he gained a son, when he took Spiller
into his family.

Kimmel and wife, Marcia, eventually be-
came Spiller’s legal guardian. His cousins—
Wayne, now 27, Michell, 24, and Karen, also
18—became his new siblings.

‘‘They took me in and I was just part of
their family,’’ Spiller said. ‘‘Ever since then,
I’ve been calling them my parents and my
brothers and sister.

‘‘It’s really a very normal life. I didn’t
change schools. I didn’t change sports.

‘‘My first father coached me in every sport.
My present father now coaches everything,
too. Few things changed except the people I
was living with.’’

Larry’s grandparents, Benjamin and Bebe
Spiller, now living in Pompano Beach, Fla.,
lost their son, daughter-in-law and two
grandsons. Larry gave them a lifeline, Ben-
jamin Spiller said.

‘‘We survived because of him.’’
‘CAN I CALL YOU MOM?’

On his first night with his new family, 9-
year-old Larry Spiller, a boy with his whole
life ahead of him but the lives of his imme-
diate family members behind him, ten-
tatively asked his aunt, Marcia, ‘‘Can I call
you mom?’’

Feeling it was too soon, and not wanting
Larry to forget his real parents, she re-
sponded, ‘‘Let’s just wait.’’

The following New Year’s Eve, one year to
the day after the crash, he asked again.

‘‘I was tucking him into bed,’’ she said,
‘‘and he said, ‘It’s been a year’, and asked
again. We have family meetings every week.
I said, ‘This would be a big change,’ but I
knew it would be all right. We talked about
it at our next family meeting and said, ‘We’d
love to do this.’ ’’

Stripped of the security of his immediate
family, Larry had every reason to feel alone.
He never did.

‘‘Our families were so close,’’ said Spiller,
who was a Tower Hill third-grader at the
time of the crash. ‘‘We were together all the
time anyway before the crash. I never felt
alone at all, there were so many people
around me.’’

One of the most important was Karen, a
cousin eight months younger than Larry.

‘‘Everybody was walking on eggshells,’’
Mort Kimmel said of Larry’s first fragile
days with his ‘‘new’’ family. ‘‘Except Karen.
Karen gave him her room. Karen brought
him back into reality.’’

At Tower Hill, classmates marveled at
Spiller’s strength.

‘‘I remember when he came back to
school,’’ said longtime pal Chip Goodman.
‘‘His leg was in a cast and part of his head
was shaved. But that was all there was to
tell you what had happened.’’

As Spiller developed into an athlete, his
new family cheered him on. He would up
scoring more than 1,100 points as a Tower
Hill basketball player, the third-highest
total in school history.

A pitcher and infielder in baseball, he bat-
ted .375 as a junior and .351 this spring, se-
curing All-State recognition both years.
He’ll play in Saturday’s annual Blue-Gold
Senior All-Star Game, and made the Dela-
ware South roster for this month’s Phillies-
sponsored Carpenter Cup tri-state tour-
nament at Veterans Stadium. This summer,
he’s again playing for the defending state
champion R.C. du Pont American Legion
baseball team.

GIVING AWAY HIS INHERITANCE

On Aug. 5 last summer, Larry’s 18th birth-
day, his biological parents’ financial hold-
ings and life insurance benefits, which had
been held in trust, became Spiller’s. The
amount, he said, ‘‘is substantial.’’

He’s giving it away. Along with his present
parents, Larry has set up the Kimmel Spiller
Charitable Foundation. The first grant will
likely be worth $30,000 Mort Kimmel said.

‘‘It’s a fund for sick kids or people injured
or with disabilities,’’ Spiller said. ‘‘There’s
really no need for me to have it. I want to
work for my own money as a lawyer, which
I’ll probably do, and my parents will support
me through college. It could help other peo-
ple.

‘‘I definitely consider myself lucky,’’ Spill-
er said again. ‘‘Just switching seats with my
mom. If I hadn’t done that, there’s no way I
would have had a chance to survive.

‘‘I’m lucky to be here. I’m lucky I could
just move into another family and be so sta-
ble. I was always happy to have a second
chance.’’

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, let me
conclude by saying that I know there
are thousands of other families who
made the same kind of sacrifices. When
we talk about family values, this is
what I mean by family values, family
values that reflect a common consen-
sus about sacrifice to make things bet-
ter for everyone else in the family.

Mr. President, I am proud to know
the entire Kimmel family, and I am
proud that one of the young children in
that family—not quite so young any-
more, she is still very young by our

standards—is down here making her
contribution to her Nation by working
on the staff of one of our colleagues
from Florida.

Mr. President, with the Chair’s per-
mission, I would like to move onto a
different subject, the subject spoken to
by my friend from Alabama. If my
friend, Senator DURBIN, is ready to
move on his, I will withhold that until
the next lull we have and respond to
my friend from Alabama on the issue
he raised regarding youth violence.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Illinois.
f

FOREIGN AFFAIRS REFORM AND
RESTRUCTURING ACT OF 1997

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, it is my
understanding we are considering the
foreign affairs bill. I have several
amendments to offer in reference to
that legislation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. The Senate is on S. 903.

AMENDMENT NO. 377

(Purpose: To express the sense of Congress
regarding United States citizens impris-
oned in Peru)
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I offer

an amendment for consideration by the
Senate which I have discussed with
Senator BIDEN’s staff as well as Sen-
ator HELMS’ staff.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Illinois [Mr. DURBIN]

proposes an amendment numbered 377:

The amendment is as follows:
At the end of title XVI, add the following

(and conform the table of contents accord-
ingly):
SEC. . SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING UNIT-

ED STATES CITIZENS HELD IN PRIS-
ONS IN PERU.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds the follow-
ing:

(1) The Government of Peru has made sub-
stantial progress in the effort to restrict the
flow of illicit drugs from Peru to the United
States.

(2) The Government of Peru has cooperated
greatly with the United States Government
to stop individuals and organizations seeking
to transport illicit drugs from Peru to the
United States and to jail such drug export-
ers.

(3) Any individual engaging in such export-
ing of illicit drugs and convicted in a court
of law should face stiff penalties.

(4) Any such individual should also have a
right to timely legal procedures.

(5) Two United States citizens, Jennifer
Davis and Krista Barnes, were arrested in
Peru on September 25, 1996, for attempting
to transport illicit drugs from Peru to the
United States.

(6) Ms. Davis and Ms. Barnes have admit-
ted their guilt upon arrest and to an inves-
tigative judge.

(7) Ms. Davis and Ms. Barnes have volun-
teered to cooperate fully with Peruvian judi-
cial authorities in naming individuals re-
sponsible for drug trafficking and several
have been arrested.

(8) More than 7 months after their arrest,
Ms. Davis and Ms. Barnes have not been for-
mally changed with a crime.
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(9) Peruvian domestic law mandates that

formal charges be brought within 4 to 6
months after arrest.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that the Government of Peru
should respect the rights of prisoners to
timely legal procedures, including the rights
of all United States citizens held in prisons
in Peru.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, this is a
sense-of-the-Senate resolution involv-
ing a very sad situation. This amend-
ment expresses the sense-of-the-Senate
that the Government of Peru should re-
spect the rights of prisoners to timely
legal procedures, including the rights
of all United States citizens currently
being held in prison in Peru.

This amendment was included in the
State Department authorization bill
that has been enacted by the House of
Representatives. It was offered in that
Chamber by my colleague from Illinois,
Congressman TOM EWING. It was ac-
cepted as part of the chairman’s en
bloc amendment.

The purpose of this amendment is to
encourage the Government of Peru to
bring to trial two young Americans
who have been held in prison in Peru
for more than 7 months without being
formally charged or brought to trial.
These two young Americans have re-
ceived a lot of publicity in the United
States. One from the State of Illinois,
Jennifer Davis, and another, Krista
Barnes of California, have admitted
their guilt to a serious crime. They
were arrested in Peru when they were
19- and 20-year-olds, respectively, after
being recruited by drug smugglers in
attempting to carry powdered cocaine
out of Peru.

These two teenagers made a tragic
mistake. They are prepared to accept
the legal penalties for their actions.
And it will be a harsh penalty. They
and their parents are only asking that
they be brought to trial by Peruvian
authorities and convicted so that they
can be extradited to the United States
to serve their sentences.

The physical conditions under which
Jennifer and Krista are being held are
in violation of the basic spirit and let-
ter of international human rights
agreements, to which Peru is a signa-
tory. I have spoken to their parents.
The prison where they are being held is
extremely overcrowded. Basic health
care is not provided. Nourishment is
inadequate. There is sexual and other
violence taking place. The shared bath-
room facilities have no running water
and are extremely filthy, and disease is
rampant.

The amendment specifically states
that any individual engaged in the ex-
port of illicit drugs and convicted in a
court of law should face stiff penalties.
But the amendment also states that in-
dividuals engaging in the export of il-
licit drugs should have the right to a
timely trial.

I know this is an important matter
to many families in Illinois who are
friends of Jennifer Davis. They under-
stand the serious mistake she has
made. They understand that she will

pay a price for it that she will never,
ever forget. All they are asking for is
humane treatment, that she be brought
to trial and, if convicted, we can then
apply for extradition to the United
States.

What we are asking of Peru is noth-
ing new. The government of that coun-
try has already signed international
agreements saying that they will treat
all prisoners in a humane way, and
that they will bring prisoners to trial.
So I hope my colleagues in the Senate
will join me in the approval of this
sense-of-the-Senate resolution as an
amendment to the Foreign Affairs bill
which is presently under consideration.

At this point, I yield the floor.
Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, does the

Senator have a second amendment?
Mr. DURBIN. I have another amend-

ment, and Senator GORTON of Washing-
ton has a companion. If we can deal
with the Peruvian amendment first,
and hope he comes to the floor momen-
tarily?

Mr. BIDEN. With the permission of
the chairman, I think we can deal with
this. There is no real objection to what
the Senator is suggesting. It makes
sense.

There is another one of our col-
leagues who wishes to deal with a simi-
lar circumstance in Peru. Maybe the
Senator could withhold seeking action
on this and see if we can accommodate
this all in one amendment, and pos-
sibly move to a second amendment.

Mr. DURBIN. I am learning in the
Senate that accommodation is a good
idea if your amendment is well re-
ceived. I sense the amendment is well
received.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I say to
my friend, that is the case. The ques-
tion is whether or not we can accom-
modate another one of our colleagues
as well. It is always better than to
have a rollcall vote.

If the Senator will seek to lay aside
this amendment temporarily and pos-
sibly proceed to his next amendment,
maybe we can accommodate both at
the same time.

Mr. DURBIN. Yes. I would be happy
to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. COL-
LINS). Without objection, the amend-
ment is set aside.

AMENDMENT NO. 378

(Purpose: To designate additional countries
as eligible for NATO enlargement assistance)

Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, I
have a second amendment that I would
like to present for consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Illinois [Mr. DURBIN], for
himself and Mr. GORTON, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 378.

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

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

The amendment is as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the follow-
ing:
SEC. . DESIGNATION OF ADDITIONAL COUN-

TRIES ELIGIBLE FOR NATO EN-
LARGEMENT ASSISTANCE.

(a) DESIGNATION OF ADDITIONAL COUN-
TRIES.—Effective 180 days after the date of
the enactment of this Act, Lithuania, Lat-
via, Estonia, and Romania are each des-
ignated as eligible to receive assistance
under the program established under section
203(a) of the NATO Participation Act of 1994
and shall be deemed to have been so des-
ignated pursuant to section 203(d)(1) of such
Act, except that any such country shall not
be so designated if, prior to such effective
date, the President certifies to the Commit-
tee on International Relations of the House
of Representatives and the Committee on
Foreign Relations of the Senate that the
country fails to meet the criteria under sec-
tion 203(d)(3) of the NATO Participation Act
of 1994.

(b) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—The designa-
tion of countries pursuant to subsection (a)
as eligible to receive assistance under the
program established under section 203(a) of
the NATO Participation Act of 1994—

(1) is in addition to the designation of
other countries by law or pursuant to section
203(d)(2) of such Act as eligible to receive as-
sistance under the program established
under section 203(a) of such Act; and

(2) shall not preclude the designation by
the President of other emerging democracies
in Central and Eastern Europe pursuant to
section 203(d)(2) of such Act as eligible to re-
ceive assistance under the program estab-
lished under section 203(a) of such Act.

Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, I
hope in designating this amendment, it
will designate as my cosponsor Senator
GORTON of Washington. He and I are co-
sponsoring similar amendments, and I
think he will be on the floor momen-
tarily to discuss his amendment, but I
would like to discuss this amendment
directly.

This amendment designates Lithua-
nia, Latvia, Estonia, and Romania as
eligible to receive assistance to prepare
for future NATO membership.

This amendment does not require
that any nation be invited to join
NATO. It simply makes Lithuania,
Latvia, Estonia, and Romania eligible
to receive assistance to prepare for
NATO membership in the future. A
similar amendment was in the House-
passed version of the State Department
authorization bill.

I say to my colleagues, this last Feb-
ruary, I visited Lithuania, the home-
land of my mother, for my fourth visit.
I found, much to my amazement, that
no matter where I traveled in this
small country, no matter what official
I sat down to meet with, people had on
their mind one thing and one thing
only: NATO membership.

The Baltic States, particularly Lith-
uania and Latvia, believe that NATO
membership is crucial to their sur-
vival. They are surrounded, in many
instances, by questionable cir-
cumstances, Russian troops and a lot
of question marks that leave them un-
certain about their future.

I said to them at that point that
when I returned to the Senate, I would
do everything in my power to inform
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and educate my colleagues about this
deep, heartfelt feeling in the Baltics,
that their membership in NATO is
where they want to be in this next cen-
tury, looking to the West, looking to
democracy, being part of our security
alliance which was so crucial for half a
century in Western Europe.

This amendment is consistent with
current laws and programs to assist
the new democracies of Central and
Eastern Europe to prepare for future
NATO membership. It includes, obvi-
ously, the Baltics States and Romania.
The NATO Participation Act of 1994 au-
thorized the President to establish a
program to assist emerging democ-
racies in Central and Eastern Europe
to prepare for future NATO member-
ship. The NATO Enlargement Facilita-
tion Act of 1996 designated Poland,
Hungary, the Czech Republic and Slo-
venia to receive assistance to prepare
for future NATO membership, and the
act directed the President to designate
additional democracies in Central and
Eastern Europe if they met certain cri-
teria.

It is clearly in the interest of the
United States to support democracy,
free-market reform and security in the
Baltics and Romania. There is no bet-
ter way to do this than to help them
prepare for NATO membership. Lithua-
nia, Latvia, Estonia and Romania are
doing everything asked of them—and
more—to prepare for future NATO
membership. They should be des-
ignated as eligible to receive assistance
under the NATO Enlargement Facilita-
tion Act of 1996.

Examples of how the Baltics and Ro-
mania are meeting the criteria estab-
lished by this act for assistance to pre-
pare for NATO membership:

They have made courageous choices
and painful sacrifices to reestablish
their freedom and rebuild their democ-
racies and free-market economies. It is
hard to imagine, the Baltic States and
other Eastern European countries,
once members of the Warsaw Pact,
which were subjugated to Soviet rule
for 50 years, this blanket of Soviet he-
gemony virtually snuffed out the ini-
tiative, creativity and energy of these
great nations, but they survived. And
not just survived, they came out of it
determined to rebuild, rebuild with a
face to the West.

All of these nations have applied for
NATO membership.

They have made significant progress
toward establishing civilian control of
their militaries, police and intelligence
services.

They are adhering to the rule of law.
They are respecting the values and

interests shared by other NATO mem-
bers.

They are accepting the obligations,
responsibilities and costs of NATO
membership.

Their parliaments are making finan-
cial commitments, many times at
great sacrifice, to prepare for NATO
membership, significantly increasing
their support for national defense and
Partnership for Peace activities.

My vision, and I hope one shared by
my colleagues, is that an enlarged
NATO will put Europe in a position to
deal with its own problems in a better
fashion. We are now deeply committed
in Bosnia, as we should be, to bring
peace to that region. But if there were
a strong NATO encompassing so many
more countries in Europe, I think we
can envision a day when that sort of a
dispute and that sort of a problem will
be dealt with primarily, if not exclu-
sively, by NATO members in European
States.

This suggestion of enlarging NATO
eligibility is a step on a path that
could lead us to that favorable conclu-
sion.

These countries have demonstrated
they are fully committed to sharing
the responsibilities of NATO member-
ship.

They are building their defense forces
in accordance with NATO planning
standards.

They are improving their commu-
nication and information systems,
command and control, and English
training.

They are active participants in the
Partnership for Peace Program.

They have participated in joint exer-
cises, training programs, and peace-
keeping operations led by NATO and
the United States.

It was, I guess, incredible to me to
consider that a tiny country like Lith-
uania would send a small group to
IFOR in Bosnia to participate in peace-
keeping. Tragically, one of the Lithua-
nian soldiers was one of the early cas-
ualties because of the detonation of a
mine. The Lithuanian Parliament
might, at that point, have had a vigor-
ous debate and decided they made a
mistake, that they were not ready to
get involved. They decided just the op-
posite. Even having lost a Lithuanian
soldier in a joint effort with the United
States and other NATO countries to
bring peace to Bosnia, the Lithuanian
Parliament voted overwhelmingly to
commit even more troops in their
peacekeeping effort to demonstrate to
Europe, to the world, and all the NATO
members they are serious about mak-
ing this kind of a participation a re-
ality.

I learned last week from the Prime
Minister of Latvia that the same type
of commitment was made. They have
participated in NATO’s peacekeeping
mission. They have increased their
troop commitments, and it is clear
that they are sincere. They are strate-
gically significant to an effective
NATO defense, and they are likely to
be in a position to further the member-
ship of NATO and contribute to the se-
curity of the North Atlantic area in
the near future.

I have nothing further on this
amendment. I defer to the chairman or
minority spokesman as to whether
they would like to consider the amend-
ment at this point or wait for Senator
GORTON to come to the floor with his
companion amendment.

Mr. HELMS. Madam President, I sug-
gest we await the arrival of Senator
GORTON so we can see the whole picture
at one time, if that suits the Senator.

Mr. DURBIN. That is fine.
Mr. BIDEN. Madam President, I

agree, but if he will yield for me to
make a comment, if I may, to my
friend. The Senator has made the case
for the Baltics and for Romania. As to
the Baltics, it seems to me, the case is
obvious. With regard to Romania, that
important country has made signifi-
cant strides in the last 6 months.

I want to make clear so that we all
know, what we are talking about is the
NATO Enlargement Facilitation Act,
which was passed in 1996. Basically,
what the act does, Madam President,
as you well know, is that it says there
are newly independent states, which
formerly were satellite states of the
Soviet Union, who are seeking mem-
bership or may seek membership in
NATO. It is kind of a two-stage proc-
ess. We did the same thing for Hun-
gary, we did the same thing for Poland,
we did the same thing for the Czech Re-
public, and last year we added Slove-
nia. We basically said, look, we, the
Congress and the President, will come
up with some money to help you begin
to organize yourself to meet the cri-
teria for admission into NATO. This is
not a club that you join because you
like it, or join because you simply
want to join. This is a deal where ev-
erybody has to carry their own weight
proportionately within the club, and
we are not going to admit anybody who
cannot do that. But it requires some
expenditure of money on the part of
these countries to essentially do the
political, economic, and military in-
ventory they need to be able to deter-
mine whether or not they can meet the
criteria. This is what it is. This is prep
money to get them up and running to
make their case.

So, we are going to be doing here for
the Baltics—and I share my friend’s
view—and for Romania, what we did
for Slovenia, for Hungary, for the
Czech Republic, and for Poland.

I respectfully suggest, now that our
friend from Washington is on the floor
as well, that there be consideration of
amending their amendment to add Bul-
garia. Let me explain why.

I stated earlier on this floor that I
was pleased that the Clinton adminis-
tration decided to support the first
three countries mentioned in the first
round. In our meetings we had an op-
portunity to make our case to the
President as to who we thought should
be invited to final accession negotia-
tions at Madrid next month. I was dis-
appointed, quite frankly, that the ad-
ministration decided not to push Slove-
nia in the first round. After discussion
with the President and his advisers,
however, I am absolutely confident
that Slovenia will make it in the sec-
ond round, and I am confident that Ro-
mania will too.

