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Provided, That such terms and conditions are
mutually agreed to by the Secretary and the
landowner.

This Act may be cited as the “Energy and

Water Development Appropriations Act,
1998,
FOREIGN OPERATIONS, EXPORT

FINANCING, AND RELATED PRO-
GRAMS APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
1998

The Senate continued with the con-

sideration of the bill.
AMENDMENT NO. 888

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Oregon.

The amendment (No. 888), as amend-
ed, was agreed to.

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

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, |
ask unanimous consent that William
D. Jackson, a congressional fellow on
Senator JeEFFORDS’ staff, be granted
privileges of the floor for the pendency
of this legislation.

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

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President,
Senator MURKOWSKI is here for the pur-
pose of modifying his own amendment.
We are going to go to Senator
BROWNBACK, who has two amendments
to offer which have been cleared on
both sides; then to Senator ALLARD,
who has an amendment on which | un-
derstand it is possible to get a 30-
minute time agreement equally di-
vided.

So, Mr. President, | ask unanimous
consent that the Allard amendment,
when it is offered, be limited to 30 min-
utes of debate equally divided.

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, | think there
was a mistake in the remarks. There
was going to be 15 minutes on each
side, and the request was for 15 min-
utes equally divided. | wanted to clar-
ify.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, why don’t we with-
hold the request on the Allard amend-
ment until | see what it is. But | don’t

know whether that is going to be
enough time.
Mr. McCONNELL. | am sorry. |1

apologize to my colleague from Ver-
mont. | thought he knew the substance
of the Allard amendment. So | will
withhold on asking for a time agree-
ment on the Allard amendment for the
moment.

Then Senator HUTCHISON is here to
offer an amendment with regard to
MFEN and China. Then Senator DobD
and Senator McCAIN wish to offer an
amendment related to the drug certifi-
cation process for Mexico, which will
be a rather spirited discussion, and it is
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my understanding that it is not pos-
sible to get a time agreement on that
amendment at this time.

So, Mr. President, seeing my col-
league from Alaska on his feet, | yield
the floor.

Mr. MURKOWSKI
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. | thank the chair-
man.

AMENDMENT NO. 894, AS MODIFIED
(Purpose: To provide an additional condition
on the availability of $14 million in debt
relief for North Korea)

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, |
call up amendment No. 894, and | send
a modification of the amendment to
the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Alaska [Mr. MURKOW-
ski], for himself, Mr. McCAIN, and Mr. NiCK-
LES, proposes an amendment numbered 894,
as modified.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, |
ask unanimous consent that reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

On page 33, line 9, strike the period and in-
sert in lieu thereof the following: ‘‘Provided
further, That the additional $14,000,000 made
available to KEDO under this heading may
not be obligated or expended until the Sec-
retary of State certifies and reports to Con-
gress that North Korea has not violated the
Military Armistice Agreement of 1953 during
the preceding nine months.”.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s amendment is so modified.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, |
ask that my colleagues, Senator
McCAIN and Senator NICKLES, be named
as cosponsors.

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

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, it
is my understanding that the amend-
ment has been agreed to on both sides.
It provides that the additional $14 mil-
lion appropriated to relieve the KEDO
debt not be available until the Sec-
retary of State certificates that North
Korea has not violated the military ar-
mistice agreement of 1953 during the
preceding 9 months.

Basically, the amendment puts North
Korea on notice that additional funds
will not be available if North Korea
commits another violation like the in-
cident this morning at the DMZ.

I urge adoption of the amendment.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, it is
my understanding that this amend-
ment is not objected to by either side.
I am unaware of any additional speak-
ers.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas
and nays have previously been ordered.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. | ask unanimous
consent to vitiate the order for the
yeas and nays.

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

Is there further debate? If not, the
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Alaska.

addressed the

The
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The amendment (No. 894), as modi-
fied, was agreed to.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, 1
move to reconsider the vote by which
the amendment was agreed to.

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Several
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky.

Mr. McCONNELL. The Senator from
Kansas has been here patiently on the
floor for some time and ready to offer
two amendments which have been
cleared on both sides.

Therefore, | yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas.

Mr. BROWNBACK. | thank the chair-
man very much.

AMENDMENT NO. 892

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, |
call up my amendment numbered 892.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment is now pending.

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, |
rise today to introduce an amendment
to S. 955.

This amendment deals with the Unit-
ed States policy for the south Caucasus
and Central Asia, an area of the world
that was once crisscrossed by the an-
cient Silk Road, which includes the
countries—I have a map here for Sen-
ators to be able to look at—of Arme-
nia, Azerbaijan, Georgia, Kazakstan,
Kyrgystan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan,
and Uzbekistan. This amendment deals
with these countries.

These countries are very vital and
important countries at a crossroads in
their development. They are, as | men-
tioned, along the ancient Silk Road, if
people can imagine and conjure up
those images of that area of the world
and the importance it has had in the
past and the importance it now has and
will continue to have for U.S. policy.
We have vital political, social and eco-
nomic interests there, and they need to
be acted on before it is too late.