For everybody to understand, we are
not just talking about a one-time



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S5669June 16, 1997
event. NATO enlargement is an evolv-
ing process. Every European democ-
racy, theoretically, is eligible. Prob-
ably the Baltics elicit more support
than any other area of Europe, for the
reasons stated by my friend.

With that in mind, the Senator’s
amendment designates Lithuania, Lat-
via, Estonia, and Romania to join Po-
land, the Czech Republic, Hungary, and
Slovenia to be eligible for receiving as-
sistance to prep them for future mem-
bership in NATO. They have estab-
lished democracies, made courageous
reforms to create free-market econo-
mies, are putting their armies under ci-
vilian control, and deserve our support.

Another Eastern European country
that deserves inclusion in this amend-
ment to let them get prepped and make
their case is Bulgaria. After having
gotten off to a very slow start toward
democracy after the Wall came down,
it has now voted the post-Communists
out of office. The new Bulgarian ad-
ministration has begun free-market
economic reforms, and recently the
Bulgarian Parliament went on record
as naming NATO membership as its
primary foreign policy goal.

Madam President, over the centuries,
Bulgaria has been the most pro-Rus-
sian country in Europe. So these
changes are truly noteworthy. Bulgaria
is not as far along the path to NATO
membership as the other four countries
named in Senator DURBIN’s amend-
ment, but they have made a definitive
break with the past, and the democrats
in Sofia, I think, deserve our support
and encouragement to move further.

I will not push my second-degree
amendment now. Before we vote on
this, however, or before the chairman
makes a decision, I would like them se-
riously to consider, while the Senator
from Washington is making his case,
whether or not we should include Bul-
garia.

As the Senator found in traveling to
the Baltics, what I found, whether I
was in the Balkans or whether I was in
Central or Eastern Europe, that the
prospect of becoming a member of
NATO has a significant positive impact
on whether they establish a market
economy, whether they move away
from the Communist-controlled
apparatchiks who are left over, and
whether or not they embrace a foreign
policy that looks to the West rather
than to the East.

So I would ask for his consideration.
Mr. DURBIN. Would the Senator

yield?
Mr. BIDEN. Yes.
Mr. DURBIN. There was a Senator

from Illinois many years ago named
Everett Dirksen who said on another
totally unrelated issue that ‘‘There is
nothing more pregnant than an idea
whose time has come.’’ The idea of
NATO expansion, the idea of involving
former Soviet clients, allies and repub-
lics into a new peace-seeking alliance
is an idea whose time has come.

I would certainly defer to the Sen-
ator’s request and be happy to add an

amendment in the second degree and
hold my amendment at the desk until
we accomplish that. The inclusion of
Bulgaria would be a very positive addi-
tion.

Mr. BIDEN. I thank the Senator from
Illinois.

I will check with my chairman to see
if he agrees with that.

In the meantime, I see our friend
from the State of Washington is here,
so I yield the floor.

Mr. GORTON addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Washington is recognized.
Mr. GORTON. What is the question

before the Senate?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Before

the Senate is the Durbin amendment
No. 378.

AMENDMENT NO. 379

(Purpose: To express the sense of Congress
that Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania should
be integrated into the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization)

Mr. GORTON. Madam President,
with the indulgence of the Senator
from Illinois and the two managers of
the bill, I should like to ask unanimous
consent to set that amendment aside
and send up another amendment spon-
sored jointly by the Senator from Illi-
nois and myself, simply in order to
broaden the discussion of this present
subject as it is on the present subject
with the hope of eventually following
the suggestion of the Senator from
Delaware and perhaps consolidating
this set of ideas into a single amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. GORTON. With that, Madam
President, I ask unanimous consent
that the present amendment be set
aside and that the amendment I send
to the desk be immediately considered.

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

The clerk will report.
The assistant legislative clerk read

as follows:
The Senator from Washington [Mr. GOR-

TON], for himself, Mr. DURBIN, and Mr.
D’AMATO, proposes an amendment numbered
379.

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

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

The amendment is as follows:
At the end of title XVI, insert following:

SEC. . ADMISSION OF ESTONIA, LATVIA, AND
LITHUANIA INTO NATO.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the follow-
ing findings:

(1) The Baltic countries of Estonia, Latvia,
and Lithuania are undergoing a historic
process of democratic and free market trans-
formation after emerging from decades of
brutal Soviet occupation.

(2) Each of the Baltic countries has con-
ducted peaceful transfers of political power
since 1991.

(3) The governments of the Baltic coun-
tries have been exemplary in their respect
for human rights and civil liberties and have

made great strides toward establishing the
rule of law.

(4) The governments of the Baltic coun-
tries have made consistent progress toward
establishing civilian control of their mili-
tary forces and, through active participation
in the Partnership for Peace and the peace
support operations of the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization (in this resolution re-
ferred to as ‘‘NATO’’), have clearly dem-
onstrated their ability and willingness to op-
erate with the forces of NATO nations and
under NATO standards.

(5) Each of the Baltic countries has made
progress toward implementing a free market
system which has and will continue to foster
the economic advancement of the people of
the Baltic region.

(6) The Baltic region has often been a bat-
tleground for the competing territorial de-
signs of nearby imperial powers which, along
with other factors, has contributed to a his-
tory of insecurity and instability in the re-
gion.

(7) NATO has been a force for stability,
freedom, and peace in Europe since 1949.

(8) NATO has indicated it will begin to in-
vite new members in 1997.

(9) Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania, exercis-
ing their inherent right as participating
states in the Organization for Security and
Cooperation in Europe, have voluntarily ap-
plied for membership in NATO.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that—

(1) Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania are to
be commended for their progress toward po-
litical and economic liberty and meeting the
guidelines for prospective NATO members
set out in chapter 5 of the September 1995
Study on NATO Enlargement;

(2) Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania would
make an outstanding contribution to NATO
if they become members;

(3) eventual extension of full NATO mem-
bership to Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania
would make a singular and lasting contribu-
tion toward stability, freedom, and peace in
the Baltic region.

(4) upon satisfying the criteria for NATO
membership, Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania
should be invited to become full members of
NATO at the earliest possible date; and

(5) Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania should
be invited to attend the NATO summit in
Madrid on July 8 and 9, 1997.

Mr. GORTON. Madam President, the
thrust of this amendment is to encour-
age the inclusion of the three Baltic
Republics, Estonia, Latvia, and Lithua-
nia, in the North Atlantic Treaty Orga-
nization at the earliest practicable
date. It is similar to the proposal al-
ready made by the Senator from Illi-
nois, which is directed more at the
time of preparation; this one, with that
ultimate goal.

I think that, in the most profound
sense, this is not a highly controversial
matter. The President has stated that
the goal of the United States in the
present round is to admit three highly
qualified nations, the Czech Republic,
Poland, and Hungary, to NATO. I want
simply to say at this point that I en-
thusiastically support that policy on
the part of the President and will cer-
tainly vote to ratify any treaty to that
effect.

I share some of the disappointment of
the Senator from Delaware, with whom
I previously discussed this subject in
private, that the first round is not
more expansive than it seems likely to
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be. I tend to fall on the side of those
European allies of ours who would
admit Slovenia at the very least and
perhaps Romania as well. Nevertheless,
any step forward in bringing thor-
oughly into the fold of the North At-
lantic Treaty Organization and there-
fore into first class membership in the
basically Western European and North
Atlantic community is a consumma-
tion that is devoutly to be sought by
all of us.

My particular amendment, and that
of the Senator from Illinois, is focused
on three nations collectively, not as
large in population as the smallest of
the three nations that are about to be
admitted to NATO.

The three Baltic nations have a
unique role in European history, in
some respects a uniquely tragic role in
that each of them in modern times
stood as an independent nation only for
roughly 20 years. Between the end of
World War II, 1939, 1940, they lost their
independence until each of them re-
gained that independence in the early
1990’s.

They are unique as well, madam
President, in the sense that it is great-
ly to the credit of the United States of
America that this Nation almost alone
of all of the nations of the world never
formally recognized the incorporation
of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania into
the Soviet Union. For the better part
of half a century, there were tiny em-
bassies here in Washington, DC, rep-
resenting what seemed, I suspect, to
most the vain hope that at some dis-
tant future day those nations would
once again meet their own aspirations
and become independent.

I always agreed with this policy. It
was policy that was followed by Presi-
dent Franklin Roosevelt, by President
Truman, by President Eisenhower, by
President Kennedy, by President John-
son, by President Nixon, by President
Ford, by President Carter, by President
Reagan, into the administration of
President Bush, at which point that
independence and freedom became a re-
ality.

I had the great honor, Madam Presi-
dent, a number of years ago of having
been invited to address the Congress of
Estonia, the first, and illegal under So-
viet law, calling together a group of
people in Estonia to begin that process
of independence. It is a mark of the op-
position in the then Soviet Union to
that independence that I was not
granted a visa and was unable to make
that speech in Tallinn. I made the
speech, however, from the floor of this
United States Senate, Madam Presi-
dent, and sent the videotape to Esto-
nia. As I was told afterward, it made a
greater splash, greater showing than if
I had actually been able to be there in
person.

So I have this particularly close feel-
ing for the people of Estonia and for its
independence. It was several years
later that I was first able to visit that
country. But I know what each of these
other Senators on the floor knows, that

the people of those tiny nations regard
themselves as integral parts of our
Western European North Atlantic civ-
ilization.

Their foreign policy can be summed
up in a desire to join the North Atlan-
tic Treaty Organization. Yes, a major
part of this is a feeling that their phys-
ical security will be enhanced by being
a part of NATO. And, yes, in some
sense it will be. But I believe more
than that, the psychological value felt
by the people of those nations, freed
after almost half a century of being oc-
cupied, frozen in place by a Soviet dic-
tatorship, is equal to whatever the for-
mal security arrangements will be.

I believe that nothing could be more
in the tradition of the United States of
America, that from 1940 until early in
the 1990’s never recognized that these
nations had lost their independence,
than to invite these three small na-
tions as quickly as possible to be a part
of the North Atlantic Treaty Organiza-
tion.

Obviously, they are not on this list
for the first round. If in fact a second
round is limited to, say, Slovenia and
Romania, they will not be a part of the
second round either. I do believe, how-
ever, Madam President, that it is im-
portant for us here in the U.S. Senate
to recognize that these aspirations
take place because of the tremendous
admiration the people of those coun-
tries have for the United States and for
all we have stood for during their long
decades of darkness.

So I hope, and I hope fervently, that
in the course of the next 24 hours the
group of Senators here on the floor can
reach an accommodation pursuant to
which that aspiration on the part of
the people of these three small nations
will be recognized in this bill by the
time that we have passed this bill. The
House of Representatives has already
done so in slightly different language
than my amendment or the amend-
ment from the Senator from Illinois.

One of my suggestions might be that
we try to create parallel language so
that each of the Houses of Congress has
passed exactly the same thought.

I am, however, quite flexible on how
we go about granting this degree of
recognition and support. But I do think
that for the future of democracy, for
the future of small countries who so
long aspired to be free, and now with
our help are free, that this recognition
should be granted.

Mr. DURBIN. Will the Senator yield?
Mr. GORTON. Yes.
Mr. DURBIN. I am a cosponsor of the

Senator’s amendment. I spoke to this
issue before his arrival on the floor,
and I will not belabor the point. I will
say, for colleagues who are wondering
what role the smaller states play, Sen-
ator GORTON and I coauthored two
amendments. My amendment asks that
the Baltic States and Romania be con-
sidered in terms of funds for prepara-
tion to be part of NATO. The amend-
ment then, coauthored by the Senator
and myself and presently pending be-

fore the Senate, says—and I think this
is important—‘‘upon satisfying the cri-
teria for NATO membership, Estonia,
Latvia, and Lithuania should be in-
vited to become full members . . .’’ So
it is a two-step process.

I think both amendments are consist-
ent, coauthored by the same two Sen-
ators, because we believe that given
the funds, given the opportunity, the
Baltic States, Romania, and perhaps
Bulgaria added by amendment, could
certainly then apply as eligible for
membership.

I join with my colleague from Wash-
ington in saying that at this moment I
hope the United States will lead the
way in saying that the Baltic States,
subjugated to Soviet tyranny for half a
century, would have that moment they
are praying for, full membership in
NATO.

I thank the Senator for yielding and
including me in this important amend-
ment.

Mr. GORTON. I thank my friend from
Illinois. He has put this case extremely
eloquently both in private and in pub-
lic. I am delighted to be joined with
him.

I hope that the two managers of this
bill will be in some form able to accom-
modate the thought that I believe is
very widely held in this body and
throughout the United States.

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

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

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

Mr. SARBANES. I understand there
are amendments pending. I ask unani-
mous consent the pending amendments
be laid aside so it will be in order for
me to offer an amendment.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 380

(Purpose: To delete section 1145, which limits
the remedial authority of the Foreign
Service Grievance Board)
Mr. SARBANES. Madam President, I

send an amendment to the desk and
ask for its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Maryland [Mr. SAR-
BANES] proposes an amendment numbered
380.

The amendment is as follows:
On page 96, delete lines 1 through 12.
Mr. SARBANES. Madam President,

this amendment would delete section
1145 in the bill, the section which
purports to clarify the remedial au-
thority of the Foreign Service Griev-
ance Board, but which in effect limits
the remedial authority of the Foreign
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Service Grievance Board. I am frank to
say I hope we will not do that.

The section in question would ex-
pressly limit the remedial authority of
the Foreign Service Grievance Board to
those actions specified in section
1107(b) of the Foreign Service Act.

Now, as I understand the Depart-
ment’s thinking in this matter, they
believe it is necessary to prevent the
Board from relying on other statutes
as authority for directing remedies
that are not contained within section
1107(b) of the act. Those would include
the award of liquidated damages in
cases that fall under the Fair Labor
Standards Act, and compensatory dam-
ages in discrimination cases.

Section 1101(a) of the Foreign Service
Act provides the Grievance Board with
jurisdiction in cases alleging the viola-
tion, misinterpretation, or misappli-
cation of applicable law. Thus Congress
has given the Foreign Service Griev-
ance Board the authority to decide
grievances under other laws, including
the Fair Labor Standards Act and the
equal employment opportunity laws.

It would seem to me that if we have
given them the authority to decide
grievances under these other laws, that
it was our intention that the Board
would have the authority to provide
the remedies available under those
laws. And those remedies, in particu-
lar, are the liquidated damages avail-
able under the Fair Labor Standards
Act and the compensatory damages
under the EEO laws.

In other words, the Grievance Board
ought to retain the authority to pro-
vide remedies under the laws over
which it has jurisdiction.

Of course, first a grievant must be
successful in pressing a claim. The
question is, having won the grievance,
what remedies are available?

Now, the Foreign Service Grievance
Board’s own regulations provide broad
remedial authority. If the Board finds
that a grievance is meritorious, the
Board is authorized to ‘‘take any cor-
rective action’’ it deems appropriate
that is not contrary to law or the ap-
plicable collective bargaining agree-
ment.

Furthermore, the act requires the
Foreign Service Grievance Board to
apply the substantive law that would
be applied by the Equal Employment
Opportunity Commission for all griev-
ances alleging a violation of the equal
employment opportunity laws.

If the Grievance Board is directed to
apply the substantive law that would
be applied by the EEOC, I see no reason
in the world why it would not be able
to apply the remedy that would be
available to an EEO action. In other
words, I am just trying to ensure that
the Grievance Board is able to provide
appropriate remedies.

These remedies, liquidated damages
and compensatory damages, are avail-
able under the Fair Labor Standards
Act and the EEO laws, and those laws
have no exemption in them for the De-
partment of State or other foreign af-

fairs agencies. Nor do they provide any
rationale for excluding the foreign af-
fairs agencies from laws with which
that every other Federal agency must
comply.

I am fearful that by denying or limit-
ing the remedial authority of the For-
eign Service Grievance Board, the ef-
fect of section 1145 would be to require
those with grievances to go into court,
or through the EEOC, rather than
through the grievance procedure, be-
cause the grievance procedure would
not be able to provide them full relief.
I can’t believe that this is the kind of
arrangement we want to have.

It seems to me that it makes emi-
nent good sense that the Grievance
Board, which has the authority to
apply these other statutes in its sub-
stantive determinations, ought to have
the authority to provide remedies to
correct violations. The limitation that
is sought to be placed on the remedial
authority of the Board would unfairly
disadvantage foreign service officers
with grievances, whose cases may be
quite legitimate.

This is an important issue for people
with grievances, and I think we must
be careful in working out the statutory
arrangements by which they have their
grievances resolved. For the life of me,
I don’t understand why we would deny
to the Board the remedial authorities
that I have outlined here. I hope that
the managers of the bill will find this
amendment acceptable.

Mr. BIDEN. Madam President, I
apologize to my colleague. I was on the
phone. If he could give me a second to
catch up with my staff on what the
Senator just had to say before I at-
tempt to answer him. I apologize for
not being here while he spoke. If he has
a second amendment, he can go ahead
and we may be able to work this out.
Let me check.

Mr. SARBANES. I appreciate the re-
sponse of one of the managers of the
bill.

Mr. BIDEN. Madam President, rather
than take the time of the Senate, I
think the suggestions made by the Sen-
ator are appropriate, and I would be
happy to—and my colleague from
North Carolina indicates he would
also—accept the Senator’s amendment.

Mr. SARBANES. I appreciate that.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment (No. 380) was agreed
to.

Mr. HELMS. Madam President, I
move to reconsider the vote.

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. SARBANES. Madam President, I
ask again that the pending amend-
ments be set aside in order to be able
to offer an amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 381

(Purpose: To clarify which management offi-
cials are prohibited from participating in
collective bargaining)
Mr. SARBANES. Madam President, I

send an amendment to the desk and
ask for its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Maryland [Mr. SAR-
BANES] proposes an amendment numbered
381.

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

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

The amendment is as follows:
Add at an appropriate point in the bill a

new section as follows:
SEC. . LIMITATIONS ON MANAGEMENT ASSIGN-

MENTS.
Section 1017(E)(2) of the Foreign Service

Act of 1980 (22 U.S.C. 4117(e)(2)) is amended to
read as follows:

‘‘(2) For the purposes of paragraph (1)(A)(ii)
and paragraph (1)(B), the term ‘management
official’ does not include chiefs of mission,
principal officers or their deputies, adminis-
trative and personnel officers abroad, or in-
dividuals described in section 1002(12) (B),
(C), and (D) who are not involved in the ad-
ministration of this chapter or in the formu-
lation of the personnel policies and programs
of the Department.’’.

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, this
amendment would add a section to the
bill to clarify a previous action taken
by the Congress, which, in effect, was
too broad, too expansive, and caused
unnecessary difficulties. I support the
general purpose of the existing law,
which was to prevent conflicts of inter-
est in negotiating management-labor
disputes. I am in favor of trying to deal
with that problem. But it now appears
that we went too far in trying to do so.

The amendment I am now offering
would narrow the definition of ‘‘man-
agement official’’ to a more appro-
priate group. A similar provision, I be-
lieve, was included in the companion to
this bill recently adopted by the House
of Representatives.

Let me briefly try to outline the sit-
uation. In the early 1990s, the Congress
amended the 1980 Foreign Service Act,
placing restrictions on the movement
of foreign service personnel between
certain positions in the American For-
eign Service Association, which is the
organization that represents foreign
service employees, and management
jobs in the foreign affairs agencies. The
Act was amended to prohibit any indi-
vidual who served as an agency man-
agement official or confidential em-
ployee during the preceding 2 years
from participating in the management
of the American Foreign Service Asso-
ciation for the purposes of collective
bargaining or representing them in
such bargaining. And, conversely, any
individual who had participated in
AFSA management for the purposes of
collective bargaining, or who rep-
resented AFSA at the bargaining table,
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is precluded, for 2 years, from serving
as a management official or confiden-
tial employee. So for 2 years, such offi-
cials could not move in either direc-
tion.

I have no quarrel with the purpose of
that amendment, which was to prohibit
a foreign service employee from mov-
ing from one side of the table to the
other in labor-management negotia-
tions. However, I think the definition
of ‘‘management,’’ as we try to deal
with this problem that is currently in
the law, is too broad because it can en-
compass officials who play no role in
labor-management relations or the for-
mation of personnel policy.

This broad definition creates an obvi-
ous problem for people who might oth-
erwise want to participate in the
American Foreign Service Association
and hold responsible positions in that
organization. If they become officers in
AFSA, and then in that capacity par-
ticipate in labor-management rela-
tions—which in many instances is part
of the job—they would be precluded
from a whole range of potential posts
within the agencies.

The amendment I am offering would
narrow the definition of ‘‘management
official’’ by exempting chiefs of mis-
sion, principal officers or their depu-
ties, administrative and personnel offi-
cers abroad, who are not involved—I
emphasize ‘‘not involved’’—in the for-
mulation of the personnel policies and
programs of the Department.

In other words, we would continue
the protection against conflicts of in-
terest by covering only those officials
who are involved in labor-management
relations or personnel policies and pro-
grams. And so a foreign service officer
who is in any way involved with those
issues on behalf of the Department
may not move into an AFSA position
involving those issues for 2 years.

Likewise, someone who has served in
an AFSA position that involves labor-
management relations may not take a
management position in a foreign af-
fairs agency for 2 years that would in-
volve these issues. But this amendment
would not prohibit, for instance, some-
one who was an officer in AFSA from
becoming a Deputy Assistant Sec-
retary in a regional bureau that has
nothing to do with developing person-
nel policies or programs.

At the moment, the broad limitation
has a rather chilling effect on people
who are willing to assume a responsible
role in AFSA. They say to themselves,
‘‘If I do that, for 2 years I am blocked
out of taking a whole host of positions
in the foreign affairs agencies.’’ Of
course, AFSA represents the employees
in all of the foreign affairs agencies. Its
officers are being prevented from tak-
ing a wide range of subsequent assign-
ments.

I don’t think this was the intent of
the statute. I agree with the basic ef-
fort to preclude any conflict of inter-
est, and this amendment in fact ac-
cepts the proposition that you ought
not to be able to go from one side of

the bargaining table to the other. But
my amendment seeks to limit the cur-
rent provision’s coverage so that it
does not exclude former AFSA officers
from responsible positions in the for-
eign affairs agencies that really don’t
involve the bargaining table. That is
the amendment.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I think
the point my friend makes is a valid
one. I don’t think it was our intention
to have this blanket exemption. As I
understand the Senator’s amendment—
and, obviously, the chairman is check-
ing this out himself for his position—
from my perspective, it seems to make
sense.

I want to ask a question. Where there
is the potential for a direct conflict—
that is, if I were representing the em-
ployees on one side of the table, then I
were to shift to a policy position or a
management position that had juris-
diction over the very issues I was nego-
tiating, I would still be precluded from
taking that management position; but
if I were to go off to be the economic
counselor to the Embassy in Paris, or
in Beijing, I would not be precluded, is
that right?

Mr. SARBANES. That’s right. You
would be prohibited, for 2 years, from
shifting over into a position that in-
volved labor-management relations or
developing personnel policy. So you
could not just go over to the other side.

Mr. BIDEN. What is happening now,
as I understand what the Senator is
saying, is a very talented, hopefully
ambitious, Foreign Service officer who
may very well want the opportunity to
have those positions filled—for exam-
ple, the economic consular in the Em-
bassy in Beijing—may not take the
time to fill the position representing
the union; that he or she would be pre-
cluded from any reasonable prospect
for advancement for 2 years after they
leave that position for a practical mat-
ter.

Mr. SARBANES. That is the basic
thrust of it. I am not sure the eco-
nomic counselor is the right example
because I don’t think that is covered
right now. But currently, as I under-
stand it, you couldn’t become a chief of
mission or deputy chief of mission.

Mr. BIDEN. That is correct.
Mr. SARBANES. Which is, of course,

a very important stepping stone on the
career of a Foreign Service officer. I
take it that currently, the DCM is re-
garded as a ‘‘management official.’’
Even though the deputy chief of mis-
sion is not involved in labor-manage-
ment negotiations, or in developing de-
partment-wide personnel policies, he or
she does administer an Embassy.

So the question then is, should you
keep someone who has been an officer
in the Foreign Service Association
from being able to accept such a posi-
tion? I don’t think we should. I do
think they should be prohibited from
becoming involved with labor-manage-
ment negotiations.

Mr. BIDEN. Based on what I under-
stand the amendment intends to do, as

the staff informs me, I personally don’t
have any objection, nor I am told does
the chairman.

So I urge that we accept the Sen-
ator’s amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 381) was agreed
to.

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

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. SARBANES. I thank the man-
ager of the bill for his courtesy.

I yield the floor.
Mr. LUGAR addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Indiana.
AMENDMENT NO. 382

(Purpose: To provide a substitute for title
XXII relating to United Nations arrears
payments)
Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I send an

amendment to the desk.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, the pending amendment is
set aside, and the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Indiana (Mr. LUGAR) pro-

poses an amendment numbered 382.

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

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

The amendment is as follows:
Beginning on page 180, line 1, strike all

through page 198, line 20, and insert the fol-
lowing:
TITLE XXII—ARREARS PAYMENTS AND

REFORM
CHAPTER 1—ARREARAGES TO THE

UNITED NATIONS
SEC. 2211. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to
be appropriated to the Department of State
for payment of arrearages owed by the Unit-
ed States to the United Nations and its spe-
cialized agencies as of September 30, 1997—

(1) $409,500,000 for fiscal year 1998; and
(2) $409,500,000 for fiscal year 1999.
(b) LIMITATIONS.—Amounts made available

under subsection (a) are authorized to be
available only—

(1) to pay the United States share of as-
sessments for the regular budget of the Unit-
ed Nations (excluding the budgets of the
United Nations specialized agencies);

(2) to pay the United States share of Unit-
ed Nations peace operations; and

(3) to pay the United States share of Unit-
ed Nations specialized agencies.

(c) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—Amounts ap-
propriated pursuant to subsection (a) are au-
thorized to remain available until expended.

(d) CONGRESSIONAL NOTIFICATION.—Before
the disbursement of funds under this section,
the Secretary of State shall notify the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations of the Senate
and the Speaker of the House of Representa-
tives at least 15 days in advance in accord-
ance with the procedures applicable to re-
programming notifications under section
634A of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, the
amendment that I have offered strikes
Title XXII, which is the portion of the
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legislation that deals with payments of
arrears to the United Nations and re-
form of the United Nations.

I offer this amendment fully respect-
ful and cognizant of the remarkable
work achieved by the Chairman of the
Committee, Senator HELMS, and the
Ranking Member, Senator BIDEN, in
negotiating on behalf of members of
the committee a comprehensive bill
with regard to the organization in the
State Department and other foreign af-
fairs agencies, in addition to the mat-
ters relating to the United Nations
that are the subject of my amendment.

Mr. President, I want to discuss very
broadly today why I take this occasion
to offer this amendment because the
timeframe for consideration is nec-
essarily very short. The markup in our
committee occurred just last Thurs-
day. The debate today on the floor is
occurring on Monday, and presumably
we will have votes on these and other
issues on Tuesday, tomorrow. There-
fore, Senators and their staff will need
to understand issues quickly in order
to make a judgment on what I believe
is a monumental turning point in
American foreign policy, and perhaps
one of the most serious foreign policy
debates that we will have this year.

I ask, first of all: Why have we come
to such a point? By that, I mean why
and how could the United States have
come to owe hundreds of millions of
dollars to the United Nations? It did
not occur overnight. As I will illustrate
in the course of my remarks, the
amounts we owe are, in most respects,
not to the United Nations organization
per se. Indeed, again and again I will
reiterate that only about 5 percent of
our arrears are actually owed to the
United Nations. Well over $650 million
of the money is owed to other coun-
tries in which the United Nations is
merely a passthrough largely to these
countries for reimbursement of past
peacekeeping expenses.

So the debts that we owe are to Great
Britain, to France, to Germany, to
Italy, and to a host of friends and allies
of the United States. We have accumu-
lated debts to them largely because of
their peacekeeping activities that we
voted for. Our country frequently took
the position that we were not in a posi-
tion nor did we wish to send Armed
Forces to various areas in which the
United Nations, with our votes, decided
to try to keep the peace. Therefore, our
agreement in these cases was to pay
money while other nations sent their
forces, and on some occasions contrib-
uted money also.

I mention this point because for sev-
eral years there has been an assump-
tion on the part of many Members of
this body and of the House—perhaps
even of the Presidential administra-
tion—that the U.N. had very great
problems. As a matter of fact, many
Members from time to time have sug-
gested a lack of general support for the
United Nations, suggesting that it im-
pinged on our sovereignty, and on our
ability to conduct foreign policy in a

straightforward way. In fact, Mr. Presi-
dent, I submit that a great number of
Americans not confined to this Cham-
ber have come to a psychology that the
United Nations has been preying upon
us; that somehow an organization lo-
cated in our country, in New York
City, has been imposing insuperable de-
mands upon us and they resent that.
And, because of our resentment, so this
argument goes, we ought to reform the
U.N; we ought to teach it a lesson; we
ought to deprive it of money; we ought
to make editorial views of those activi-
ties we think are not very good, even
those that we have voted for; and that
by depriving the United Nations of
money change its course, we indicate
that we really do not wish to partici-
pate at all.

Mr. President, I think we are coming
to a much more crucial point in this
debate than simply whether we will
pay the arrears—the money that we
owe. I think Senators will fundamen-
tally have to determine: Should we
continue to be a part of the United Na-
tions? Because, if in fact the United
Nations is deprived of the funds that
we owe and other nations take our lead
and are not prepared to pay either for
diverse reasons of foreign policy it is
apparent that the United Nations will
be severely weakened. As a matter of
fact, it will be less and less effective, if
effective at all.

So, Mr. President and Members, I
think at the outset as we come to an
understanding of how we got to this
point, we have to decide: Do we really
want the United Nations to be a force-
ful advocate for peace, for justice, an
instrument of our foreign policy, and a
group of nations in which we play a
vital role as members of the Security
Council with veto power from the be-
ginning of the San Francisco Charter?
Do we want this? If we do, we are going
to have to not only try to shape up the
United Nations but shape up our own
views and our own activities as a mem-
ber State—our own leadership, as a
matter of fact—if the United Nations is
to be effective.

I come out on the side of one who be-
lieves that we ought to be active and
vital in the United Nations; that, as a
matter of fact, the United Nations
plays an important part in our foreign
policy; that it is extremely important
to our overall security in the world;
and, that it is an organization in which
we play a leading role which ought to
be supported by us as opposed to con-
stricted by us, demeaned by us, and
criticized by us. Given an opportunity,
it seems, that the Congress has again
and again not only tried to inhibit the
United Nations but, as a matter of fact,
may finally succeed in killing it off, if
we are not thoughtful.

Mr. President, if Members believe
that these are the views of their con-
stituents in a representative democ-
racy, eventually the U.N. will receive
the brunt of those attacks. But I would
suggest that the American people have
different views. As a matter of fact,

Members will be interested in polls
taken by the Wirthlin group and other
polling groups for the United Nations
Association. And one question that I
found relevant was this one:

Considering the problems we are
likely to face in the coming years, how
important is it for America to be an ac-
tive part of the United Nations—an ac-
tive part—very important, somewhat
important, or not important that
America be an active member?

Fifty-four percent of Americans said
it is very important that we be an ac-
tive member. Another 28 percent said it
is somewhat important that we be an
active member. Only 12 percent said it
is not important, and 6 percent had no
answer.

That is a rather extraordinary break-
down.

Mr. President, of 82 percent of Ameri-
cans, 54 percent are saying it is very
important to be very active in the
United Nations.

Then in a Times Mirror poll, they
asked: Do you agree or disagree with
the following statement: The United
States should cooperate fully with the
United Nations?

On that kind of a question, 65 percent
say we should cooperate fully. Twenty-
nine percent disagree with that propo-
sition.

Another question asked: Do you
favor or oppose legislation that would
have the United States withdraw com-
pletely from the United Nations? The
Wirthlin group found again: 22 percent
favor withdrawal, 71 percent oppose
withdrawal, and 7 percent had no an-
swer.

On still another quesiton, overall, do
you think that in the long run efforts
to strengthen the U.N. would be a good
investment or not a good investment?
This is the program on international
policy attitudes poll.

Sixty-eight percent of Americans
said good investment, and 28 percent,
not a good investment.

Now we come to the crux of our issue
today, Mr. President.

The question posd was: Do you favor
or oppose the United States paying its
U.N. dues in full? Do you feel that way
strongly or somewhat strongly?

Thirty percent favor strongly our
paying our dues in full. Twenty-eight
percent favor somewhat. Thirteen per-
cent oppose somewhat, and 16 percent
oppose strongly.

Adding together those figures, Mr.
President, you once again get about
the same 2-to-1 ratio. Fifty-eight per-
cent believe that we ought to pay in
full, and 29 percent do not.

By 2 to 1 the American public believe
that we ought to be paying our fair
share and our full share.

Interestingly enough, another
qustion asked: Do you believe that
U.N. member states should always pay
their full dues to the U.N. on schedule,
or should a state hold back its dues to
pressure other members to agree to
changes that it believes are needed?
Again, the Wirthlin poll. Mr. President,
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in 1989, 60 percent of Americans said we
should always pay. In April 1996, 78 per-
cent said members should always pay.

I find that interesting, Mr. President.
The evolution of the American people

with regard to the United States meet-
ing its obligations has led to a much
higher percentage of Americans saying
that member states should always pay.

Honor U.N. peacekeeping—the basic
reason that we are here today, as a
general rule, when it is necessary to
use military force to deal with trouble
spots in the world—Do you feel more
comfortable having the United States
contribute to a U.N. military action or
for the United States to take military
action by itself?

Sixty-nine percent said U.N. military
action while 24 percent said U.S. action
alone.

Do you think peacekeeping should be
a high priority of the United Nations’
system; somewhat of a priority; or not
a priority? The Wirthlin group poll
again: 75 percent of Americans in April
1996 said a high priority, somewhat of a
priority said 17 percent, and not a pri-
ority, only 6 percent.

Mr. President, I shall not recite fur-
ther polling data except to make the
observation that by fairly large ratios
of about 2 to 1, or larger than that,
Americans believe that we ought to
participate in the U.N.; that we ought
to pay our dues on time; that all na-
tions should pay their dues on time;
that peacekeeping operations are very
important for the United Nations to
conduct.

I mention that because it appears to
me that most Members may not be
aware to whom we owe the money.

I would just simply point out, Mr.
President, and I take this opportunity
to cite precisely the countries to whom
we believe we owe money. They may
have different views as to how much we
owe, but there is general agreement be-
tween the administration and the For-
eign Relations Committee to have
come up with the figure of $819 million
to be authorized and appropriated in
one form or another. We have agreed
that the U.S. portion of that debt is
more than one-third.

Using that ratio, France is owed by
the United States $60.1 million; Great
Britain is owed $41 million; the Nether-
lands, $21.3 million; Pakistan, $20.1 mil-
lion; Germany, $18.3 million; Belgium,
$17.3 million; Italy, $17.2 million, $16.1
million to India; $14.2 million to our
neighbor Canada, and a long list of
countries with smaller sums than that,
all owed by the United States, with the
United Nations merely a passthrough
to them.

Mr. President, it is clear, at least in
my judgment, that we owe the money,
that it is clear to whom we owe the
money, but it is not at all clear wheth-
er the money is likely to be repaid.

Now, I mention this because we had a
debate in the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee markup on Thursday and the
assertion was made essentially, and the
press has picked up this story largely

intact, that however you look at this,
this provision entails a significant
change in the course of American for-
eign policy. Essentially there is now
agreement on the part of the United
States to pay a part of the money we
owe.

Following the Foreign Relations
Committee meeting, Nick Burns, on be-
half of the administration, was asked:
‘‘What are you saying to Senator
LUGAR who says that the arrears are
contractual obligations of the United
States and should not be the subject of
conditions?’’ Mr. Burns punts the issue,
in my judgment. He says:

Well, I think President Clinton and Sec-
retary Albright have been very clear for as
long as they have been in office that we do
not like being the largest donor—that is,
debtor—to the United Nations. In fact—

Mr. Burns says, and I am quoting—
we have called ourselves publicly the largest
deadbeat debtor to the United Nations. We
don’t like that. The American people don’t
want their Government to be in arrears to
any institution, much less the United Na-
tions, but we have an opportunity here to
make sure that while we take steps that are
costly for us to pay off our arrears, we send
forward a very strong signal that reform is
important and the reform ought to be fol-
lowed through.

Mr. Burns continues.
We have taken the opportunity and we

have not been met with a fundamental objec-
tion by Secretary General of the United Na-
tions, Kofi Annan. He has welcomed the
progress that has been made this week. He
has put forward his own reform proposal. So
we don’t have a problem with the Secretary
General and we certainly would look forward
to the continued support of Senator Lugar in
this effort.

Mr. President, I am not certain what
that means. Clearly Mr. Burns does re-
flect the thought of the administration
and most Americans. We do not like to
be thought of as a deadbeat country,
but he is suggesting, I suppose, that
somehow all of that has been finessed
this week—a certain amount of reform,
a certain amount of payment, the Sec-
retary General not giving fundamental
objections and a hope that somehow I
might be pacified.

I was even more intrigued by reports
on Saturday in the Washington Post
and the Washington Times after our
Ambassador to the United Nations, Bill
Richardson, was accompanied by the
distinguished Senator from Minnesota,
ROD GRAMS, a member of the Foreign
Relations Committee and chairman of
the subcommittee dealing with inter-
national organizations. Senator GRAMS
and Ambassador Richardson went to
New York and had a press conference. I
quote from the story by John Goshko
in the Saturday, June 14, issue of the
Washington Post.

John Goshko said:
They denied Congress wants to microman-

age the United Nations and they insisted the
plan is not a take-it-or-leave-it proposition.
Instead, they said, it is a set of suggestions
aimed at helping the United Nations become,
as GRAMS said, the best United Nations it
can be.

The two officials’ assertions that condi-
tions or so-called benchmarks in the plan are

only suggestions ran counter to remarks by
Senator Helms on Thursday.

Senator HELMS is quoted in the
story.

‘‘This bill will prohibit the payment—pro-
hibit the payment—‘‘by the American tax-
payers of any so-called U.N. arrears until
these congressionally mandated benchmarks
have been met by the U.N.,’’ Helms said.

Quote again.
The message to the U.N. is simple but

clear: no reform, no American money for ar-
rears.

On another key point, Mr. Goshko
says:

Washington desires to cut the U.S. share of
the U.N. operating budget from 25 percent to
20 percent. Richardson said it would be his
job to negotiate with the other members to
win such a change. But——

Says Mr. Goshko—
Helms used language implying that attain-

ment of that goal is not subject for negotia-
tion.

Mr. President, let me just say that
clearly at some point or other in this
debate or on some other occasion, we
will have to make up our minds. It will
be impossible for Ambassador Richard-
son or my distinguished friend, Senator
GRAMS, to go to New York and indi-
cate, as the Washington Times said,
and they quote Senator GRAMS:

‘‘These are broad suggestions.’’ At a press
conference both men took pains to soften the
edges of a bill most here see as a nefarious
‘‘take it or leave it’’ offer. Mr. Grams said he
plans to spend time at the United Nations
this summer selling the package to foreign
envoys.

But at this stage, whether one has
the hard version or the soft version,
my basic question is: is it likely the
money will be repaid at all? And that is
fundamental. If you buy my premise
the United Nations is important, that
it is important for us to make sure it is
beefed up, is stronger, is viable as a
part of our foreign policy, then, at a
minimum, this means we must pay our
arrears. And those arrears are only
slightly owed to the U.N. super-
structure. Most is owed to our allies
with whom we have dealings in many
other fora.