They are independent for the first
time in almost a century. They are lo-
cated at the juncture of many of to-
day’s major world forces, and they are
all rich in natural resources. And they
are looking west for the first time.
They are emerging after nearly a cen-
tury of being plundered by a Com-
munist regime. While actively taking
out their resources, the Soviets put lit-
tle back. These countries now find
themselves free to govern themselves.

Again, as | stated earlier, they are
looking west. The very fact that they
have had little experience with inde-
pendence, and that their economies are
essentially starting from scratch,
leaves them in a precarious situation,
which is all the more precarious be-
cause of their geographic location.

Consider this: They are placed be-
tween the empire from which they re-
cently declared independence and an
extremist Islamic regime to the
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south—both of which have a strong in-
terest in exerting economic and politi-
cal pressure upon them.

All of the Silk Road countries are
currently seeking U.S. investment and
encouragement, and are looking to us
to participate actively in working out
regional political, economic and strate-
gic cooperation.

Mr. President, we should be actively
responding to their appeals. We have
now the opportunity to spread freedom
and democratic ideals in a region his-
torically dominated by Russia and
Iran. The doors are open to promote in-
stitutions of democratic government
and create the conditions for the
growth of pluralistic societies and reli-
gious tolerance. These countries are a
major force in containing the spread
northward of anti-Western Islamic ex-
tremism. So far, these nations remain
largely open to us.

I would also like to point out some-
thing else that is important about this
region: that is the Caspian Sea overlap-

ping the territory of the South
Caucasus and Central Asia that is rich
in natural resources as | mentioned
earlier.

I have another chart here | would
like to show you to illustrate the en-
ergy resources which exist in the Cas-
pian Sea area right here. If people
would look at this chart, this is
“Worldwide Undiscovered Resource Po-
tential of Oil and Gas’. You have the
Middle East and Russia, the two lead-
ers, and then the Caspian Sea area is
potentially the third largest in the
world, some say up to $4 trillion worth
of oil and gas in this region, creating
significant interest for economic ties
and investments as well. The United
States should do everything possible to
promote the sovereignty and independ-
ence as well as encourage solid diplo-
matic and economic cooperation be-
tween these nations.

In order to do that, we need to take
a number of positive steps. No. 1, we
should be strong and active in helping
resolve local conflicts. No. 2, we should
be providing economic assistance to
provide positive incentives for inter-
national private investment and in-
creased trade. No. 3, we should be as-
sisting in the development of the infra-
structure necessary for communica-
tion, transportation, energy and trade
on an East-West access. No. 4, we
should be providing assistance to help
fight the scourge of narcotics traffick-
ing, weapons of mass destruction, orga-
nized crime and No. 5, perhaps the
most important of all, we should be
supplying all the assistance possible to
strengthen democracy and tolerance
and the development of civil society.

These are the best ways to remain
sure that these countries will grow in
independence and move strongly to-
ward open and free government. Our
time to focus on this region is now, to
keep them from spreading into an area
or being infiltrated by the spread of the
anti-Western fundamentalism that is
in this region of the world. That is why
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I urge my colleagues to adopt this
amendment.

I believe it has been worked out with
both the majority and the minority
staff to agree to this amendment. | ask
that the amendment be agreed to.

Mr. President, | urge its adoption.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate on the amendment? If
not, the question is on agreeing to the
amendment.

The amendment (No. 892) was agreed
to.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, |
move to reconsider the vote.

Mr. BROWNBACK. | move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 884, AS MODIFIED

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, |
would like to call up amendment 884
and send a modification to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Kansas [Mr. BROWNBACK]
proposes an amendment numbered 884, as
modified.

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, |
ask unanimous consent that reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the follow-
ing:
SEC. . PROMOTION OF RELIGIOUS FREEDOM

AND HUMAN RIGHTS.

(a) RePORTs.—Not later than March 30,
1998, and each subsequent year thereafter,
the Secretary of State shall submit to the
International Relations Committee of the
House of Representatives and the Foreign
Relations Committee of the Senate an an-
nual report on religious persecution on a
country-by-country basis. Reports shall in-
clude a list of individuals who have been ma-
terially involved in the commission of acts
of persecution that are motivated by a per-
son’s religion.

(b) PRISONER INFORMATION REGISTRY.—The
Secretary of State shall establish a Prisoner
Information Registry which shall provide in-
formation on all political prisoners, pris-
oners of conscience, and prisoners of faith on
a country-by-country basis. Such informa-
tion shall include the charges, judicial proc-
esses, administrative actions, use of forced
labor, incidences of torture, length of impris-
onment, physical and health conditions, and
other matters related to the incarceration of
such prisoners. The Secretary of State is au-
thorized to make funds available to non-
governmental organizations presently en-
gage in monitoring activities regarding such
prisoners to assist in the creation and main-
tenance of the registry.

(c) SENSE OF CONGRESS CONCERNING ESTAB-
LISHMENT OF A COMMISSION ON SECURITY AND
COOPERATION IN ASIA.—It is the sense of the
Congress that Congress, the President, and
the Secretary of State should work with the
governments of the People’s Republic of
China and other countries to establish a
Commission on Security and Cooperation in
Asia which would be modeled after the Com-
mission on Security and Cooperation in Eu-
rope.
SEC. . UNITED STATES INTELLIGENCE ACTIVI-

TIES RELATED TO MONITORING
HUMAN RIGHTS ABUSES AND RELI-
GIOUS PERSECUTION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The President shall de-

vote additional personnel and resources to
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gathering intelligence information regarding
human rights abuses and acts of religious
persecution.