If, in fact, we pass legislation—and I
believe the legislation that came out
with regard to Title XXII, the arrears
section we are discussing, leads to so
many stipulations, not only micro-
management but conditions to a fault,
that the likelihood of very much
money passing to our allies or to the
U.N. is very small.

The Washington Times article and
writer counted as many as 20 condi-
tions that would be required. My staff,
in analyzing title XXII, has found at
least 38. I have discussed briefly some
of the major conditions, and these are
major decisions for the United Nations
must make to get its money and to
make possible our payment of the ar-
rears to our allies. But it is quite a
change from dues in which we pay 25
percent of the U.N. budget to 20 per-
cent and is quite a move for us to get
31 percent dues for peacekeeping down
to 25.
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There are many Americans, not sim-

ply Senators in this Chamber, who
would rather pay less. So I suspect
there will not be an argument that,
given your druthers, it would have
been fine if our statesmen negotiated a
long time ago a U.N. debt for dues for
us of 20 percent as opposed to 25, or for
25 percent for peacekeeping as opposed
to 31.

Mr. President, I think we have to rec-
ognize that we are saying in this legis-
lation is that unless the rest of the
world, the other 183 countries, acqui-
esce to the United States and arbitrar-
ily lower our dues, we will not pay.
There may be a suggestion somehow
that money is going to come forward,
but unless those two requirements are
met, it does not appear to me possible
that payment is likely to occur.

Now, we add on a number of other
conditions such as the fact that U.N.
conferences can occur in only four
cities in the world and the rest of the
world will have to accept that because
we put it in this bill and we have said,
in essence, we are not going to pay un-
less each of these conditions is met.
Perhaps Ambassador Richardson and
Senator GRAMS read this legislation in
a different way and saw all of this leg-
islation as merely suggestions, sort of
ideas that might be kicked around up
there at the U.N. with our friends. That
is not the way the bill reads. It says
you meet our requirements or there is
no money to pay our past dues. And the
distinguished chairman of the commit-
tee has underlined that view in his own
remarks last Thursday.

So, Mr. President, is the money like-
ly to be paid? Probably not. And that
means that the debate we are having
today is likely to linger. The problem
is there will not be as good a time to fi-
nally take care of this problem than
there is presently. The Budget Com-
mittee, those who have been working
on the overall reduction to zero deficit
in 5 years, set aside the money and
their plan is for us to pay off. If we do
not authorize the money to do that,
then it disappears from the table. It is
unlikely to appear again. I do not sus-
pect that the Congress will be involved
in another 5-year plan for deficit reduc-
tion soon. We will have adopted one.
We will be in the plan. We can choose
to authorize the money and appropri-
ators can finally decide whether to ap-
propriate it. But at this point we come
up with an option, under 20 conditions
or 38 conditions, or however many you
may be able to derive from Title XXII,
that if we decide not to pay any
money, we are going to have a problem,
and that is what I want to discuss.

Now, what are the problems if we
don’t pay? I think the problems are not
only the inevitable weakness of the
U.N., but the quality of our relation-
ships with our allies in the world.
Americans may not realize that is the
problem we are talking about, our rela-
tions with Germany, Great Britain,
Italy, with our NATO allies. At other
times in other fora we are discussing

NATO expansion, we are discussing
new obligations, and arguing how ex-
tensive those will be. And most Ameri-
cans, including myself, who have ar-
gued for NATO expansion have pointed
out that we anticipate our obligations
will be relatively small. I accept the
estimate of the President of the United
States in his London press conference
with Prime Minister Blair that we will
be paying $150 million to $200 million a
year. But this implies that our Euro-
pean allies will be paying a lot more.
The countries coming in will have to
pay a great deal to bring their infra-
structure up to speed to meet the com-
mon defense principles. Essentially,
the United States will take the posi-
tion with regard to NATO expansion
that burdensharing means a very large
burden taken on by our European allies
for their defense, for the defense of Eu-
rope, and we will argue that that is
perfectly logical; they are the coun-
tries most in harm’s way and that we
already have provided substantial in-
frastructure in Europe. But the stakes
are very high and the money sums are
very large that we are going to ask of
European allies. Now, what if, in the
midst of that argument, we still have
the U.N. arrears situation? There are
Members of the Senate arguing: We
don’t like the United Nations. We
think it’s top heavy with bureaucrats,
that these people are inefficient, that
too many come from countries other
than our own, that essentially they
hold too many conferences in strange
cities all over the world, and we will
not pay either the United Nations or
our European allies until all of this is
terminated—ad seriatim, as you go
through and read Title XXII.

Those negotiations for NATO expan-
sion might be very difficult. I suggest a
whole set of other negotiations may be
very difficult. I had in my office this
afternoon a distinguished Austrian
statesman. We have a lot at stake in
negotiating on agriculture with Eu-
rope, enormous sums, in terms of
whether we come to agreement on
technology, science and on export sub-
sidies and export taxes. There is a lot
at stake for a lot of Americans. Those
negotiations are very tough. We are
coming up to another GATT round in
1999 on agriculture. It is not at all cer-
tain how much headway we shall make.
But it makes an enormous difference,
in billions of dollars of exports, that we
make a lot of headway and that we be
negotiating with friends in good faith.

How in the world can we anticipate
useful negotiations on NATO or the
European agriculture plan or the
GATT situation with the very same
countries to whom we are, in essence,
saying: Sorry, we are not going to pay
because a number of Senators don’t
like the United Nations? They still
have a billboard mentality which says,
‘‘Get us out of the United Nations.’’

Some of us are going to have to say
on this floor, ‘‘Not only keep us in, but
make the U.N. work.’’ I certainly sub-
scribe to every reform proposal that

makes sense at the United Nations, and
the Secretary General, who is a friend
of the United States, subscribes to
much of that. I have no doubt if we are
a vigorous player in the United Na-
tions, as opposed to taking the thought
that we are being preyed upon by a
group of nations over whom we have no
control. If we are a vigorous player, we
are going to be able to negotiate
changes that are substantial, and we
are going to have to do that in the Eu-
ropean Community with the agricul-
tural plan and with NATO. There is no
free lunch in this business. The idea
that we can, with an ultimatum, say,
‘‘Take it or leave it,’’ and that some-
how the United Nations will make
these changes to accommodate us, I be-
lieve is unrealistic.

Mr. President, let us take, hypo-
thetically, one more situation sug-
gested by the distinguished junior Sen-
ator from Massachusetts, Senator
KERRY, during the markup in the For-
eign Relations Committee. Senator
KERRY said, from his experience in
dealing with U.N. reform, and he has
had substantial experience on this
topic, he thinks there is a possibility
that all the other 183 countries will ac-
quiesce. They will finally read Title
XXII as the Foreign Relations Commit-
tee adopts it and grudgingly, and with
great passion and recrimination and so
forth, understand that it’s lights out
for the United Nations if they don’t ac-
quiesce to the United States, which
they will describe as a bully, as a coun-
try operating totally outside inter-
national norms, as a country that did
not recognize its obligations.

That is still another scenario. I gath-
er proponents of the bill think that is
the best scenario. The United States
wins. We reduce our dues unilaterally
and our peacekeeping moneys. We
managed to bully every other nation
on Earth into acquiescence on the basis
that a United Nations without us
would be unthinkable. I would say,
under those circumstances, we still
have ahead some mighty rough sled-
ding with regard to any other inter-
national organizations or negotiations
on trade, or NATO, or whatever.

The amendment I have offered is a
simple solution. It says, in essence,
that we owe $819 million. We ought to
pay it in 2 years, two equal install-
ments with no conditions, because we
owe it to other countries, essentially.
We owe it to some international orga-
nizations such as the Food and Agricul-
tural Organizations, the FAO. We are
about $100 million behind in our dues
payment to them. We are about to lose
our seat and our vote, even while those
of us in agriculture feel it is very im-
portant we be at the table. There are
consequences for being a deadbeat, for
trying to stiff other countries. We
ought not do it. We ought to affirm
that the United Nations is important,
that we are a leading player, that we
are the leading player in terms of con-
fidence building in international diplo-
macy, in security arrangements which
the United Nations represents.
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I have offered this amendment as a

substitute for the entirety of 18 pages
that contain all of these conditions, an
extraordinary array of pages and lan-
guage. I am hopeful Members and their
staffs will read this before they commit
themselves to a vote in favor of this
provision.

I rise today simply to offer Members
an alternative. The distinguished Sen-
ator from Delaware, the ranking mem-
ber of the committee, has argued with
a great deal of skill in the Foreign Re-
lations Committee markup, that even
if my position is right, even if there is
some logic to what I have to say, the
fact is the alternative was never my
position. The fact is, the very best situ-
ation that he was able to negotiate
with the distinguished chairman of our
committee was for 18 pages of title
XXII as they now exist. In essence, we
are faced with the situation, as I read
the logic of the distinguished Senator
from Delaware, of a take it or leave it
with the Senate, quite apart from a
take it or leave it with the rest of the
world. The implication is, if we do not
adopt title XXII as negotiated, there is
likely to be no money, zero money, for
the United Nations.

But I am suggesting that the out-
come of adopting title XXII may very
well be zero money for the United Na-
tions, that you get to zero either way,
that we have not solved the arrears
problem, that the headlines that some-
how or another the United Nations is
about to be revived are premature. Or,
to state Senator KERRY’s position, as I
have already: Somehow, the United Na-
tions gets the money, they go through
all the hoops and with all of the
resentments, recriminations, and dif-
ficulties we have around the world, we
pay dearly, a multiple of whatever has
been squeezed out of this process.

It is not an easy choice for Senators
to make. But that is why I pose it in
these terms and why I believe it is fun-
damentally one of the most important
debates that we shall have about for-
eign policy. It gets to the heart of our
relationship with our friends, with the
rest of the world, and with the United
Nations.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Delaware.
Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I, myself,

am in the strangest position I have
found myself in, probably, in the 25
years I have been here. I don’t disagree
with a single thing that my friend from
Indiana has stated.

Let me review the bidding, as I un-
derstand it, very, very quickly. No. 1,
we have to decide, is the United Na-
tions useful? Is the United Nations an
important instrument in dealing with
crises and conflicts in the world?
Should we be a part of it? Does it aug-
ment our foreign policy? Is it impor-
tant? Is it vital?

In my view, the answer to every one
of those questions is a resounding yes.
As a matter of fact, I went so far, as
the fellow with whom I engaged in a

political campaign last year repeatedly
pointed out—I wrote a very long paper,
not too long ago, about 4 years ago,
where I wrote that I believed we missed
an opportunity for making the United
Nations the centerpiece for the archi-
tecture of peace well into the next cen-
tury. I think it has a capacity far be-
yond that which we are asking of it,
and I think it has a capacity that is un-
paralleled by any other potential orga-
nization existing or one that I can con-
template.

I think we do not spend nearly
enough time pointing out what my
friend from Indiana has, that 80 per-
cent of the U.N.’s work is helping de-
veloping countries help themselves.
The fact of the matter is, their work
includes promoting and protecting de-
mocracy and human rights, developing
effective food distribution and food cul-
tivation strategies, assisting disaster
victims, helping nations avert military
threats by providing a diplomatic floor
for dispute resolution. Who else does
that besides the United Nations? Where
else in the world—where in the world
can we possibly go to have any of those
functions undertaken?

Some would say the United States
should do that. The very people who
say the United States should do that
are the very people who, when the rub-
ber meets the road, say, ‘‘No, no, no,
no, we should not be involved. We, the
United States, should not be involved.
We can’t be the world’s policemen. We
can’t be expected to do everything.’’ I
find it ironic, the same people say the
United Nations isn’t worth the powder
to you know what.

So much—all of what the United Na-
tions does, frankly, even though it is
exasperating and time consuming and
frustrating sometimes, is clearly in our
interest. We rely on the United Nations
to provide humanitarian assistance to
millions who otherwise would have no
source of food or shelter. We rely on
the United Nations to eradicate disease
and improve health around the world.
And particularly, it is the United Na-
tions that leads the world in helping
children by providing food and shelter
and by protecting them from the
scourge of disease that threatens their
health in many parts of the world.

We, the United States, rely on the
United Nations to handle the increas-
ing flow of refugees across borders and
to prevent refugees from devastating
and destroying neighboring economies,
security, and the environment. We rely
upon the United Nations to counter
global crimes. The United Nations co-
ordinates the international coopera-
tion to fight terrorism, to counter drug
trafficking. We rely on the United Na-
tions to facilitate and maintain peace.
In short, we rely on the United Nations
in a way that we rely on no other orga-
nization. It is indispensable.

So, that is the place from which we
both start. I think it is fair to say our
voting records for the last 20 years or
so have been almost identical relative
to the United Nations. I have not been

one who has voted to cut the United
Nations.

The point that the Senator has made
repeatedly and I have made repeatedly
is the average American thinks, when
we talk about arrearages we owe the
United Nations, they think we owe
money to a bloated bureaucracy out
there that is wasting our money with
all of these ghost employees who are
doing nothing but subsidizing the econ-
omy back home and wasting our money
and then voting against our interests,
and that is where the money goes.

Hardly any of the money that we owe
goes to the Secretariat, goes to pay
salaries at the United Nations, or goes
to turn the heat and light on. The bulk
of the money we owe, we owe to our
friends for the reason my friend said.
We said: Hey, we ain’t sending GI Joe.
You send your guys. You send your
guys. We can’t be expected to be every-
where. And we vote. We have a vote in
the U.N. Security Council. If we don’t
want to vote to send anybody there, we
can say no, and they don’t go. But we
vote yes because we view it to be in our
policy interests, our foreign policy in-
terests. So, who do we owe? We owe
France, we owe England, we owe Bel-
gium. I have a list right here. I will re-
peat it. It bears repeating: France,
Great Britain, The Netherlands, Paki-
stan, Germany, Belgium, Italy, India,
Canada. That is where the bulk of the
money is we owe—for peacekeeping.

I say to my friend from Indiana, one
of the things I tried to note in nego-
tiating this is: I’ll tell you what, why
don’t we just pay all the peacekeeping
stuff up front? We can sell that to the
folks here. Even the those that don’t
like the United Nations, they like
Great Britain, they like Germany.
Even the folks that don’t like the Unit-
ed Nations acknowledge France is an
ally. Why don’t we just pay them, no
strings, nothing, pay what we owe,
bingo.

I even tried to put in an amendment.
The Senator used the phrase, ‘‘pass
through.’’ In a sense, the United Na-
tions is passing through that money to
them. I even came up with language—
I should say this young man on my
staff came up with language—to say:
Guarantee that the money just passes
through, cannot be diverted to go any-
place else: Pass through, pay France;
pass through, pay Belgium, pass
through—et cetera.

Tried that route. As was pointed out
accurately by my friends with whom I
was negotiating, ‘‘Hey, look, we realize
if you pay our friends, then the pres-
sure is relieved. The pressure is re-
lieved. We’re not likely to get these
changes we want in the United Na-
tions.’’

So you are right, this is pressure; you
are right. We finally, after all these ne-
gotiations, which included the adminis-
tration, said, ‘‘OK, what do we do? Do
we end up essentially emasculating the
United Nations, causing its further’’—
talk about resentment—‘‘further re-
sentment?’’
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Let me back up. I apologize to my

friend for him having to hear this for
the third time from me. I have heard
from him as well three times, and I
welcome hearing 10 more times, be-
cause he is right on the merits. I was
asked if I would have a meeting with
the President of the General Assembly.
I forget how many people he brought
along with him, three or four folks rep-
resenting their countries in the United
Nations, their Ambassadors.

They came down to see me—I am
paraphrasing as was stated by the
spokesperson for the President—as a
friend of the United Nations seeking
my help. We sat around the conference
table in my office for, I don’t know, an
hour, hour and a half. I listened to
what they had to say.

I said, basically, ‘‘You’re right.’’ I
said, ‘‘Let me get this straight now.
You are saying three things to me:
One, you acknowledge the United Na-
tions needs some reform and you want
that reform to take place anyway and
you’re going to initiate it. But if we
even request, if Senator HELMS’ bench-
mark includes any of the reforms you
have already contemplated you want to
do, if it did, then it would make it
harder for you to do them because peo-
ple would resent the fact that we were
telling you you had to do them.’’ I said,
‘‘Do I have that straight?’’

They said, ‘‘Yes, that’s right.’’
I said, ‘‘Let me get the second point.

The second point is you desperately
need a demonstration of the board of
findings of the United States that
we’re going to pay our debt, and that
you can’t wait another year on prom-
ises. It is no longer good enough you
have a President who says he is with
you and you have a minority of Sen-
ators who say they are with you, you
need something tangible right now.’’

‘‘Yes, that’s my second message, Sen-
ator.’’

‘‘But your third message is: Give us
the money with no strings now, even if
it is not all of it, in order for us to be
able to get things underway to dem-
onstrate we will reform in order for
you then to have enough votes to
produce the rest of the money.’’ I said,
‘‘So you acknowledge it is going to
have to be staged, right?’’

‘‘Yes.’’
I said, ‘‘I agree with you, but before

you leave, let me ask you a question.
Given your choice, no money and no
conditions this year or conditions that
are consistent with the things you say
you want to do anyway and you are
willing to attempt to do, and signifi-
cant money this year with a significant
commitment for the bulk of the money
the next year and the remainder the
third year, which do you pick?’’

They said, ‘‘We pick the conditions
and money rather than no money, no
conditions.’’

So I sat down with the administra-
tion and I said, ‘‘OK, folks, you sent up
here a proposal for over a billion dol-
lars in 1 year. Got anybody to support
it besides me?’’

‘‘Yeah, we got some other people to
support it,’’ and named, I believe your
name was taken in vain, I say to Sen-
ator LUGAR, and a few others.

I said, ‘‘Do you think you have
enough votes to get that done?’’

They said, ‘‘No, we don’t think so.’’
‘‘What do you want me to do? Well,

let’s see what we can get done.’’
So I met with the Secretary, and I

met with our U.N. Ambassador, our
former colleague from the House. I
said, ‘‘You have to tell us your drop-
dead number’’—excuse the expression.
‘‘What is the bottom line on this? If I
can’t get all you need, what is the bot-
tom line on all this? And I want to tell
you what the conditions are here that
Senator HELMS wants. I don’t want any
of those conditions, but what ones can
you live with and what can’t you live
with?’’ And we began a long, long proc-
ess of negotiating.

The end result is what you see here.
The end result is the administration,
whether they are right, wrong or indif-
ferent, told me on this part of the U.N.,
they want more. They don’t like the
conditions. They believe the minimum
number should be $1.21 billion. They
don’t believe we owe, by the way, 1 bil-
lion 4. They don’t agree with that.
They don’t think we owe that, which is
the number everybody uses. They say
we don’t owe that.

When the day was done, the Senator
from North Carolina made some sig-
nificant concessions. That left the Sen-
ator from Delaware in a position to
say, ‘‘OK, the U.N. says, bottom line,
they would rather run the risk of not
risking another year of nothing,’’ not-
withstanding the fact it will cause
them serious problems. In turn, I think
the Senator is right; it is going to
cause us additional problems. The ad-
ministration says we can do it on this
amount of money and we can make
those conditions work if you stagger
the conditions to the end. ‘‘Give us the
bulk of the money upfront and make
the hard conditions at the end.’’ That
is what they said.

So we go back to the threshold ques-
tion: Is the United Nations in our in-
terest? I believe deeply that it is essen-
tial—essential—to the ability to carry
a sound foreign policy for this country
into the next decade and beyond. OK.

Now, what is the best chance of the
U.N. continuing to be viable? Take a
chance on something that the Presi-
dent of the General Assembly doesn’t
like but acknowledges, given two bad
choices, would rather have, take the
position the President does not like,
our U.N. Ambassador does not like but
believes can get the job done if that is
what it has to be, or go back to square
one, which is debate this on principle—
and I am not belittling and I am not
being a smart guy saying that—debate
the principle of this for another 4
months or 2 months or 6 months or a
year and leave Ambassador Richardson
totally empty-handed, with no money,
not give the Secretary General any-
thing to demonstrate that we have

other than a minority of us and the
President saying we will pay, the check
is in the mail, or go ahead and do what
is proposed in this legislation?

I honestly believe, unless the admin-
istration is fundamentally wrong in
their calculation, this is in the abso-
lute best interest of the United States
of America and has the greatest pros-
pect of continuing to have the United
States viable than any other alter-
native I can come up with.

The next question, it seems to me, is
reasonable to ask: OK, BIDEN, geez, you
agree with Senator LUGAR, he is your
ally, you are in the same boat on this
thing, you agree with the principle he
is saying, you got this much, why not
go along with him and raise it? Maybe
if you speak up now, you may get
enough votes to get 51 people in this
body to vote up that number.

There is a simple answer to that. It
may not be a good answer in the minds
of most people. The editorial boards of
the New York Times and others won’t
like it, but if I do that, there is no deal.
Then we go back, not negotiating be-
tween 819 and 1 billion 21 or whatever
the Senator’s amendment is going to
say precisely, or saying we pay all the
819 without any conditions and whether
we pay the 819 with conditions, we go
back to zero versus 1.021, or zero versus
819 and no conditions.

I don’t suggest that I know any more
than my friend from Maryland, Sen-
ator SARBANES, and my friend from In-
diana, Senator LUGAR, but I do suggest
I don’t know any less about how this
place works. I do suggest that paying
this over 2 years will be better than
over 3, but the issue is whether it is
over 5 or none when we started this. I
do suggest it is better to have no condi-
tions than the conditions we have in
here, but I suggest it is much worse to
have the original conditions than the
conditions that are in this bill.

I have a vast amount of respect for
both my colleagues. As my friend from
Indiana will tell you, when I thought
that the Senator from North Carolina
was unwilling to raise the level to the
amount that the administration said
they needed, I picked up the phone and
I called the Senator from Indiana, and
I called two other of my Republican
colleagues on the committee, and I
said, ‘‘If I offer an amendment to fully
fund this,’’ or if we offer it, ‘‘can we get
it adopted?’’

In the case of two other Republican
Senators, I said, ‘‘If I offer it, will you
vote for it?’’

In the case of the Senator from Indi-
ana, I said, ‘‘If we offer it, what do you
think our chances are?’’

In the meantime, the Senator from
North Carolina, the chairman of the
committee, said, ‘‘All right, I will go to
the minimum number that the admin-
istration says they need, but I won’t go
any further.’’

In addition to that, we also were able
to get the number up for the inter-
national organization account for this
year’s State Department authorization
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and a lot of other things that the ad-
ministration wanted.

So here we are. I will end where I
began, where the Senator from Indiana
began. This is one of the most impor-
tant decisions we are going to make.
The viability of the United Nations and
our influence on that organization is
critical to American foreign policy in-
terests, to the interests of the United
States over the next several decades.

Strategically, we have not one bit of
difference. Tactically, is it better to
get what the administration says they
can make work, what the Secretary
General says he appreciates—the at-
tempt we are making and doesn’t know
if he will get funding from, but thanks
for the effort, and what the President
of the General Assembly says he would
rather have, given two bad choices. Is
it tactically better to go that route, to
‘‘save the U.N.’’ and us in it, or is it
tactically better to not go this route,
go the route of the amendment of my
friend from Indiana, and if we win,
hope that my friend from North Caro-
lina says, ‘‘Well, I lost here on the
floor, that’s OK by me’’? I choose the
first tactical option for the same stra-
tegic reason the Senator from Indiana
chooses the second.

I had one of my colleagues say, ‘‘You
know, you got the chairman to go up to
819. The trouble with you is you just
didn’t have a tough enough bargain.
You could have gotten him to go high-
er. If you just held faster, he would
have gone higher.’’

I respectfully suggest, name me
someone else who got the chairman up
to 819 or even remotely close.

There is one other provision I am al-
most reluctant to raise here, but one of
the provisions the chairman has in this
mark is that we get paid money for our
peacekeeping.

The administration believes there are
moneys owed us as well and believes
the U.N. owes us about $107 million.
That is not part of this legislation, but
it is part of the calculus. It may end up
being a fight between OMB and the ad-
ministration—I mean, within the ad-
ministration. It may be a fight in some
other place if the administration really
cares about this. Do not come to me
and tell me it is easier to get another
$107 million from my good friend here
and a majority of his colleagues, our
colleagues who are his allies, if they
cannot work out an internal problem
within the administration.

So we are at least theoretically talk-
ing about $925 million versus $1.021 bil-
lion. We have all been in this business
long enough. If, in fact, our Ambas-
sador to the United Nations—probably
the most skilled negotiator we have
ever had in that spot in the history of
the United Nations—if he cannot figure
out the difference over 3 years for
roughly $90 million, then he is not the
fellow I worked with in the last decade
and a half.

Like I said, as one of my colleagues
said to me, ‘‘Joe, I’ve been here too
long. I’m not doing this on anything

other than on pure principle anymore.’’
Well, that is great. That is great. My
honest opinion—and that was not said
by my friend from Indiana, although he
is an incredibly principled guy—in my
view, tactically, this is the single best
thing that can happen to enhance and
give the greatest prospect for the out-
come that I desire occurring, and that
is, a viable United Nations, with the
United States playing a vital role and
the United Nations playing a vital role.

Again, every argument made by my
friend from Maryland in the committee
and my friend from Indiana in the com-
mittee, and here, is accurate as it re-
lates to whether or not we are impos-
ing on the United Nations. We are. I
might add, I do not know how they
voted, but we voted on legislation that
imposed on the United Nations an IG,
an inspector general. We imposed that
on them. I did not hear anybody stand-
ing on the floor then saying, ‘‘We are
imposing on the United Nations.’’
Maybe somebody did. It sure did not
reach this level. It is not new.

Some may recall in a previous Re-
publican administration, the Secretary
General discussed with us reducing our
share to 20 percent—actually, below 20
percent, between 10 and 15 percent
—and the then Republican Secretary of
State said, ‘‘No, we don’t want to go
that low. It will diminish our influ-
ence.’’ So it is not like we are coming
out of the blue with a number that can-
not possibly be met.

Agreed, I do not like doing business
this way. If I sign on to a contract,
even though the terms turn against
me, I stick with the contract until—as
our friend from Mississippi, Senator
Stennis, used to say every time you
would look at him—I have one of his
letters he sent me. He said, ‘‘You got
to plow the field to the last furrow, to
the end of the road.’’ Well, that is how
I think contracts work. You plow the
field to the last furrow, to the end of
the road, then negotiate next year’s
crop, then negotiate how many furrows
next year. That is the better way to do
it. That is how I am used to doing busi-
ness.

Personally, as a Senator, as a legisla-
tor, as a man—as a man—this field is
not going to have any crops. It is not
going to grow anything because there
is no plow in the field right now. We
may not have enough of a plow to plow
the field to the last row, to the last
furrow at the end of the row, but, boy,
we have 99 percent of the field covered.

Then, as I said earlier—and I will
yield the floor with this—in a slightly
different context today I said, you
know, I am a Senator. That means I
am an optimist. To be a Senator, it
seems to me, you have to be an opti-
mist. You would not choose this job
knowingly if you thought things were
not going to turn out.

Well, look, 3 years is a long time.
Kofi Annan, the Secretary General,
called me on Friday. I realize that is
nothing unique. I am not the only guy
that has spoken to him. But he called

me. I happened to have known him in
his former incarnation in the United
Nations. He is one heck of a guy. And
he called and said, ‘‘Joe, I want to
thank you for the try.’’ He did not say,
‘‘I called and said I think it is a good
deal.’’ He said, ‘‘I want to thank you.’’
I do not recall whether he said it or I
said it, but he will hear it, so he will
correct me if I am wrong. My recollec-
tion was that one of us said off the oth-
er’s sentence, ‘‘Three years is a long
time.’’ And then he said, ‘‘I hope by the
end of this year many of the very pro-
posals and reforms you’re asking for
will already be done and maybe that
will change some people’s minds.’’

The administration only asks for $100
million in fiscal year 1998, and this
gives them $100 million in fiscal year
1998. The conditions they have to meet
are basically zero. They have to prom-
ise our sovereignty is not in jeopardy,
essentially. The second year, the $400
million and some, the conditions get a
little tougher—not very tough. The
third year, the last $244 million, that is
where the rubber meets the road.

The Senator did not want to do it
that way. The Senator wanted the rub-
ber to meet the road the first date.

Is that a fair statement, I say to my
friend from North Carolina?

He has actually made some genuine,
serious concessions. I said, let us keep
this ball in play. That is my plea. Let
us keep the U.N. in play. Get them
money now. Start to pay back our
debts now. Get it underway now. As I
am one of those guys that thinks once
you put the ball in play, we win—we
will reach the appropriate outcome.

My concern with the approach taken
by my friend from Indiana—and he, as
I said, has been here almost as long as
I have; he is a skilled politician in the
best sense of the word, as well as a
principled, knowledgeable legislator—
he could be right that the route I am
taking you down tactically will not get
us to the strategic objective, and
maybe the way to do this is call the
bluff, call the bluff. But I doubt wheth-
er or not even he believes that if we
were to prevail, or if I were to abandon
this fairly reached deal, that we would
likely, at the end of the process, be any
further along than we were the end of
last year.

Keep in mind—I want to say it again
because I have been absolutely, com-
pletely straight with my friend from
North Carolina—if we go to conference
and they have no money—by the way,
unless something happened in the last
couple days, they have zero, nothing,
for the U.N., zero—if this means we go
to conference and BIDEN is expected to
go from $819 million to $408,500,000,
they have the wrong guy. My bottom
line is $819 million.

So we may not get to there from here
even if we do it my way—not my way,
the way suggested in this legislation.
But I respectfully suggest no one has
laid out for me, and I am anxious to
hear it, how we get from here to there.
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And the ‘‘there’’ is preserving the Unit-
ed Nations, our position within it, its
viability, credibility, and ours as well.

I cannot believe, if the Senator from
Indiana were President—and he would
have made a good one—and I were the
Secretary of State—I doubt he would
have picked me—I cannot believe, if he
said, ‘‘JOE, you go see Chirac, you go
see Blair, you go see Kohl, you work
out something on this arrearages deal
with them.’’ I cannot believe I could
not get that done for him without dam-
aging my relationship with them and
figuring out a way at the end of the
day—the end of the day, whether that
means 3 years or 5 years or 7 years—to
pay what we owe.

But I do not know how to get from
here to there. Were he President and I
Secretary of State, and he said, ‘‘JOE,
go work out a deal with those guys.
And, by the way, you have no money.
We can’t come up with a nickel. You go
work it out.’’ I do not know, folks—I do
not know. I think I have a little bit of
a greater faith in this administration
than my colleagues do, and a little
greater faith in the ability of our Am-
bassador to the United Nations to
make this work without suffering the
consequences that could and may be
suffered if this were to pass. But like I
said, I have not heard any other idea.
And I have been working with this too
long to fall on my sword.

I again close where I opened. I think
on the merits—my friend from North
Carolina knows how I feel—I think on
the merits my friend from Indiana is
correct. But I think the merits and the
friendship of the Senator from Indiana
may get me into the girls State cham-
pionship basketball game in Indiana,
maybe, but it will not get me much
further—probably will not even get me
there.

I yield the floor.
Mr. SARBANES addressed the Chair.
Mr. HELMS addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Carolina.
Mr. HELMS. Since the Senator

sought the floor——
Mr. SARBANES. Go ahead.
Mr. HELMS. I will be glad to yield.
Mr. SARBANES. No.
Mr. HELMS. How long does the Sen-

ator wish?
Mr. SARBANES. I will yield to the

chairman, obviously.
Mr. HELMS. I understand that. But I

respect the Senator from Maryland. I
want him to have his say.

Certainly, Mr. President, I am not
going to criticize Senator LUGAR. I
think and hope we have been friends
ever since he came here. I have made
several statements publicly in his ad-
vocacy. I think he will acknowledge
that. But he is not in a position in
which he has to make judgments that
will lead to either a successful piece of
legislation or an unsuccessful one, de-
pending on which decision is made.

Senator BIDEN has very eloquently
and accurately described the process by
which the committee brought in a lot

of views and a lot of people, including
the distinguished majority leader,
TRENT LOTT, and the relevant appro-
priations subcommittee chair JUDD
GREGG. As I said in my statement ear-
lier, this bill will not represent every
provision that I want, but I think it is
the best legislation for the American
people. I do not need any pollster to
tell me that; in fact, I have found out
that the results often depend on who
the pollster is taking a poll for and
what the people who paid for the poll
want to accomplish with the poll. That
certainly is a game that is played in
politics constantly.

But let me say that speaking, I
think, for a sizable percentage of the
American people—and not having a
poll except the ringing of the telephone
in my office and the fax machine grind-
ing constantly and the mail by the
sackfuls—we do not owe it to the rest
of the world to pay the so-called ar-
rearages to the United Nations for
peacekeeping, and we certainly do not
owe these nickel and dime amounts to
our allies or to anyone else, for that
matter.

Let me set the record straight just a
bit. I do not say this with any hos-
tility, but if you think the American
people have not been socked with
enough taxes to support whatever
project or institution that is supported
at the moment, let’s look at the facts.
Since 1950 the United States—that
means the American taxpayers—has
given other countries (free of charge)
$120 billion in military assistance
through grants and loans. In just the
past 10 years, the United States paid
$40.4 billion in military assistance to
another set of countries. I have heard
no moaning and groaning on this floor
about what we owe, but nothing about
all of the support the U.S. has given.

When you add up the low-cost and
no-cost loans to the total assistance
that the American taxpayers have been
forced by their Government—by this
Senate, by the House of Representa-
tives, by the President sitting in the
Oval Office on Pennsylvania Avenue
—the total assistance that the Amer-
ican taxpayers have given out since
1950 amounts to at least $161 billion—
and mind you, that does not include in-
terest that has been forgiven when we
didn’t seek repayment of loans.

In addition, every dime of this has
been given away in years when we did
not balance the budget. These costs are
part of the reason that we have a $5.400
trillion federal debt today. So let me
be clear—we long have bankrolled the
world, and I will cry tomorrow for
those ambassadors from France and
Germany, and even Poland, who say
that they do not like what JESSE
HELMS is doing in the Senate. Well,
JESSE HELMS does not like to have to
do it, but some of us have reached the
point that we have to hold hands tight
and work out a deal that will achieve
long overdue reforms.

Now, this pending bill is the propo-
sition that has been agreed to by the

President of the United States, by the
Secretary of State, by JOE BIDEN—who
is the ranking Democrat on the For-
eign Relations Committee—and by
countless other distinguished Ameri-
cans whom we have consulted and with
whom we have worked.

Now, let me tell you something. It is
easy to sit back and say, ‘‘Well, we
have got to pay our debts.’’ With what
and on what schedule? Are you going to
add it to the federal debt? What are
you going to cut out of the budget
which we have been unable, thus far, to
get balanced in this body and in the
House of Representatives and then
signed by the President?

We all hear that there is a coalition
of interests, but my primary interest
happens to be the people who pick up
their lunch pail and go to work every
morning, who do not know much about
Congress. They are trusting us to pro-
tect their future and the futures of
their children and grandchildren. Now,
every campaign they are celebrated as
the reason Joe Candidate and Mary
Candidate are running for office, look-
ing for votes. But as soon as the elec-
tion is over, you do not hear much
more except a political speech now and
then.

Now, I have been on the Foreign Re-
lations Committee quite a while. JOE
BIDEN and I held up our hands to take
the oath of office on the same day—
January 3, 1973, right over in that cor-
ner. We have been in the Senate the
same length of time. I have enjoyed
serving with Senator BIDEN because al-
though he and I seldom agree on fun-
damental issues, he always shoots
straight with me—and I think that he
will say that I have shot straight with
him. I am a conservative and I am un-
abashed about it. And JOE, no doubt
about it, is a liberal. That is the way it
goes in this body.

But also on the Foreign Relations
Committee some years ago, I think in
the mid-1980s, one of the bad ladies who
served on the committee—now, I am
not even going to joke about it. She is
one of the sweetest ladies I have ever
known, one of the brightest ladies I
have ever known, and one of the most
unyielding ladies I have ever known—
and her name was Nancy Kassebaum. It
is now Nancy Kassebaum Baker be-
cause she is the bride of Howard Baker,
the former majority leader of this Sen-
ate.

Now, it was, I believe, 1986 an amend-
ment was enacted into law in the State
Department Authorization Act. And by
the way how many authorization bills
have been passed since that year? Not
many, not many. So the affairs of the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee,
Mr. President, have been handled by
the Appropriations Committee until
this year and we are endeavoring to
have the Foreign Relations Committee
resume its rightful place in the con-
duct of foreign affairs. I do not think it
ought to be conducted by the Appro-
priations Committee.
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But in any case, our former colleague

from Kansas, the then Nancy Kasse-
baum, used a very interesting approach
more than a decade ago in trying to get
a budget reform at the United Nations.
She was so disappointed and so was I
with the way the United Nations was
being operated. Her amendment was
enacted into law for the authorization
act for fiscal years 1986 and 1987. It ex-
plicitly and unilaterally withheld 20
percent of the U.S. contribution to the
United Nations and its specialized
agency until voting reforms took place
at the U.N. Now, I must ask, what is so
unusual about this bill? We are includ-
ing provisions that require reforms in
the same way—by withholding U.S.
contributions. I do not know whether
Senator LUGAR was chairman of the
Foreign Relations Committee at that
time. If he was, I doubt that he very
strongly opposed Senator Kassebaum.

But the point is we have so many
people who have responsible roles to
play in this matter. We are hearing
from the President and former Presi-
dents, we are hearing from Secretaries
of State and former Secretaries of
State, et cetera, et cetera, et cetera, as
Yul Brenner said in ‘‘The King and I.’’

I have a letter from Bob Dole sup-
porting this plan. I ask unanimous con-
sent it be printed in the RECORD at the
conclusion of my remarks.

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

(See Exhibit 1.)
Mr. HELMS. I appreciate the re-

marks that Senator LUGAR has made.
But I just wish there would be some
understanding of what our options are.
Sure, we could watch Senator LUGAR
talk about it, but we will end up with
the Appropriations Committee running
for the Senate our role in the foreign
policy apparatus.

I admire Senator LUGAR, always
have, always will, and I refuse to get in
a fuss with him. His amendment is dic-
tating to all those who have worked for
months to arrive at a consensus piece
of legislation how to do things when he
does not have any workable alter-
native. I will still respect him, but I
say that the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee, and the Senate, has for the
first time in a long time the oppor-
tunity to take its rightful place in the
procedure of determining the foreign
policy apparatus of this country.

I will have more to say, if necessary,
as time goes by, but I hope the Senator
will not press his amendment.

I thank the Chair. I yield the floor.
EXHIBIT 1

JUNE 12, 1997.
Hon. JESSE HELMS,
Chairman, Committee on Foreign Relations,

U.S. Senate, Senate Dirksen Office Building
Washington, DC.

DEAR JESSE: I want to take this oppor-
tunity to commend you for a job well done
on your United Nations reform legislation. I
know you have spent many hours ensuring
that our national interests—and the inter-
ests of American taxpayers—are better pro-
tected at the United Nations.

As you know, I have long supported efforts
to achieve reforms in United Nations peace-

keeping and in the other areas of U.N. oper-
ations. The personnel, budgetary and organi-
zation reforms your legislation requires be-
fore additional U.S. funds go to the U.N. are
comprehensive and long-overdue. I am
pleased to see your legislation effectively
precludes U.N. efforts to create a standing
army, impose taxation or control U.S. prop-
erty. I am particularly supportive of the pro-
vision which requires U.N. reimbursement
for all costs associated with U.S. support for
U.N. peacekeeping, and the provision which
lowers the U.S. annual assessment for the
U.N. budget. If such provisions had been in
place in 1993, U.S. taxpayers would have
saved literally billions of dollars.

You have put together an impressive piece
of legislation. I congratulate you for leading
a difficult effort that will result in a more
efficient and more limited United Nations,
and help ensure that American interests
come first in our policy toward the United
Nations.

I am writing this letter solely on my own
behalf and the opinions expressed herein are
my own.

Sincerely,
BOB DOLE.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland.