(b) REPORT.—Not later than March 30, 1998,
the President shall submit to the Permanent
Select Committee on Intelligence of the
House of Representatives and the Select
Committee on Intelligence of the Senate a
report on the number of personnel and re-
sources that are being devoted to gathering
intelligence information regarding human
rights abuses and acts of religious persecu-
tion.

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, |
rise today to offer an amendment to
this bill that would require the Clinton
administration to improve the manner
in which the State Department and our
intelligence agencies monitor and pub-
licize cases of religious persecution and
human rights abuses.

Persecution of people of faith has
been on the rise around the world. Gov-
ernments throughout the world have
been denying people the fundamental
right of freedom of religion, a fun-
damental right upon which this coun-
try was built.

As a matter of policy, the United
States should be doing all it can to
bring religious persecution and other
human rights violations to an end. One
problem we face, however, is that we do
not have an accurate accounting of the
extent to which many governments
persecute people of faith. We do not
know the number of prisoners nor do
we even have all the names of those
prisoners. What we need is an accurate
accounting of religious persecution. We
need the administration to devote
greater resources to monitoring reli-
gious persecution and to informing the
Congress, as well as the American peo-
ple, about such instances.

We also need to encourage a formal
dialog with countries throughout the
world to bring religious persecution to
an end. Specifically, my amendment
would do the following: Require a reli-
gious persecution report modeled on
the State Department human rights re-
port; require the establishment of a
prison information registry; require
the President to devote greater intel-
ligence resources to gathering informa-
tion regarding human rights abuses
and acts of religious persecution; and
encourage the administration to work
with other nations to establish a Com-
mission on Security and Cooperation in
Asia which would be modeled after the
Commission on Security and Coopera-
tion in Europe.

Mr. President, the U.S. Government
has a responsibility to provide the pub-
lic a better understanding of the extent
to which nations violate this basic
right of their citizens. My amendment
would move us in this direction. | ask
that my amendment be adopted.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate? If not, the question is
on agreeing to the amendment.

The amendment (No. 884), as modi-
fied, was agreed to.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, |
move to reconsider the vote.

Mr. BROWNBACK. | move to lay that
motion on the table.



S7546

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. BROWNBACK. | yield the floor.

Mr. LEAHY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, | see the
distinguished Senator from California
is in the Chamber. | understand she has
an amendment that may not take a
good deal of time, and | yield the floor.

Mrs. BOXER. | thank the Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California.

AMENDMENT NO. 897

Mrs. BOXER. | will be very brief. The
work has been done on this amend-
ment. | send an amendment to the desk

and ask for its immediate consider-
ation.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will report.
The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from California [Mrs. BOXER],
for herself, Mr. ALLARD, Mr. SMITH of New
Hampshire, Mr. LEAHY, and Mr. TORRICELLI,
proposes an amendment numbered 897.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert:

WILDLIFE CONSERVATION

SEC. . Of the funds appropriated by this
Act, not more than $2,900,000 may be made
available for the Communal Areas Manage-
ment Programme for Indigenous Resources
(CAMPFIRE) in Zimbabwe: Provided, That
none of the funds appropriated by this Act
may be used to directly finance the trophy
hunting of elephants or other endangered
species as defined in the Convention on
International Trade in Endangered Species
of Flora and Fauna (CITES) or the Endan-
gered Species Act: Provided further, That
the funds appropriated by this Act that are
provided under the CAMPFIRE program may
not be used for activities with the express in-
tent to lobby or otherwise influence inter-
national conventions or treaties, or United
States government decision makers: Pro-
vided further, That funds appropriated by
this Act that are made available for the
CAMPFIRE program may be used only in
Zimbabwe for the purpose of maximizing
benefits to rural people while strengthening
natural resources management institutions:
Provided further, That not later than March
1, 1998, the Administrator of the Agency for
International Development shall submit a
report to the appropriate congressional com-
mittees describing the steps taken to imple-
ment the CAMPFIRE program, the impact of
the program on the people and wildlife of
CAMPFIRE districts, alternatives to trophy
hunting as a means of generating income for
CAMPFIRE districts, and a description of
how funds made available for CAMPFIRE in
fiscal year 1998 are to be used.

Mrs. BOXER. The amendment that |
have sent to the desk is a bipartisan
amendment cosponsored by Senators
ALLARD, SMITH, LEAHY, and
TORRICELLI, and it concerns the CAMP-
FIRE Program in Zimbabwe. | particu-
larly want to pay tribute to my col-
leagues, Senators ALLARD and SMITH,
for being so strong on this subject. |
thank my staff and the staffs of the
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chairman and ranking member for
working on a good amendment that we
can all agree on. | am particularly
grateful to Senators LEAHY and
McCoNNELL for their assistance and co-
operation on this amendment.