Mr. SARBANES. I commend the very
able Senator from Indiana for offering
this amendment and for, in effect, crys-
tallizing this issue on the floor of the
U.S. Senate.

I share his view that this is an ex-
tremely serious matter and that the
American commitment to the United
Nations, despite various assertions we
are hearing to the contrary, in fact
may be in the process of being seri-
ously eroded. This is a very important
amendment.

It is my own strongly held view that
the interests of the United States have
been served by our Nation’s active par-
ticipation in the United Nations and
the U.N. system. Over the years, since
the end of World War II, the U.N. often
has been an effective means of promot-
ing U.S. foreign policy interests. When
we work with and through the United
Nations, we can leverage our resources
and our influence in order to achieve a
much greater impact than we could
unilaterally.

Why do we go to the U.N. and seek
these resolutions to sanction various
actions we take around the world to
serve and protect our national security
interests? Because it gives us an inter-
national mandate to pursue a course of
action, and frequently elicits contribu-
tions from other countries. Sometimes,
in fact, the other countries are the
ones who put their troops on the line,
not the United States, in order to ac-
complish objectives that we regard as
important.

Now, in the last decade, our status as
the U.N.’s biggest debtor has affected
our credibility and undermined our
leadership with our allies and within
the international community. The
United States owes over $1 billion to
the U.N. for regular activities and
peacekeeping, more by far than any
other country. Our arrearages are near-
ly two-thirds of the total amount owed
by all countries to the United Nations.

There has been a misperception that
the U.N. can somehow dictate policies

to the United States and force us to un-
dertake actions that do not serve
American interests.

This is simply not the case. Nothing
could be further from the truth. U.N.
peacekeeping operations cannot be es-
tablished without the concurrence of
the United States. Of all of these var-
ious peacekeeping operations, none of
them could have happened without
American concurrence in their going
forward.

As a key member of the Security
Council, we are one of five countries
with veto power over all resolutions
that are considered by the council. We
have a veto power that, in effect, can
prevent any action of which we dis-
approve from taking place.

As a country, we pride ourselves for
following the rule of law and holding
our citizens responsible for meeting
various legal obligations. In fact, we
try to get other countries to follow our
example and live up to those standards,
both domestically and internationally.
It is frequently a tremendous challenge
to get countries to respect the basic
rights of their citizens and to act in ac-
cordance with international law.

We ourselves are not now meeting
those high standards, as they relate to
the United Nations. We undertook
commitments under the U.N. Charter,
and we have a responsibility to make
good on them. The starting point here
must be a recognition that this is an
obligation that we freely undertook,
upon which we have defaulted. We have
not met our responsibilities.

Now, this legislation, first of all, does
not provide money to meet all of our
arrears. There has been a negotiating
process between Members of the Con-
gress and the administration. The
United Nations says, well, this is what
we think the United States owes—$1.3
billion and some. The administration
says, no, we think we owe just over $1.0
billion. This legislation has in it just
over $800 million. It does not even have
the figure which the administration
states is what we owe to the United Na-
tions, let alone the figure which the
United Nations asserts that we owe.

The gap between the United Nation’s
assertion and the administration’s po-
sition is largely the consequence of a
unilateral action by the United States
lowering its peacekeeping assessment
from 31 percent to 25 percent. We just
came along and said to the organiza-
tion, well, we are going to cut it, just
like we are doing here now on regular
assessments. This is an organization
with clear procedures for working out
these responsibilities, and we are sim-
ply telling them what the situation is
going to be.

Now, I have no doubt that if some
other country, delinquent in meeting
its obligations, showed up with the de-
mands that we have put in this legisla-
tion, we would be absolutely outraged.
We would say, who do they think they
are and what do they think they are
doing? They had these obligations and
now they are coming in and rewriting



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S5681June 16, 1997
them unilaterally and imposing these
conditions.

These are conditions on past obliga-
tions. This is not looking to the future.
This isn’t saying, well, we rethought
the matter and we don’t really want to
be part of this organization, unless it
does such and such and so and so in the
future.

These are past obligations. These are
instances in which many countries
have gone out and have put their peo-
ple at risk, at our encouragement as a
matter of fact, and now we come along
and we refuse to pay the bill. We are
refusing, in effect, to reimburse other
countries for sending their troops on
peacekeeping missions that we have
voted for. Many countries have done
that. They have gone and sent their
troops, put their troops’ lives on the
line in order to accomplish these objec-
tives. Our responsibility in most of
those instances was to provide the
money to cover the activities, activi-
ties they were performing for us and
for the entire world. Those missions
have been accomplished. The bill has
not been paid.

The approach taken by Senator
LUGAR would seek to address our pre-
vious obligations in a very straight-
forward manner, and he also, as I un-
derstand it, has a proposal to fully
meet current obligations, thereby ena-
bling us to break out of the cycle of
growing debts and waning influence.

Now, it is asserted here that we are
not trying to micromanage the United
Nations. We just went through this tre-
mendous struggle at the United Na-
tions to get a new Secretary General.
The United States was a moving force
in that effort and, from all indications,
was happy with the change that took
place. Now we are throwing a burden
on the new Secretary General which I
have serious concerns that he can sus-
tain.

I want to go through just a few of the
kinds of conditions that are going to be
imposed here. I urge my colleagues to
take a copy of S. 903 and go through it
to see the kind of regime it establishes.
Ask yourselves whether this is consist-
ent with our Nation’s participation in
the U.N. for over 50 years now, as gov-
erned by the charter.

First of all, we say that $80 million
can only be made available semiannu-
ally every year on a certification that
the United Nations hasn’t taken any
actions that raise their budget over
what had been projected. What happens
if we get a new peacekeeping respon-
sibility? What happens if there is an
outbreak of hostilities somewhere, and
finally to help bring it under control
the United Nations takes action, as it
has done in other places, and there are
costs associated with that action?
Well, I take it, if they do that without
finding an offset—even with our sup-
port—we must withhold the money.

Twenty percent of the funds made
available each fiscal year are going to
be withheld to comply with a certifi-
cation that is contained on pages 158

and 159; $50 million is going to be with-
held from disbursement until the Sec-
retary of State certifies that they have
cut a thousand posts from the United
Nations—995 won’t do it; you have to
have 1,000. Then the following fiscal
year we will withhold $50 million from
disbursement until there is a certifi-
cation that the United Nations is run-
ning a vacancy rate of not less than 5
percent.

Now, this isn’t negotiated with the
United Nations. This is not the out-
come of extended discussions as to
what the United Nations is going to do.
This is the Congress telling the United
Nations that this is what it must do.
So, in effect, we are saying that we are
going to run your organization and all
you other countries who pay the bulk
of the cost will have to live with it. I
would note that even with our large as-
sessments, we are still a minority
payor in the U.N. overall.

Then there is a provision, which I
hope to address later, that provides for
our withdrawal from the United Na-
tions. We have finally come to the
point in this legislation where there is
a serious proposition for withdrawal of
the United States from the United Na-
tions—not an argument about how
much we ought to pay, not an argu-
ment about how fast we pay the arrear-
ages, but provisions that set out a
process for withdrawal. I am frank to
tell you that I never thought I would
see the day we would be facing this. We
ought to confront this challenge head
on. If that is the agenda that is behind
all of this, we ought to fight it out on
the floor of the U.S. Senate.

There are additional conditions that
appear in different places throughout
this legislation. It is not until you
identify them all and look at them
all—they are not all in one place—and
go through them that you begin to ap-
preciate how heavy a burden is being
created here. This bill provides, as the
newspaper stories explain today, that if
the U.N. does not meet all the bench-
marks, they don’t get the money.

There was a press conference up in
New York where some suggested that
these ‘‘benchmarks’’ were only guide-
lines. But, clearly, they are not simply
guidelines. In fact, they are written as
binding conditions which, if adopted by
the full Congress, will become U.S. law.
So this legislation moves beyond sug-
gestions, recommendations, or propos-
als. These conditions would be manda-
tory elements of U.S. law, and would
have to be carried out.

Now, there is another provision here
that, in the next fiscal year, in order to
release the money, there has to be a
certification by the Secretary of State
that the assessed contributions of the
United States for the regular budget of
the United Nations have been cut from
25 to 22 percent and the following year
from 22 to 20 percent. Now, I think try-
ing to negotiate such a reduction is ac-
ceptable as a goal or an objective of
U.S. policy. But this isn’t negotiating a
reduction, this is a unilateral condition

on which the payment of our arrear-
ages depends.

Here is what we are doing. We are
coming along and we are saying we are
not going to pay all of our arrearages.
We are not even going to pay the
amount that our own Government has
said we owe. We are going to fall short
on that score. Moreover, we are going
to create new arrearages. So it is not
as though we come in and say, yes, we
are going to pay all of our arrearages,
we will pay our current assessment in
full. We do neither of those two things.

Then we provide those partial repay-
ments under a whole set of conditions,
including that the United Nations re-
duces our assessment—a matter which,
under the U.N. process, needs to be ne-
gotiated and arrived at by consensus.

I ask Members again to stop and
think what their reaction would be if
another country showed up in this
heavy-handed way and started insist-
ing that this is what would have to be
done in order for them to pay up the
obligations which they owe. I daresay
we would not give them the time of
day. So we fall short on meeting the
arrearages, we fall short on the current
payment, and then we tie these pay-
ments to a whole set of conditions. In
effect, we say to the United Nations:
Well, if you want to get any of this
money, you have to do all of this.

Now, I think we must proceed on the
basis of careful consideration of the
United Nations and its role and its im-
portance. If there are those who don’t
think we ought to stay in the United
Nations, we ought to have that debate.
As I have indicated, I think the United
Nations overall has served our inter-
ests. That doesn’t mean we agree with
every single thing they have done or
we necessarily think that it has been
run in an exemplary fashion. It has had
its ups and downs, no question about it.

But the real question is: How did the
United States approach the U.N.? How
is the United States going to exercise
its international leadership in the post-
cold war-period? Is the United States
simply going to dictate, to simply
throw its weight around, and say,
‘‘Well, we are going to make these uni-
lateral judgments. Congress discussed
this; now we are going to bring it to
the United Nations, and you had better
take it, or else?’’

They held a press conference in New
York the other day. Our Ambassador
and one of our colleagues at the outset
of this press conference tried in effect
to portray the benchmarks as mere
suggestions. But that portrayal comes
at odds with what Senator HELMS said
in introducing the bill. He said, and I
quote from his statement, ‘‘Most im-
portantly, this bill would prohibit the
payment by the American taxpayers of
any so-called U.N. arrears until’’—
with the ‘‘until’’ underlined—‘‘these
congressionally mandated benchmarks
have been met by the U.N.’’

He continues, ‘‘The message to the
United Nations is simple but clear: no
reform, no American taxpayer money
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for arrears.’’ That doesn’t sound like a
suggestion.

So that is where we find ourselves. I
mean we are now at the point where we
are going to dictate these conditions. I
think it is going to cause us great dif-
ficulty at the United Nations. In fact, I
think the committee’s approach of
seeking unilaterally to impose an
American position on the United Na-
tions may well alter the very nature of
our relationship with the U.N. to our
own detriment, let alone to our rela-
tionship with some of the major actors
at the U.N. Many of them are our clos-
est allies over the years and are very
much interested in how the United
States revolves this matter.

So I commend the Senator from Indi-
ana for bringing this issue forward.

The U.N. has been a favorite target of
criticism and abuse. But it has done
good work over the years, and I think
we certainly need it. We need it to con-
tinue to function, hopefully in a
strengthened position. The benchmarks
or preconditions in this legislation—
there are close to 40 of them of one sort
or another in this legislation, not all in
the same place—will not accomplish
that.

The decision to join the United Na-
tions made at the end of World War II
was one of the most significant and
momentous decisions made in this cen-
tury. It came on the basis of a great
deal of history which had concluded
that the American failure to partici-
pate in the League of Nations was a
very serious error, and that World War
II might have been prevented had the
United States undertaken an active
international role.

The effective workings of the United
Nations, as it was envisioned by those
who planned it during World War II and
in the immediate aftermath, were in
effect brought to a standstill by the
cold war and the consistent exercise by
the Soviet Union of its veto at the se-
curity council. The veto, of course, as I
have indicated, the United States also
has, and has had from the very incep-
tion of the United Nations.

With the implosion of the Soviet
Union and a change in the whole na-
ture of the international arena, the op-
portunities for the United Nations to
carry forward and carry out many of
the responsibilities which had been en-
visioned for it at the time of its found-
ing reemerged in this decade.

It is difficult because many of the
problems they try to contend with are
extremely complex involving enmities
and hostilities of long standing. Nei-
ther the U.N. nor anyone else has a
magic wand they can wave over those
conflicts. But there is an opportunity
for the United States, working through
the United Nations and with the United
Nations, to make a major contribution
to world peace and to world prosperity.
But to do that we need to be full mem-
bers of the organization. And we need
to step up and assume our responsibil-
ities. We are not doing that in this leg-
islation.

I am very concerned at what the re-
action will be over time. Will they sim-
ply swallow it with great resentment?
Will they feel when all the certifi-
cations can’t be made that they really
have not been dealt with fairly? Will
we be up there managing it in a very
detailed way because condition 21 or
condition 32 has not been complied
with? What do we do when we try to
get nations to work with us in a par-
ticular direction? We can’t compel
them to do it.

We exercise our leadership in a sense
by developing a consensus to support
our position because we think it is the
right position. And here we are taking
a position which is the wrong position
because we are failing to do a very
basic thing, and that is simply meet
our obligations. These are past respon-
sibilities—not future responsibilities.
We are using the fact that we failed to
meet past responsibilities, and now are
talking about meeting some but not all
of them to impose a whole string of
conditions and requirements on the
United Nations. Otherwise you say,
‘‘Well, we simply won’t abide by what
our obligations were.’’

I am frank to tell you that I don’t
think that is the way a great power
ought to behave. The United States is
a great power. The United States is the
great power in the world today. And
with that role come important respon-
sibilities in how we exercise that
power. In my judgment, we are failing
here to exercise those responsibilities
in a manner that will strengthen our
posture in the international commu-
nity. I hope but I fear we may find that
this effort has in the end altered the
nature of our relationship with the
U.N. to the detriment of the United
States.

Mr. President, I yield the the floor.
Mr. HELMS addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Carolina.
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I have

had several inquiries about how late we
are going. My response has been, of
course, that that is up to the leader-
ship of the Senate. For the time being,
I hope that the distinguished Senator
from Ohio would be recognized to offer
an amendment, and that the pending
amendments be laid aside temporarily,
at the conclusion of which I would ap-
preciate the Chair recognizing me for
any further comment that I may have
received from the majority leader in
regard to how late we will stay here to-
night.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. LUGAR. Reserving the right to
object, Mr. President, is it the intent of
the distinguished chairman to continue
debate on my amendment? The request
has been made to lay the amendment
aside.

Mr. HELMS. Certainly, as long as the
Senator from Indiana wishes to stay.
But I did not recognize the very distin-
guished remarks of the Senator to be
pro or con on his amendment, at least

as they were written. But to respond to
the Senator’s question, I will stay here
as long as he will.

Mr. LUGAR. I thank the Senator. I
would like to be heard again on my
amendment.

Mr. HELMS. Very well.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there

objection to the request? Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Ohio is recognized.
Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I thank

my colleague from North Carolina, and
I thank the Chair.

AMENDMENT NO. 383

(Purpose: To exclude from the United States
aliens who have been involved in
extrajudicial and political killings in
Haiti)
Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, on be-

half of myself and my distinguished
colleague from Florida, Senator GRA-
HAM, I send an amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Ohio (Mr. DEWINE), for
himself, and Mr. GRAHAM, proposes an
amendment numbered 383.

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

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

The amendment is as follows:
At the end of title XVI of division B of the

bill, insert the following new section:
SEC. . EXCLUSION FROM THE UNITED STATES

OF ALIENS WHO HAVE BEEN IN-
VOLVED IN EXTRAJUDICIAL AND PO-
LITICAL KILLINGS IN HAITI.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the follow-
ing findings:

(1) At the time of the enactment of this
Act, there have been over eighty
extrajudicial and political killing cases as-
signed to the Haitian Special Investigative
Unit (SIU) by the Government of Haiti. Fur-
thermore, the government has requested
that the SIU investigate on a ‘‘priority
basis’’ close to two dozen cases relating to
extrajudicial and political killings.

(2) President Jean-Bertrand Aristide lived
in exile in the United States after he was
overthrown by a military coup on September
30, 1991. During his exile, political and
extrajudicial killings occurred in Haiti in-
cluding Aristide financial supporter Antoine
Izmery, who was killed on September 11,
1993; Guy Malary, Aristide’s Minister of Jus-
tice, who was killed on October 14, 1993; and
Father Jean-Marie Vincent, a supporter of
Aristide, was killed on August 28, 1992.

(3) President Aristide returned to Haiti on
October 15, 1994, after some 20,000 United
States troops, under the code name Oper-
ation Uphold Democracy, entered Haiti as
the lead force in a multi-national force with
the objective of restoring democratic rule.

(4) From June 25, 1995, through October
1995, elections were held where pro-Aristide
candidates won a large share of the par-
liamentary and local government seats.

(5) On March 28, 1995, a leading opposition
leader to Aristide, Attorney Mireille
Durocher Bertin, and a client, Eugene
Baillergeau, were gunned down in Ms.
Bertin’s car.

(6) On May 22, 1995, Michel Gonzalez, Hai-
tian businessman and Aristide’s next door
neighbor, was killed in a drive-by shooting
after alleged attempts by Aristide to acquire
his property.
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(7) After Aristide regained power, three

former top Army officers were assassinated:
Colonel Max Mayard on March 10, 1995; Colo-
nel Michelange Hermann on May 24, 1995; and
Brigadier General Romulus Dumarsais was
killed on June 27, 1995.

(8) Presidential elections were held on De-
cember 17, 1995. Rene Preval, an Aristide sup-
porter, won, with 89 percent of the votes
cast, but with a low voter turnout of only 28
percent, and with many parties allegedly
boycotting the election. Preval took office
on February 7, 1996.

(9) On March 6, 1996, police and ministerial
security guards killed at least six men dur-
ing a raid in Cite Soleil, a Port-au-Prince
slum.

(10) On August 20, 1996, two opposition poli-
ticians, Jacques Fleurival and Baptist Pas-
tor Antoine Leroy were gunned down outside
Fleurival’s home.

(11) Other alleged extrajudicial and politi-
cal killings include the deaths of Claude
Yves Marie, Mario Beaubrun, Leslie Grimar,
Joseph Chilove, and Jean-Hubert Feuille.

(12) Although the Haitian Government
claims to have terminated from employment
several suspects in the killings, some whom
have received training from United States
advisors, there has been no substantial
progress made in the investigation that has
led to the prosecution of any of the above-
referenced extrajudicial and political
killings.

(13) The expiration of the mandate of the
United Nations Support Mission in Haiti has
been extended three times, the last to July
31, 1997. The Administration has indicated
that a fourth extension through November
1997, may be necessary to ensure the transi-
tion to a democratic government.

(b) GROUNDS FOR EXCLUSION.—The Sec-
retary of State shall deny a visa to, and the
Attorney General shall exclude from the
United States, any alien who the Secretary
of State has reason to believe is a person
who—

(1) has been credibly alleged to have or-
dered, carried out, or materially assisted, in
the extrajudicial and political killings of
Antoine Izmery, Guy Malary, Father Jean-
Marie Vincent, Pastor Antoine Leroy,
Jacques Fleurival, Mireille Durocher Bertin,
Eugene Baillergeau, Michelange Hermann,
Max Mayard, Romulus Dumarsais, Claude
Yves Marie, Mario Beaubrun, Leslie Grimar,
Joseph Chilove, Michel Gonzalez, and Jean-
Hubert Feuille;

(2) has been included in the list presented
to former president Jean-Bertrand Aristide
by former National Security Council Advisor
Anthony Lake in December 1995, and acted
upon by President Rene Preval;

(3) was a member of the Haitian presi-
dential security unit who has been credibly
alleged to have ordered, carried out, or ma-
terially assisted, in the extrajudicial and po-
litical killings of Pastor Antoine Leroy and
Jacques Fleurival, or who was suspended by
President Preval for his involvement in or
knowledge of the Leroy and Fleurival
killings on August 20, 1996; or

(4) was sought for an interview by the Fed-
eral Bureau of Investigation as part of its in-
quiry into the March 28, 1995, murder of
Mireille Durocher Bertin and Eugene
Baillergeau, Jr., and were credibly alleged to
have ordered, carried out, or materially as-
sisted, in those murders, per a June 28, 1995,
letter to the then Minister of Justice of the
Government of Haiti, Jean-Joseph Exume.