Briefly, our amendment would main-
tain the positive aspects of the CAMP-
FIRE Program while restricting U.S.
taxpayer funds being used for activities
which are inconsistent with the goals
of sustainable development for people
and management of natural resources.

My amendment would assure that no
taxpayer money is used to finance the
trophy hunting of elephants and other
endangered species or no taxpayer
money could be used for any lobbying
activities to weaken elephant protec-
tion standards. So we really basically
do two things: Taxpayer dollars from
America cannot be used to foster tro-
phy hunting in Zimbabwe and taxpayer
money cannot be used to lobby Sen-
ators or House Members or administra-
tion people to weaken elephant protec-
tion standards such as the ban on
ivory.

Mr. President, these magnificent ani-
mals should be protected, not ex-
ploited. Our amendment requires
USAID to submit a report to Congress
on alternatives to trophy hunting and
the impact of the CAMPFIRE Program
on people and wildlife of Zimbabwe. I
think these are very important steps in
addressing the criticism about the way
the program works. Some of us would
have liked to have gone further than
this, but we think that this amend-
ment, the way it is drawn, will receive
unanimous support, and we think is an
important step to be taken.

The CAMPFIRE Program is bene-
ficial to many rural impoverished peo-
ple in Zimbabwe. It helps to provide
the skills and tools necessary to enable
local communities to make local deci-
sions about how to manage their natu-
ral resources and generate revenue.

However, there are certain aspects of
the program which do not promote sus-
tainable development for rural people
or improve natural resource manage-
ment. My amendment restricts United
States taxpayer dollars from being
spent on those needless activities and
directs all funds to be used to maxi-
mize benefits to rural people while
strengthening natural resources man-
agement institutions in Zimbabwe.

I am aware that there have been
many concerns raised about the trophy
hunting aspects of the program. | do
not support trophy hunting and | do
not believe that one penny of taxpayer
money should be used to finance tro-
phy hunting. My amendment will en-
sure that no U.S. taxpayer dollars are
directly spent on trophy hunting ac-
tivities.

However, | do recognize that trophy
hunting will continue in Zimbabwe. |
believe that we need to provide coun-
tries like Zimbabwe with viable alter-
natives to trophy hunting which con-
tinue to generate income and promote
sustainable development without in-
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volving the consumptive use of wild-
life. My amendment requires USAID to
submit a report to Congress providing
alternatives to trophy hunting, and the
impact of the program on the people
and wildlife of CAMPFIRE districts.

People in Zimbabwe are living under
very different conditions than we in
the United States. We must recognize
these differences in our approach to de-
velopment while maintaining our high
values and ideals. The CAMPFIRE Pro-
gram in Zimbabwe will end in 1999, but
USAID-funded development programs
will continue for years to come. I am
hopeful that the report which USAID
will submit to Congress, will provide
the United States with ideas for in-
come diversification for future pro-
grams so that we can move away from
the consumptive use of wildlife as a
management regime.

USAID has proposed several improve-
ments to the CAMPFIRE Program in
recent months. These improvements
are the result of the concerns raised by
many concerned citizens and organiza-
tions such as the Humane Society of
the United States. | commend the Hu-
mane Society for their efforts to make
the United States more responsible for
the use of taxpayer dollars. | also ap-
plaud USAID for taking steps to ad-
dress these concerns. | believe that this
process has been beneficial for all of
those involved—especially the people
and wildlife of Zimbabwe.

I want to thank Senators LEAHY,
SMITH, ALLARD, and TORRICELLI for
helping to make this a bipartisan effort
toward improving development aid,
maximizing benefits to local people,
promoting a healthy elephant popu-
lation, and ensuring that U.S. taxpayer
money is used wisely.

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, | would
like to begin by congratulating Chair-
man MCCONNELL and Senator LEAHY
for their hard work in crafting this leg-
islation and working to include lan-
guage on the CAMPFIRE Program in
the bill.

Mr. President, as | have made very
clear in the past, 1 am a strong sup-
porter of fiscal responsibility on the
part of the Federal Government. It is
our responsibility to use taxpayer’s
dollars in the most effective, and effi-
cient way possible. This responsibility
at times mandates that we review and
question just where our tax dollars are

going.
When USAID’s Communal Areas
Management Programme for Indige-

nous Resources or CAMPFIRE Pro-
gram was first brought to my atten-
tion, | had to ask myself, just why are
United States taxpayer’s dollars being
spent to fund big game hunting of ele-
phants in Zimbabwe? If a program
could spend dollars to hunt elephants
how else are they spending our money?
Asking myself these questions was not
enough, so | began a comprehensive re-
view of the CAMPFIRE Program.

Mr. President, | am pleased to an-
nounce, that as a result of congres-
sional review a little more fiscal re-
sponsibility has been restored to the
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U.S. Government. Our review of CAMP-
FIRE has produced three highly bene-
ficial results.

First of all, fiscal year 1998 will be
the last year that the CAMPFIRE
project will receive funding. This will
end the cycle of appropriations that
has already lead to $28 million being
spent on this program. This amount,
though small in respect to the overall
budget, is a good start to tightening up
Government spending, especially U.S.
funding for international projects.

Second, the appropriations language
states that no U.S. tax dollars will go
to directly fund the big game trophy
hunting of Zimbabwe’s elephants. |
think we can agree that an endangered
species such as the elephant should not
be hunted with the tacit consent of the
U.S. taxpayer through governmental

funding.
Finally, for the remaining time
CAMPFIRE is funded, USAID must

submit to Congress the steps they have
taken to implement the CAMPFIRE
Program. This will allow us to watch
their use of our dollars. For far too
long the U.S. has funded international
programs with little or no oversight—
this will serve as an example of how
Congress should police international
funding measures.

Mr. President, | support the Foreign
Operations Subcommittee’s appropria-
tions for fiscal year 1998 of the CAMP-
FIRE Program, with the understanding
that this is the last year of the pro-
gram, USAID submit information on
how they implement the program, and
no U.S. tax dollars will be spent to Kill
elephants. Now that we have ended the
CAMPFIRE Program, it is my hope
that we will not have to revisit this
issue again in the future.

In conclusion, Mr. President, | would
like to thank Senator BOXER and Sen-
ator SMITH of New Hampshire for their
help in drafting this language.

| yield my time.

Mr. CRAIG. It is my understanding
that the Communal Areas Management
Program for Indigenous Resources
[CAMPFIRE] Program in Zimbabwe is
currently meeting all of the conditions
placed on it by the amendment.

Mr. McCONNELL. The Senator is
correct.

Mr. CRAIG. It is my further under-
standing that Zimbabwe has a very
successful elephant conservation pro-
gram has had led to a population in-
crease of 43,000 elephants in 1987 to
67,000 elephants in 1996 and that much
of this success is due to the CAMP-
FIRE Program.

Mr. McCCONNELL. The Senator is
correct.

Mr. CRAIG. It is my further under-
standing that the language in this
amendment dealing with trophy hunt-
ing is only a prohibition on a direct
USAID subsidy of hunting in the
CAMPFIRE Program and should not be
interpreted as a negative statement
about the indispensable role hunting
plays as a management tool for ele-
phants and other foreign species.
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Mr. McCONNELL. The Senator is
correct.

Mr. CRAIG. Finally, it is my under-
standing that nothing in this amend-
ment should be interpreted as having
any effect on any other U.S. law or reg-
ulation regarding wildlife conservation
and hunting.

Mr. McCONNELL. The Senator is
correct.

Mr. CRAIG. | thank the Senator.

Mrs. BOXER. | ask for the yeas and
nays on this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

Mrs. BOXER. I rescind that request. |
ask for a voice vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate on the amendment? If
not, the question is on agreeing to the
amendment.

The amendment (No. 897) was agreed
to.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, |
move to reconsider the vote.

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 891
(Purpose: To decrease the amount of funds
available to OPIC for administrative ex-
penses to carry out the credit and insur-
ance programs)

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, now
under the informal order that we have
here going from side to side, the Sen-
ator from Colorado is here.

Mr. ALLARD. | thank the Senator.

Mr. President, 1 have an amendment
at the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Colorado [Mr. ALLARD]
proposes an amendment numbered 891.

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

Mr. LEAHY. Reserving the right to
object, the Senator is going to describe
what the amendment is, | assume.

Mr. ALLARD. We shared a copy of
that amendment. | think you have it. |
will explain it in my remarks.

Mr. LEAHY. | do not have any objec-
tion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado is recognized.

Mr. ALLARD. | thank the Chair. |
thank Senator LEAHY.

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

The amendment is as follows:

On page 4, line 22, strike ‘‘$32,000,000”" and
insert ““$21,000,000"".

Mr. ALLARD. | thank the Chair.

Before 1 begin, | commend my
friends, the subcommittee chairman,
MITCH MCCONNELL, and Senator PAT-
RICK LEAHY and chairman TED STEVENS
and Senator ROBERT BYRD, for a very
good bill. I support the bill. | believe
its overall funding levels are very ap-
propriate, and | plan on supporting it.

However, | have one concern. My
amendment is very simple. It strikes
the $32 million for administrative ex-

The
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penses for the Overseas Private Invest-
ment Corporation and scales it back to
its 1994 level of $21 million.

Now, why was the year 1994 selected?
In 1994, with Public Law 103-392, OPIC’s
congressional authorized lending au-
thority was last raised. This increased
the maximum contingent liability or
lending authority cap for insurance
from $9 billion to $13.5 billion and in-
creased the contingent liability cap for
financing from $2.5 billion to $9.5 mil-
lion. However, since 1994, there have
been no increases in the authorized
lending cap for OPIC. As a matter of
fact, | have recently learned that while
at the end of 1996 OPIC’s liability expo-
sure has increased, their total number
of issuances has decreased.

Now, in 1995, 1996 and 1997, OPIC’s ad-
ministrative expense appropriations
have increased. In 1994, their adminis-
trative expense was $20.2 million; in
1995, their administrative expense was
$25.8 million; in 1996, their administra-
tive cost was $21.8 million, and in 1997
their administrative costs again in-
creased to $32 million, while their cap
was not increased one dime. In fact,
there is a zero percent increase since
1994.