(c) EXEMPTION.—This section shall not
apply where the Secretary of State finds, on
a case by case basis, that the entry into the
United States of the person who would other-
wise be excluded under this section is nec-
essary for medical reasons, or such person
has cooperated fully with the investigation

of these political murders. If the Secretary
of State exempts such a person, the Sec-
retary shall notify the appropriate congres-
sional committees in writing.

(d) REPORTING REQUIREMENT.—(1) The Unit-
ed States chief of mission in Haiti shall pro-
vide the Secretary of State a list of those
who have been credibly alleged to have or-
dered or carried out the extrajudicial and po-
litical killings mentioned in paragraph (1) of
subsection (b).

(2) The Secretary of State shall submit the
list provided under paragraph (1) to the ap-
propriate congressional committees not
later than three months after the date of en-
actment of this Act.

(3) The Secretary of State shall submit to
the appropriate congressional committees a
list of aliens denied visas, and the Attorney
General shall submit to the appropriate con-
gressional committees a list of aliens refused
entry to the United States as a result of this
provision.

(4) The Secretary shall submit a report
under this subsection not later than six
months after the date of enactment of this
Act and not later than March 1 of each year
thereafter as long as the Government of
Haiti has not completed the investigation of
the extrajudicial and political killings and
has not prosecuted those implicated for the
killings specified in paragraph (1) of sub-
section (b).

(e) DEFINITION.—In this section, the term
‘‘appropriate congressional committees’’
means the Committee on International Rela-
tions of the House of Representatives and
the Committee on Foreign Relations of the
Senate.

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, my
amendment really is a very simple
amendment. The amendment that Sen-
ator GRAHAM and I have offered would
deny entry into the United States to
anyone who has been credibly alleged
to have ordered or carried out
extrajudicial and political killings in
the country of Haiti.

Mr. President, to an extent almost
unimaginable to us who live in the
United States, the history of Haiti has
been a sad chronicle of brutal and re-
peated acts of political violence. Some
of these extrajudicial killings occurred
while former President Aristide was in
exile. Some of these killings occurred
after he returned to power. And trag-
ically they have continued to occur
after Mr. Aristide left office and Presi-
dent Preval became President.

During Mr. Aristide’s exile, the vic-
tims included Mr. Aristide’s financial
support, Antoine Izmery, who was
killed on September 11, 1993; Guy
Malary, Mr. Aristide’s Minister of Jus-
tice, who was killed on October 14, 1993,
and Father Jean-Marie Vincent, an
Aristide supporter who was killed on
August 28, 1992.

Mr. President, after President
Aristide regained power, it was the
other side’s turn.

On March 28, 1995, a leader of the op-
position to Mr. Aristide, attorney
Mireille Durocher Bertin, was gunned
down in her car. One of her clients, Eu-
gene Baillergeau, was also killed in the
shooting.

On May 22, 1995, Michel Gonzalez was
killed in a drive-by shooting—after al-
leged attempts by Mr. Aristide to ac-
quire his property.

Three former top army officers were
assassinated: Col. Max Mayard, killed
on October 3, 1995. Col. Michelange Her-
mann, killed on May 24, 1995. And Brig.
Gen. Romulus Dumarsais, killed on
June 27, 1995.

Since the inauguration of President
Preval, further killings have taken
place.

On March 6, 1996, police and ministe-
rial security guards killed at least six
men during a raid in Cite Soleil in
Port-au-Prince.

On August 20, 1996, two opposition
politicians—Jacques Fleurival and Pas-
tor Antoine Leroy—were gunned down
outside Mr. Fleurival’s home. And the
death toll goes on and on: Claude Yves
Marie. Mario Beaubrun. Leslie Grimar.
Joseph Chilove. Jean-Hurbert Feuille.

The Haitian Government has as-
signed over 80 extrajudicial and politi-
cal killing cases to the so-called Spe-
cial Investigative Unit, the SIU. The
Haitian Government says that they
have fired several government employ-
ees who are suspects in these killings.
But the sad fact remains that there has
been no substantial progress made in
these investigations. With the excep-
tion of one case that did go to trial
where there was an acquittal, no one
else has been tried. No one else has
been convicted and no one has been
punished for any of these assassina-
tions.

Clearly, Mr. President, we need to do
everything in our power to encourage
the Haitians to bring the killers to jus-
tice. We as a nation have made a sub-
stantial investment in the building of
Haitian democracy. And the plight of
Haitian boat people demonstrates very
clearly and dramatically that moving
Haiti into some level of stability is
clearly in our national interest.

But peace, democracy, and stability
will not set down firm roots in Haiti
unless and until the Haitian people
themselves finally believe that power
in their country can no longer be won
at gunpoint.

The days when political murders can
be carried out with impunity must be
brought to an end. This amendment
that my colleague, Senator GRAHAM,
and I are now offering tells the Haitian
people that political murder is no
longer business as usual as far as the
U.S. Government is concerned. In our
view, it is time to stop adding names to
the death toll of Haitian politics.

The premise behind this amendment
is that visiting the United States is a
privilege, one that should not be taken
for granted. By not allowing these Hai-
tian political murderers into our coun-
try, we send a strong message to them
and to all people that political violence
in Haiti will not be ignored by the
United States.

This amendment does exempt persons
on a case-by-case basis for medical rea-
sons and cases in which the person has
cooperated fully with the investigation
of these political murders. This amend-
ment also includes a reporting require-
ment. Our administration would be di-
rected to submit to the appropriate
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congressional committees:) a list of
those who have been credibly alleged to
have ordered or carried out the
extrajudicial and political killings;) a
list of those who have been refused
entry to the United States as a result
of this provision; and a report on this
matter to be submitted once each year
until such time as the Government of
Haiti has completed the investigation
of the extrajudicial and political
killings and has prosecuted those im-
plicated in the killings.

This amendment really is a very
practical expression of our solidarity
with the Haitian people, our solidarity
with the Haitian people, as they aspire
to real and true democracy and as they
aspire to a peaceful civil society based
on the rule of law instead of brutal vio-
lence.

For too long, for tragically too long,
violence, political violence has been
the way of life in Haiti. Whether the
government is led by General Cedras or
President Aristide or President Preval,
one sad truth remains: Too many Hai-
tians die, too many Haitians die due to
political violence.

In past remarks on this Senate floor,
I have outlined some of the measures
the United States has taken and is tak-
ing to help the Haitian people break
the cycle of violence. We are helping to
train and provide resources for the SIU
detectives who I talked about a mo-
ment ago, and we have sent experi-
enced U.S. police officers to help men-
tor the young civilian police.

As I have said on this floor on several
occasions, one of most heartening
things as I have visited Haiti now four
times in the last several years is to see
the young American, big-city police of-
ficers, Creole-speaking, Haitian born
but United States citizens who are
down there, trying to make a dif-
ference with this young police force. So
there are things that are happening.
Progress is being made. There is some
good news. Haitians are making
progress in a very tough, uphill battle.

The adoption of this amendment will
not solve their problems. It certainly
will not solve their problems over-
night, but I believe it will help. It will
tell the Haitian people that we in the
United States are on the side of every-
one in that country who wants to cre-
ate jobs, who wants to create hope; we
are on the side of everyone in Haiti
who wants a peaceful life, and we are
on the side of everyone in Haiti who
wants justice.

When a country tries to move to de-
mocracy, we always look to see wheth-
er there is peaceful transition of power.
We look to see whether or not there are
elections and whether they are free and
fair elections. We sometimes forget
that that is not the only indicator of
democracy and certainly is not the
only indicator of whether or not that
country will be able to preserve a frag-
ile democracy.

The other thing we have to look at is
whether or not people feel they can
have redress in the courts and whether

or not, if someone, tragically, is mur-
dered, or someone is injured, they have
the opportunity or there will be the op-
portunity for their assailants to be
brought to justice. This amendment
deals with that and I believe will help
the Government of Haiti and help the
people of Haiti continue to progress to-
wards the democracy that we want
them to have and that they want. And
the understanding must be that democ-
racy is not just about elections, how-
ever important they are, but it is also
about redress in courts. It is also about
justice. It is also about a judicial sys-
tem in which the general population
can have confidence and faith. The
solving of some of these high-profile
political murders will go a long way to
bringing about that type of confidence
for the people of Haiti and will go a
long way to creating the climate that
we know must exist in Haiti if democ-
racy is, in fact, to flourish and to sur-
vive.

I ask, as I conclude my remarks,
unanimous consent to insert at this
point in the RECORD a letter which is
referenced in this amendment. It is a
letter bearing the date of June 28, 1995,
from the Justice Department of the
United States to the Minister of Jus-
tice of Haiti. I ask unanimous consent
this letter be printed in the RECORD.

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

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE,
FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION,

Industrial Park, Haiti, June 28, 1995.
JEAN JOSEPH EXUME,
Minister of Justice, Government of Haiti,
Port-Au-Prince, Haiti.

DEAR MINISTER EXUME: Following is a list
of individuals the Federal Bureau of Inves-
tigation (FBI) intends to interview in the
immediate future as part of its ongoing in-
vestigation of the assassination of Mireille
Durocher Bertin and Eugene Baillergeau, Jr.,
on 3/28/95.

A. From the IPSF:
Maj. Dany Toussaint
Capt. Mendes Lesly Petion
Lt. Youri Latortue
Lt. Mignard Jean-Pierre
Lt. Ruguins Andre
Sgt. Fabien Lucien
Joel Jean (GTMO)
Leslie Sainton (GTMO)
B. From the National Palace:
Maj. Joseph Medard
Cpt. Richard Salomon
Col. Pierre Cherubin II
Lt. Col. Jean Marie Celestin
In addition to the interviews stated above,

the following officers have agreed to take a
polygraph examination as indicated below:

Lt. Pierre-Onil Lubin, 7/4/95, 1000 HRS.
Lt. Richard Cadet, 7/5/95, 1000 HRS.
Lt. Raynald St. Pierre 7/6/95, 1000 HRS.
The polygraph examinations will be con-

ducted at the Light Industrial Couplex (LIC).
All appointments will be made by inter-

viewing agents with Maj. James Jean-
Baptiste for IPSF personnel and with Me.
Francois Dormevil for those working at the
palace. Thank you for your cooperation in
this matter.

Sincerely,
RICHARD J. GIANNOTTI,

Supervisory Special Agent
Federal Bureau of Investigation.

Mr. DEWINE. I thank the Chair. I
thank again my distinguished col-

league, the chairman of the committee,
Mr. HELMS from North Carolina.

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Senator.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Carolina.
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I support

this amendment and I have a hunch
that most Senators will. I will be sur-
prised if there are many Senators who
will not support the amendment.

Since the United States returned
Aristide to power in Haiti, there have
been dozens upon dozens of politically
motivated assassinations carried out
by Haitian security forces trained by
the United States. These people who
have been assassinated in almost all
cases, as I understand it, have been op-
ponents of Mr. Aristide. Does the Sen-
ator agree with that?

Mr. DEWINE. If I could respond to
my colleague, tragically, political mur-
ders have continued. We saw them be-
fore Aristide came to power, we saw
them during the time he was in power,
and we have continued to see them
with the current President, President
Preval. I believe it is very important
that the people of Haiti must see that
no matter who is in power, no one is
above the law and supporters of some-
one in power are not above the law.

Mr. HELMS. Right. In any case, Mr.
President, despite the American tax-
payers being required to put up the
money to prop up the Haitian Govern-
ment with U.S. troops, and the expend-
iture of something like $2 billion, the
Haitian Government has rebuffed all of
the attempts by our Government to in-
vestigate these murders. The human
rights situation has disintegrated to
such a point that last year President
Clinton had to rush diplomatic secu-
rity officers to Haiti to protect
Aristide’s replacement, President
Preval, from his own palace security
guards whom the United States had
trained and equipped.

Here is one example of so-called jus-
tice in Haiti today. Michel Gonzalez
lived next door to Mr. Aristide. Mr.
Gonzalez was gunned down in May of
1995 outside of his home after refusing
to sell his property to Mr. Aristide.
The Haitian Government claims that
the autopsy report was lost and the
Haitian Government refuses to turn
over critical evidence to the U.S. Gov-
ernment.

One of those implicated in orches-
trating the assassination is Dany
Toussaint, who got a U.S. green card as
an ‘‘agricultural worker’’—and I wish I
knew how to put oral quotation marks
around agricultural worker. In any
case, he has been allowed to roam free
in the United States, and in Haiti. It
seems to me that spending $2 billion on
a regime that protects murderers is
bad enough, but allowing these assas-
sins to come into the United States is
quite another thing. It is not only asi-
nine; it is breathtaking in its stupid-
ity.

In 1993 and 1994, I took some flak as
a Senator because I warned that when
Aristide and his cronies were fully dis-
closed, the record would be clear that
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they are or were anti-American thugs.
There is no other way to put it.
Aristide himself rose to prominence
making hate-filled diatribes against
the United States of America. He ac-
cused the United States of having some
strange diabolic design on Haiti.

Now, I noticed in yesterday’s Wash-
ington Post a report that Mr. Aristide
is engineering a bid to resume power in
Haiti even though it is against Haiti’s
Constitution for him to be President
again.

According to this article, and I quote
from the Washington Post: ‘‘Arrested
is rallying his militants by blaming
U.S. imperialism for the woes of Haiti’s
poor.’’ That is some thanks, I guess, for
the billions of dollars of American tax-
payers’ money spent in Haiti or on be-
half of Haiti.

There is no getting around the fact
that the lives of American servicemen
and women were put at risk and bil-
lions of taxpayer dollars have been
wasted to prop up a government run by
corrupt cronies of Arrested—people
who hate America and who sanction as-
sassinations against political oppo-
nents.

Mr. President, it boils down to this:
If the Haitian Government will not
prosecute these assassins, the least we
can do is deny them U.S. visas.

I wonder if Senator BIDEN is avail-
able. I would like to get the yeas and
nays. I presume the Senator wants the
yeas and nays?

Mr. DEWINE addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Ohio.
Mr. DEWINE. I would like a rollcall

vote, if we could.
Mr. HELMS. The distinguished Sen-

ator from Delaware will have to be on
the floor in order to get them, but we
will get the yeas and nays and have a
rollcall vote, probably an early vote to-
morrow morning.

I thank the Senator. I have received
no further information from the lead-
ers about how late we should go, so I
think it is time to hear from the dis-
tinguished Senator from Indiana again,
Mr. LUGAR.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Indiana is recognized.
AMENDMENT NO. 382

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I thank
the Chairman and the Chair. Let me
summarize. Earlier in the afternoon I
offered an amendment to strike Title
XXII from the legislation dealing with
the United Nations. Essentially, I call
for payment of our debt in 2 years,
without conditions.

Title XXII, as we observe, contains 18
pages of conditions. That is the issue.
Senator BIDEN, the distinguished rank-
ing member of the committee, argued
that he believed in principle that my
arguments were correct. He argued
that pragmatically, in the negotiation
that he had encountered with the dis-
tinguished Senator from North Caro-
lina, the chairman led him to believe
that the amounts of money, $819 mil-

lion, and the conditions that are im-
posed by Title XXII were the best ar-
rangement that was possible under
these circumstances.

The distinguished Chairman, Senator
HELMS, has argued that the Foreign
Relations Committee ought to take ac-
tion, as opposed to allowing the appro-
priators to take action, as so often has
been the case with matters before our
committee in recent years. I certainly
subscribe to that thought, that we
ought to take action. Clearly this bill
as a whole is an attempt to do so in a
very comprehensive and positive way.
But it is important that Members real-
ize the gravity of the debate that we
are having on the United Nations.

Senator SARBANES, I think correctly,
in his remarks, mentioned that the
very thought of withdrawal, which ap-
pears in this bill, is a very serious busi-
ness. Earlier I suggested that it is not
at all beyond conjecture that there will
be no money paid to the United Na-
tions given the severity and the num-
ber of conditions that are required;
that Members, in casting a vote on
this, have to consider that casting that
vote imperils the United Nations, quite
apart from our reputation for paying
our debts to our allies who have been
involved in peacekeeping operations
which we supported.

These are serious matters. A basic di-
lemma is that the language is very
complex. Many Senators may not have
had an opportunity to read what the
conditions are and all the reasons why
this Senator argues it will be very dif-
ficult for the payments to be made.
Senators may not have realized the im-
plications of nonpayment, noncoopera-
tion, and nonleadership on our part
could imperil the United Nations. If
Senators are, in fact, of a mind that
they really do not care or if they be-
lieve the United Nations has served its
time and that this is an unusual back-
door way of finalizing the problem,
that is one point. But if Senators be-
lieve, as do two-thirds of the American
people, that the United Nations is im-
portant, that we ought to be taking
leadership, that we ought to be paying
our debts, then Senators will vote to do
so. They will support my amendment.

It is not inconceivable that my
amendment should pass and that we
should proceed along this course of ac-
tion. What has been argued this after-
noon by the distinguished Ranking
Member of the committee is that the
distinguished Chairman disagreed with
payment of very much money, and the
distinguished Chairman insisted upon a
large number of conditions. Appar-
ently, he acquiesced and finally al-
lowed some of the funds to be stricken
from the legislation. That is the argu-
ment we are having. I would simply say
that Senators must consider this, I be-
lieve quickly, because the timeframe of
all this debate is very rapid. If there
were more time, my guess is that
around the Nation, members of the
general public, editorial writers in
newspapers, opinion leaders in foreign

policy would agree, this is very serious.
This is a moment of truth for the Sen-
ate with regard to the United Nations.
There would be time for many people
to reflect upon this, including Senators
who must vote. And it is very possible
that Senators would decide we really
want to take leadership and we want to
affirm the ties that we have with our
allies to whom we owe the money.

As we have pointed out again and
again, $658 million is owed to countries
such as Great Britain, France, Ger-
many, Italy and other friends and al-
lies—not to the Secretariat of the
United Nations or the structure that
has been described as overblown. That
is a red herring; just 5 percent of the
money is owed to the United Nations
per se. The real issue is whether we
will meet our obligations to our
friends, whether we will take leader-
ship at the United Nations, whether we
will assert that the United Nations
should continue as an important part
of our foreign policy.

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

Mr. LUGAR. Yes, I will be pleased to
respond.

Mr. SARBANES. Are these obliga-
tions to our friends, to which the Sen-
ator has referred, those instances in
which our allies undertook actions
under the umbrella authority of the
United Nations, often with the use of
their own troops, to carry out activi-
ties which the United States supported,
which the United States made the
judgment served our own national se-
curity interests? Would that be cor-
rect?

Mr. LUGAR. The Senator is abso-
lutely correct, that our interests were
served. We voted for peacekeeping op-
erations. Other nations stepped for-
ward, and we agreed to pay our fair
share of the money and not to send our
troops.

Mr. SARBANES. If the Senator will
yield further, in fact, in some of those
instances, while we wanted the activity
done, we were unwilling to commit our
own forces directly in order to do it,
and the problem was then resolved by
the willingness of other countries to
commit their forces in order to carry
out these important activities; was
that not the case?

Mr. LUGAR. The Senator is correct.
Of course, one of the most vivid and re-
cent experiences was that in Bosnia, to
which our country for some time did
not wish to commit forces, did not wish
to commit NATO or get a vote of our
NATO allies. So, as a result, other na-
tions attempted to bring about peace
in Bosnia largely because our Nation
stood aside but indicated to them they
ought to carry on.

Mr. SARBANES. If the Senator will
yield further, in fact, if we cannot con-
tinue to work this way, I take it that
if confronted with a crisis abroad, our
choices would either be to do nothing
or to become involved unilaterally and
directly, by ourselves. We would lose
what, it seems to me, has been a very



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES5686 June 16, 1997
effective weapon for serving U.S. inter-
ests without necessarily committing
the United States directly in the activ-
ity. Would that be correct?