Now, their administrative appropria-
tion over the same period has increased
$12 million—over the last 3 years—re-
sulting in a 50-percent increase.

Now, why should OPIC’s administra-
tive appropriation increase while their
lending authority cap has stayed fro-
zen? As | stated earlier, in reality their
issuances have declined. While the $32
million in this bill is a freeze as of
1996—and I commend the committee for
doing this, by the way—I believe it
would be very appropriate to scale
them back to the 1994 level.

All this is occurring while the future
of OPIC is very much uncertain. On
September 30, 1997, OPIC’s authoriza-
tion ends. As of today, | do not believe
the Senate has a reauthorization bill
for OPIC. From my understanding, the
House of Representatives is just begin-
ning the process of reauthorization
and, in the report for the companion
foreign operations appropriations bill,
it states they are reluctant in the ab-
sence of an authorization bill to fund
OPIC. | believe this number is enough
to administer their outstanding liabil-
ities, but there is still great uncer-
tainly as to what the future holds for
OPIC. If reauthorization does occur,
then we can come back to this issue at
a later date.

This amendment is not the place, nor
do I plan to argue the specific pros and
cons of OPIC, for that will come at a
future date if we have a reauthoriza-
tion bill. | plan to be involved in the
debate at that time if that comes up.
But this amendment is a matter of
whether an agency, a Government en-
tity, that depends on the full faith and
credit of the United States, with Fed-
eral employees, should have their ad-
ministrative expenses increased by 50
percent over the last 3 years while
their authorized lending cap is not in-
creased by one dime, zero percent.
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Make no mistake, OPIC is a Federal
agency. It needs the United States to
fund its operation. This Congress
should always be concerned when an
agency staff grows faster than its au-
thority. | know of very few agencies
that have no growth in authority
which get a 50-percent increase in ad-
ministrative expenses. It seems, if we
are at all serious about reducing the
size and scope of Government and take
our oversight role seriously, then all
agencies should play by the same rules,
and we as a Congress should apply
these rules evenly to all agencies. | ask
my colleagues to support this amend-
ment and keep the growth of OPIC at a
minimum, especially when their au-
thorized cap has been frozen since 1994
and with their authorization expiring
in September 1997.

Mr. President, | reserve my right to
address the Senate and yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska.

Mr. HAGEL. Mr. President, | rise to
reflect a little on what my friend and
neighbor—literally my neighbor—from
Colorado has talked about here in the
last few minutes regarding OPIC. First,
I rise to oppose my friend, the distin-
guished Senator from Colorado, regard-
ing his amendment. | will explain why.

Before I came to this body, | was a
businessman, a small businessman.
Over the last 15 years, my partners and
I founded a number of companies. A
number of those companies were inter-
national companies. | have dealt with
OPIC directly. | understand a little bit
about, | think, the real world, how jobs
are created, how you must market in
the international community, what
kind of competition is out there
against a little company like mine that
has to go toe to toe with foreign com-
petitors all over the globe.

One of the things | learned very
quickly was when you go toe to toe
with international competitors, wheth-
er it is telecommunications—which |
know a little something about—or any
other industry, the support that comes
with your competitor, from his govern-
ment, his country, is rather signifi-
cant. | think that is important in this
debate. As my friend, Senator ALLARD,
said, we will have an opportunity to
truly debate this issue over the next
few months. But | would like to make
a couple of points that | think are very
relevant to OPIC, what OPIC does,
what it represents. Again, | come at
this, not as a U.S. Senator; | come at
this as someone who understands a lit-
tle bit about how this works and who
has been out in the real world in over
60 countries and done business in about
20 of them.

First, | am concerned that an amend-
ment like that of my friend, to slash
administrative expenses, could lead to
the very point that he is concerned
with. It is a good point. If you slash ad-
ministrative expenses for OPIC, the
likelihood is the quality of the port-
folio of OPIC, the quality of invest-
ments that OPIC has made and will
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continue to make, will suffer. | think it
would cut directly to eliminating the
ability to monitor those loan port-
folios. |1 do not think that is in the best
interests of the American taxpayer or
anyone associated with OPIC. It endan-
gers the creditworthiness of OPIC if
you slash their administrative budget.

Let me hit just a few very specific
points as to what OPIC does. There is
an awful lot of sound and fury and
smoke and mirrors when it comes to
OPIC. First, OPIC, in fact, does level
the playing field in global competition.
| spoke to that earlier. All of America’s
major trade competitors have OPIC-
like agencies to help them. It covers
the gaps in the markets all over this
world.

OPIC creates American jobs. | have a
document here—I am sure Senator AL-
LARD has seen it—of the kind of jobs
created in Colorado, his home State,
and in my home State of Nebraska; the
kind of revenues that flow into Colo-
rado because of countries that buy
from companies that have either OPIC
insurance that they pay for, or OPIC
loans that they pay for. This is a job
creator. This is a growth creator. To
give some of the specific numbers on
this, since 1971 OPIC has supported $108
billion worth of U.S. projects resulting
in over 250,000 new American jobs and
$53 billion in new American exports.
OPIC is prohibited under law from sup-
porting any project that would result
in the loss of one single American job.

Two, OPIC does not cost the tax-
payers money. In fact, every year OPIC
returns to the U.S. Treasury—last year
$209 million. OPIC requires no appro-
priation of funds. Its operations are en-
tirely funded by the market-rate fees it
charges businesses. There is some myth
about this. If you want an OPIC loan or
guarantee or insurance, you pay for it.
This isn’t a free deal. OPIC is not cor-
porate welfare. | am always amused,
and I am a conservative Republican—
let me tell you, I am for less Govern-
ment and cutting Government and cut-
ting taxes. But | am always amused
when | ask my colleagues, what do you
mean corporate welfare? What is cor-
porate welfare?

No American business receives any
subsidy or free benefit from OPIC. All
OPIC loans must be paid in full. OPIC
charges full market rates and, where
applicable, high-risk-based interest
rates and insurance premiums for all of
its services. Remember, OPIC returns
money to the Treasury through the
fees it charges firms that use its serv-
ices.

OPIC has a strong record. Let’s not
overlook this. It has extraordinarily
low default rates, less than 1 percent
since 1971. OPIC maintains a well-di-
versified portfolio by region, by sector,
by industry, and maintains $2.7 billion
in reserves. We have talked about the
possibility of privatizing OPIC. Last
year J.P. Morgan looked at it, made a
study. It won’t work that way. Let me
tell you, when you are a small com-
pany, a small business like | had, to
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try to compete with the big guys from
France and Germany and Britain—all
over the globe—to be able to have some
base of your country behind you, and
you pay for that, is significant.

The last point | will make, OPIC sup-
ports small business. There is a lot of
myth about that as well, that this is a
big-business boondoggle. It is not. | am
living proof of that. In 1996, OPIC sup-
ported record numbers of small busi-
ness projects worth $1.8 billion in 17
countries. Many small American busi-
nesses are suppliers to the larger ex-
porters that indirectly come through
OPIC. More than half of all suppliers to
OPIC-based projects are small busi-
nesses. This is a ripple effect. When we
get projects and deals internationally,
you have to sponsor those. You buy
products to support those. And those
come from States like that of my
friend from Colorado and Nebraska and
every State in the Union. So this is a
ripple-effect operation.

Mr. President, again, | rise in opposi-
tion to this amendment. | think it is
shortsighted and | think the wisest
thing to do is to continue with our
funding, with our authorization, and as
| said earlier, we will have ample op-
portunity to address this issue in de-
bate. But | don’t think a hit-and-run
way to approach this with an amend-
ment is the correct way to do it.

| yield the floor.

Several Senators
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, |
thank my good friend from Nebraska
for his comments about OPIC. With all
due respect to our colleague from Colo-
rado, |, too, oppose the amendment.
OPIC does not cost a single taxpayer
dollar. OPIC is required by law to oper-
ate on a self-sustaining basis. Since
1971, it has reimbursed the U.S. Gov-
ernment for every dollar it has re-
ceived and has reported positive net in-
come every year since its inception. As
the Senator from Nebraska pointed
out, last year it returned $209 million
to the Treasury. OPIC creates Amer-
ican jobs and exports. All major U.S.
economic competitors have similar ex-
port promotion agencies. Scuttling
OPIC would put our companies at an
even further disadvantage than they
already are.

Today, for example, at least 36 per-
cent of Japan’s exports enjoy Govern-
ment subsidies compared with just 2
percent of American exports. In addi-
tion, Japan and France provide 77 per-
cent of the total amount of export sub-
sidies made available around the world.

As Senator HAGEL pointed out, that
is what American businesses typically
are up against in the international
market. OPIC is not corporate welfare.
OPIC charges market and risk-based
interest rates and fees for all of its
services, and all loans must be paid in
full. All clients must pass industry
standard and OPIC policy reviews. This
is an agency that has functioned very

addressed the
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well in behalf of American interests
and is actually returning money to the
American Treasury. OPIC strongly sup-
ports small business, which is the heart
of America’s economic engine. The
source of 6 out of every 10 jobs in this
country is directly attributable to
small business.

We have had this amendment every
year and so far have been able to defeat
it. 1 certainly hope we will be able to
again, because OPIC is an important
part of what makes American business
competitive overseas.

| yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, | join
with the distinguished Senator from
Kentucky and the distinguished Sen-
ator from Nebraska in opposing this
amendment. |, too, would note that
OPIC does return money to the Treas-
ury—the figure $209 million last year
was used here. More important, it cre-
ates jobs in America.

I represent, in population, the second
smallest State in the Union. OPIC is
used in my State. It creates jobs, it
creates exports, it helps our balance of
payments. When you go to the larger
States, of course, the dollar amount is
just that much greater.

I do not know a business in my State
that has turned to OPIC that has not
received enormous help. | remember
when the former Director of OPIC came
to Vermont. She held a meeting there.
We had lines going out the door; busi-
ness people wanting to work with
OPIC. It is one of those success stories.