Mr. LUGAR. The Senator has stated
the options all too vividly; namely, we
respond to security crises by ourselves
or we say nothing is going to happen in
the world. And worse still, we lose the
option, if we do not have the United
Nations, of going as we did to the Secu-
rity Council, at the time the United
States presided, during Desert Storm
when we obtained a Security Council
resolution that brought a number of
nations to our side in a very, very im-
portant endeavor.

Mr. SARBANES. If the Senator will
yield on that very point, it was my
very strongly held impression that ob-
taining the resolution of the Security
Council, in effect, gave legitimacy to
the strongly driven U.S. action, in
terms of international approval that
otherwise would have been lacking or
missing in the situation.

We treat these U.N. participations as
though they don’t count for very much.
Yet, around the world, the fact that
the United States has gone to the Unit-
ed Nations and gotten the United Na-
tions to approve it, gives a legitimacy
to the activity that might not be there,
at least in the eyes of some countries,
if the United States were simply to un-
dertake it directly, without this appro-
bation from the international commu-
nity.

Mr. LUGAR. The Senator is correct.
As the Senator will recall, we took this
international legitimacy as a basis for
our literally asking other nations all
around the globe to pay the bulk of the
moneys for Desert Storm. As I recall,
over $50 billion was collected from
Japan, from Germany, and from many
of the nations that are being cited now
as countries to whom we owe money in
other peacekeeping endeavors.

Mr. SARBANES. I thank the Sen-
ator.

Mr. LUGAR. I thank the Senator for
his questions.

Mr. President, during this debate,
strangely enough, we have really not
argued about the text of the 18 pages
that I wish to eliminate with my sub-
stitute amendment. No Senator has
risen to defend that language and the
labyrinth of the conditions that are in-
volved in it. Rather, we have had a sug-
gestion that this was the best that
could occur, given the players in the
legislative drama. I say it is not good
enough. As a matter of fact, I believe
that very drastic circumstances not in
our interest are liable to arise from
this language. This is why I make a
point of it.

I have not generally not offered
amendments to this legislation. I be-
lieve the reorganization efforts and a
good number of reforms that the com-
mittee has brought about in this legis-
lation are important. But I believe the
particular item we are talking about
now with regard to continuation of the
United Nations is a critical item and

deserves underlining. It deserves atten-
tion, it deserves careful reading by all
Senators prior to vote on my amend-
ment or on final passage of legislation
that will contain this arrears provi-
sion.

I conclude simply by saying that I
believe the United Nations is impor-
tant for our foreign policy. I believe we
ought to be vigorous in taking inter-
national leadership, in making certain
that the United Nations fulfills our as-
pirations in working constructively
with other nations. I believe we ought
to pay our obligations to other nations.
I believe, as a matter of fact, if we do
so, we are likely to be more effective in
our negotiation with many of the same
nations in other vital international ne-
gotiations that will continue on the ex-
pansion of NATO, on freer and fairer
trade around the globe, and on a num-
ber of things that are very important
to our security and bread-and-butter
interests.

Mr. President, at the appropriate
time, I will ask for the yeas and nays.
As neither the Chairman nor Ranking
Member are on the floor, I suspect the
Chair may or may not be in a position
to grant that.

I will ask for the yeas and nays on
my amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
not a sufficient second.

Mr. LUGAR. I thank the Chair.
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, what

does constitute a sufficient second? I
am carrying Senator BIDEN’s proxy.
Could we just have a gentleman’s
agreement on that?

Mr. LUGAR. I renew my request.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. There

now appears to be a sufficient second.
The yeas and nays are ordered.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. HELMS. Thank you, Mr. Presi-

dent.
Mr. SARBANES addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Maryland.
Mr. HELMS addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the

Senator from Maryland yield to the
Senator from North Carolina?

Mr. HELMS. We have just one thing
we would like to do——

Mr. SARBANES. Can I make a 30-sec-
ond statement, and then I will yield
the floor.

Mr. President, I simply commend the
Senator from Indiana for sounding the
alarm in the night, and I very much
hope that Members will carefully read
through the actual provisions of this
legislation. It is very important that
they do that. This is a very important
issue. I thank the chairman.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 383

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, on the
same basis that we granted the yeas
and nays on the question on Senator
LUGAR’s amendment, I ask for the yeas
and nays on Senator DEWINE’s amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. HELMS. I thank the Senator. We

have one more thing that we need to do
on Senator GORTON’s amendment,
which we will approve on a voice vote.

Mr. GORTON addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Washington.
AMENDMENT NOS. 378 AND 379, WITHDRAWN

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent, on behalf of my-
self, Senator DURBIN and Senator
BIDEN, that amendments Nos. 378 and
379 be withdrawn.

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

The amendments (Nos. 378 and 379)
were withdrawn.

AMENDMENT NO. 384

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk on behalf of
Senator DURBIN, myself, Senator
HELMS, Senator ROTH, Senator
BROWNBACK, and Senator BIDEN.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Washington [Mr. GOR-

TON], for himself, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. HELMS,
Mr. BIDEN, Mr. ROTH, and Mr. BROWNBACK,
proposes an amendment numbered 384.

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

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

The amendment is as follows:
At the end of title XVI, add the following:

SEC. . DESIGNATION OF ADDITIONAL COUN-
TRIES ELIGIBLE FOR NATO EN-
LARGEMENT ASSISTANCE.

(1) DESIGNATION OF ADDITIONAL COUN-
TRIES.—Effective 180 days after the date of
the enactment of this Act, Romania, Esto-
nia, Latvia, Lithuania, and Bulgaria are
each designated as eligible to receive assist-
ance under the program established under
section 203(a) of the NATO Participation Act
of 1994 and shall be deemed to have been so
designated pursuant to section 203(d)(1) of
such Act, except that any such country shall
not be so designated if, prior to such effec-
tive date, the President certifies to the Com-
mittee on International Relations of the
House of Representatives and the Committee
on Foreign Relations of the Senate that the
country fails to meet the criteria under sec-
tion 203(d)(3) of the NATO Participation Act
of 1994.

(2) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—The designa-
tion of countries pursuant to paragraph (1)
as eligible to receive assistance under the
program established under section 203(a) of
the NATO Participation Act of 1994—

(A) is in addition to the designation of
other countries by law or pursuant to section
203(d)(2) of such Act as eligible to receive as-
sistance under the program established
under section 203(a) of such Act; and

(B) shall not preclude the designation by
the President of other emerging democracies
in Central and Eastern Europe pursuant to
section 203(d)(2) of such Act as eligible to re-
ceive assistance under the program estab-
lished under section 203(a) of such Act.

(3) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense of
the Senate that Romania, Estonia, Latvia,
Lithuania, and Bulgaria—

(A) are to be commended for their progress
toward political and economic reform and
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meeting the guidelines for prospective NATO
members;

(B) would make an outstanding contribu-
tion to furthering the goals of NATO and en-
hancing stability, freedom, and peace in Eu-
rope should they become NATO members;
and

(C) upon complete satisfaction of all rel-
evant criteria should be invited to become
full NATO members at the earliest possible
date.

Mr. GORTON. This amendment, Mr.
President, merges together two amend-
ments related to NATO enlargement
offered earlier by Senator DURBIN in
the case of amendment No. 378, and
myself and others in connection with
amendment No. 379.

I understand, through the gracious-
ness and thoughtfulness of the senior
Senator from North Carolina and Sen-
ator BIDEN from Delaware, that this
amendment has now been agreed to. It
does express United States support for
working toward the qualification of
five nations for NATO—the three Bal-
tic States, Lithuania, Latvia and Esto-
nia, together with Romania and Bul-
garia. The latter was suggested by Sen-
ator BIDEN and expresses the view of
the Senate that when each of those na-
tions has become qualified for that
membership, that that membership
ought to be granted.

I spoke earlier about my strong feel-
ings, strong feelings with which I know
Senator DURBIN particularly concurs,
in favor of the Baltics after their long
struggle through half a century of
darkness to their independence and
their growing democracies.

Romania, of course, has been sug-
gested by a number of European coun-
tries for membership at the current
time. It has had dramatic changes to-
ward democracy and responsibility in
recent years. Bulgaria, just in the last
few months, now seems to be moving in
that direction.

We all feel that as they qualify, they
ought to be welcomed into this united
group of Western European and North
Atlantic nations into the North Atlan-
tic Treaty Organization. Each of them
will contribute to it, each of them will
be strengthened by it, not just from
the point of view of their physical secu-
rity, but I might put it their moral se-
curity as well, their desire to be a part
of the world from which they were ex-
cluded for so long by the Soviet Union.

This amendment is identical, with
one exception, to an amendment al-
ready passed in the House of Rep-
resentatives. The wording is precisely
the same. Bulgaria, at the suggestion
of Senator BIDEN, has been added.

With that, Mr. President, I think I
speak for each of the sponsors and I
thank Senator HELMS for his under-
standing and support.

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

The amendment (No. 384) was agreed
to.

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

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. HELMS. I suggest the absence of
a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

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

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Senator
D’AMATO be added as a cosponsor to the
amendment which was just approved.

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

Mr. HELMS. I suggest the absence of
a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

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

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, may I in-
quire, is Senator DURBIN’s amendment
No. 377 still pending?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is.
AMENDMENT NO. 377, WITHDRAWN

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk on behalf of
Senator DURBIN. This amendment
modifies the amendment relating to
the one filed earlier by him.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is so modi-
fied.

Mr. HELMS. Did the Chair under-
stand that the Durbin amendment is
being withdrawn? Perhaps I didn’t
make it clear.

I ask unanimous consent that the
Durbin amendment No. 377 be with-
drawn.

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

The amendment (No. 377) was with-
drawn.

AMENDMENT NO. 385

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, now I
send to the desk on behalf of Senator
DURBIN an amendment on the same
subject.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:
The Senator from North Carolina [Mr.

HELMS], for Mr. DURBIN, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 385.

The amendment is as follows:
At the end of title XVI, add the following

(and conform the table of contents accord-
ingly):
SEC. . SENSE OF SENATE REGARDING UNITED

STATES CITIZENS HELD IN PRISONS
IN PERU.

It is the sense of the Senate that—
(1) as a signatory of the International Cov-

enant on Civil and Political Rights, the Gov-
ernment of Peru is obligated to grant pris-

oners timely legal proceedings pursuant to
Article 9 of the International Covenant on
civil and Political Rights which requires
that ‘‘anyone arrested or detained on a
criminal charge shall be brought promptly
before a judge or other officer authorized by
law to exercise judicial power and shall be
entitled to trial within a reasonable time or
to release;’’ and that ‘‘anyone who is de-
prived of his liberty by arrest or detention
shall be entitled to take proceedings before a
court, in order that that court may decide
without delay on the lawfulness of his deten-
tion and order his release if the detention is
not lawful;’’ and

(2) the Government of Peru should take all
necessary steps to ensure that any U.S. citi-
zen charged with committing a crime in that
country is accorded open and fair proceed-
ings in a civilian court.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I want to
commend Senator DURBIN for calling
attention to the problems with the ju-
dicial system in Peru. He has laid out
some very specific cases of two United
States citizens who are residents of his
State of Illinois.

I would also like to call to the atten-
tion of my colleagues the case of Ms.
Lori Berenson of New York. Ms.
Berenson was convicted of treason by a
secret military tribunal in January
1996. Since then she has been serving a
very tough sentence under exceeding
harsh conditions in the Yamamayo
prison.

Mr. President, I do not know about
the innocence or guilt of Ms. Berenson
with respect to the crimes with which
she has been charged. What I do know
is that she was not accorded a fair and
open trial which is a hallmark of any
democratic legal system. On August 6,
1996, I joined with 19 other Senators in
a letter to the President of Peru call-
ing upon him to take all necessary
steps to provide an open and fair pro-
ceeding in civilian court to Ms.
Berenson. I ask unanimous consent
that a copy of that letter be printed in
the RECORD at the conclusion of my
statement.

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

(See exhibit 1.)
Mr. DODD. Mr. President, the Presi-

dent of Peru, Alberto Fujimori never
responded to that letter.

The pending amendment would once
again call upon the Government of
Peru to take all necessary steps to pro-
vide her with such a trial. I would hope
that President Fujimori would take
note of this amendment and act in this
case and the others that Senator DUR-
BIN has mentioned.

I commend the Senator from Illinois
for his very thoughtful and timely
amendment. I urge my colleagues to
support this amendment.

EXHIBIT 1

U.S. SENATE,
Washington, DC, August 6, 1996.

President ALBERTO KENYO FUJIMORI
FUGIMORI,

Palacio de Gobierno, Plaza de Armas s/n, Lima
1–Peru.

DEAR PRESIDENT FUJIMORI: We write to ex-
press our deep concern that Ms. Lori H.
Berenson, a United States citizen, has not
been afforded her rights of due process of



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES5688 June 16, 1997
law. Ms. Berenson was recently convicted of
treason by a military tribunal in Peru and is
currently imprisoned in Yanamayo prison.
The lack of due process at her trial leaves
the question of her involvement in illegal ac-
tivity unanswered.

We are particularly concerned that Ms.
Berenson did not have an open trial; was not
allowed to cross-examine witnesses or chal-
lenge evidence; and was tried in a military
court by judges whose identities were con-
cealed. Such practices preclude a fair trial.
We urge you to take steps to ensure that she
is retried before a civilian court which up-
holds internationally recognized rights of
due process.

We note that Article 14 of the Inter-
national Covenant on Civil and Political
Rights, ratified by Peru on April 28, 1978,
stipulates that:

‘‘Everyone shall be entitled to a fair and
public hearing by a competent, independent
and impartial tribunal established by law.
. . .

‘‘[and is entitled] to examine, or have ex-
amined, the witnesses against him and to ob-
tain the attendance and examination of wit-
nesses on his behalf under the same condi-
tions as witnesses against him.’’

In addition, it appears inappropriate to try
civilians in a military court. We are aware
that the Peruvian Government gave assur-
ances to Assistant Secretary of State Alex-
ander Watson over two years ago that civil-
ians would no longer be tried in military
courts.

We find it troubling that during the trial
of Ms. Berenson, the Peruvian judicial sys-
tem failed to uphold these and other inter-
national standards. The Constitution of the
Republic of Peru states that:

‘‘It is the duty of the President of the Re-
public to obey and ensure obedience to the
Constitution and all treaties, laws, and other
legal provisions. (Article 118)’’

While we make no claims concerning Ms.
Berenson’s alleged guilt, we ask that you
take the necessary steps to provide an open
and fair proceeding in a civilian court. In-
deed, the entire Peruvian judicial system
should be brought in line with the solemn
international commitments made by the Pe-
ruvian Government.

We thank you for your attention to our re-
quest.

Sincerely,
James M. Jeffords, Alfonse M. D’Amato,

Daniel Patrick Moynihan, Christopher
J. Dodd, Ben Nighthorse Campbell,
Carl Levin, Paul Simon, John D.
Rockefeller IV, Claiborne Pell, Carol
Moseley-Braun, Dianne Feinsein, Patty
Murray, Barbara Boxer, Patrick J.
Leahy, Dale Bumpers, Daniel K.
Inouye, Barbara A. Mikulski, David
Pryor, Wendell H. Ford, John F. Kerry.

Mr. HELMS. I suggest the absence of
a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

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

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, inasmuch
as the amendment now pending by Sen-
ator DURBIN has been approved by both
sides, the pending amendment modifies
the amendment relating to Peru. There
being no objection to that amendment,
I propose that it be accepted.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 385) was agreed
to.

Mr. HELMS. I move to reconsider the
vote by which the amendment was
agreed to, and I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

f

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that there now be a
period for the transaction of morning
business, with Senators permitted to
speak for up to 5 minutes each.

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

f

THE VERY BAD DEBT BOXSCORE

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, at the
close of business Friday, June 13, 1997,
the Federal debt stood at
$5,354,082,862,951.39. (Five trillion, three
hundred fifty-four billion, eighty-two
million, eight hundred sixty-two thou-
sand, nine hundred fifty-one dollars
and thirty-nine cents)

Twenty-five years ago, June 13, 1972,
the Federal debt stood at
$428,345,000,000 (Four hundred twenty-
eight billion, three hundred forty-five
million) which reflects a debt increase
of nearly $5 trillion—$4,925,737,862,951.39
(Four trillion, nine hundred twenty-
five billion, seven hundred thirty-seven
million, eight hundred sixty-two thou-
sand, nine hundred fifty-one dollars
and thirty-nine cents) during the past
25 years.

f

HONORING THE UTAH JAZZ

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I rise
today to recognize the Utah Jazz, who
just completed their most successful
season in franchise history. After
clinching the Western Conference
Championship with a last-second,
heart-stopping shot at the buzzer, they
competed for the NBA title against the
talented Chicago Bulls with grit and
sheer determination. Throughout this
season, our Utah Jazz have displayed
tremendous skill, determination,
strength, and character to forge ahead
and accomplish what very few thought
they could do. This team captured the
hearts of basketball fans from coast to
coast with their hard work, down-to-
earth personalities, and belief in them-
selves.

The Utah Jazz story has been filled
with many years of strength building
and even some challenges. In 1979, a
struggling NBA basketball franchise
pulled up its stakes and moved from
New Orleans to what is the smallest
market in the National Basketball As-
sociation, Salt Lake City, UT. The Jazz
have built their program slowly but
surely thanks to the big shoulders of
some very good people.

Jazz owner Larry H. Miller had the
determination and the vision to know
what it could mean for Utah to have its

own NBA basketball team. Larry is
more than an owner. His players are
his family. His love and enthusiasm for
his Utah Jazz team is infectious. Utah
has been greatly rewarded through
Larry’s leadership and commitment.

Former coach and current team
president, Frank Laydenn has been the
Utah Jazz’ all-time best cheerleader.
Frank has always believed in his team.
He has won over many fans through his
enthusiasm, humor, and love for the
game.

Coach Jerry Sloan is an example of
leadership and fortitude. His motto to
‘‘never give up,’’ is evident in the guts
and determination his players show on
the basketball court. Jerry not only
teaches his players good basketball
skills, he also builds character. He has
instilled his own hardwork ethic into
every aspect of the Utah Jazz.

John Stockton, the all-time NBA as-
sist and steals leader, has displayed
time and time again courage under
pressure, and an absolute belief that
‘‘we could win.’’ The success he has en-
joyed has not detracted from his
thoughtful, unassuming manner. He is
indeed a worthy role model for many
young people today.

And who else has displayed more
utter conviction than league MVP,
Karl Malone. Karl has provided the
Utah Jazz with leadership and valor.
Anyone who has followed the Utah Jazz
knows how valuable Karl is to the
team’s overall scoring and rebounding
capabilities. Aside from his on-court
presence, Karl has been an outstanding
ambassador for the NBA. His reputa-
tion of honesty and hard work has
made him one of the greatest role mod-
els in professional sports.

Not only am I proud of the Utah Jazz
for winning the Western Conference
Championship, I am even more proud of
the high caliber of individuals that
make up the Utah Jazz. Our team is
willing to work hard, to believe in
themselves, to reflect the values of the
community in which they play, and to
never give up. I am proud of the way
they represent our State and its fans.

I am sure that all Utahns would be
happy to join with me in saying a big
thank you to all of the players on the
Jazz, as well as the coaches and man-
agement staff for all you have done for
Utah—both on and off the court. The
Utah Jazz united the people of our
great State in a way that has not been
equaled since Brigham Young led the
covered wagons into the Salt Lake Val-
ley. Citizens from all over our State,
and from all walks of life, have united
together behind one single entity—the
Utah Jazz. This is an accomplishment
all its own. The enthusiasm Utahns felt
for their team was electric and awe-in-
spiring. Everyone who has ever felt
like an underdog has embraced this
team and gloried in its success.

Mr. President, although we didn’t
bring home the ultimate trophy, our
Utah Jazz gave us a season to remem-
ber. This team has done us all proud,
and we are proud of them. So, here’s
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