It is also an area where we have to
have the kind of tools that all our com-
petitors have. We are in worldwide
markets. We can no longer just rely on
New Hampshire selling to Vermont,
Vermont selling to New Hampshire, as
an example. | say that seeing my good
friend from New Hampshire is the dis-
tinguished Presiding Officer. We export
way beyond our States, way beyond the
borders of our Nation. But, every other
First World—and a lot that go beyond
the First World—country does the
same. If they are a major exporter, as
we are, there are boards like OPIC that
help them.

Are there things that can be done
better or different than OPIC? Pos-
sibly. But | ask the authorizing com-
mittee to look at that.

There will be an authorizing bill on
OPIC. | am perfectly willing to listen
to the recommendations of my friends
on both sides of the aisle.

We felt, the Senator from Kentucky
and myself—he as chairman and | as
ranking member—in looking at these
figures for OPIC that the amounts
made sense. There certainly was unani-
mous concurrence of Republicans and
Democrats on our subcommittee and in
the full committee for the same rea-
son.

If an authorizing bill comes through
and changes that, it can change it.
This money doesn’t have to be spent
and an authorizing bill can make a dif-
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ference. | suspect with such an author-
izing bill, you are going to hear success
story after success story from States
all over the Nation helped by OPIC.

So | hope my good friend from Colo-
rado will withhold this amendment and
let it be a matter to be discussed with
the authorizing committee, but not on
this appropriations bill.

1 yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
seeks time?

Mr. ALLARD addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado.

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, | would
like to have an opportunity to make
some summarizing comments and then,
if there are not any other statements,
I will make a closing statement.

I would like to respond by saying it
is true that there is some extra reve-
nue that has come into OPIC, but the
fact is that that is interest that they
have earned, and OPIC itself, in saying
how much more income it could gen-
erate, said if we could get away from
having to buy Treasury bonds and in-
vest in the stock market, we could gen-
erate more income.

To me, that sends a signal that we
would be better off in the private sec-
tor. A lot of these businessmen have an
opportunity to go to the private sector,
go to the stock market to fund these
projects overseas. And | am a small
businessman, too, by the way. | started
my business from scratch, but | think
as business people, sometimes it is all
too easy to turn to the agencies for
help. We need to encourage business
people to turn to the market and to
focus on what they can do to meet the
needs of the market. After all, this is
an agency. It is a Government-run
agency that is picking winners and los-
ers. | would feel much more com-
fortable having a competitive market
system picking winners and losers.

Many States, like the State of Colo-
rado which I am from, have done a lot
to promote foreign competition, but
they have done it on their own. Most of
the jobs and the new growth that has
happened in Colorado has not been the
result of OPIC. So | think we have to
be careful and not give too much credit
to this particular Federal agency.

Let me end by just stating, again, a
few historical facts. In 1971, OPIC’s ad-
ministrative budget was $3.2 million. In
1981, it was $7.5 million. In 1988, it was
$12 million. And in 1992, it was $16.4
million.

In 1996, their administrative appro-
priation was $28.1 million, and in 1997,
it was $32 million. Also, according to
OPIC, in 1988, their FTE’s, or full-time
equivalent employment ceiling, was
125. In 1992, it was 155, and in 1996, it
was 182. As these historical numbers
from OPIC point out, this is not some
sleeping agency, but one whose admin-
istrative costs and employment have
increased substantially.

If we take the 1996 number of employ-
ees and divide it into the 1996 adminis-
trative costs, it comes to $154,000 per
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employee. Now, | realize that not all
this goes to employees’ salaries, but
also to normal office supplies and other
office expenses that go to support each
one of those FTE positions.

But here is the problem. | have yet to
hear a compelling argument for con-
tinuing increase in the administrative
budget when their liability cap is fro-
zen. Also, as | and my staff have
searched their records, | have yet to
find a clear delineation of where their
administration budget goes.

All 1 do know is that in this $32 mil-
lion, and | quote from the bill, ‘“‘any
project-specific transaction costs, in-
cluding direct and indirect costs in-
curred in claims settlements, and other
direct costs associated with service
provided to specific investors or poten-
tial investors pursuant to section 234 of
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961,
shall not,”” again, ‘‘shall not be consid-
ered administrative expenses for the
purpose of this heading.”

I question what these expenses are
and where they go. | cannot find them
listed in their reports or from any cor-
respondence. Oversight is a proper
function of Congress, and we should
pursue it vigorously.

While I may have some problems
with OPIC, Mr. President, | do want to
commend them for being prompt and
professional in their manner of dealing
with my inquiries, and | take my hat
off to them for this.

Again, | reiterate, this amendment is
not about OPIC and whether they
should continue, because we will get to
that later. But this is an argument of
whether a U.S. Government agency
should have a 50-percent increase in ad-
ministrative expenses since 1994 when
their congressionally mandated lend-
ing authority has been frozen during
that same period. | urge my colleagues
to support this amendment and ask for
limited growth in all agencies.

| ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. McCONNELL addressed
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President,
with the concurrence of the Senator
from Colorado, | would like to lay the
amendment aside in the hope that we
can stack votes for later.

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, | have
no objection to that.

Mr. McCONNELL. I ask unanimous
consent that we temporarily lay aside
the Allard amendment.

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

Mr. HARKIN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Kentucky yield the floor?

The Senator from lowa.

the
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AMENDMENT NO. 899
(Purpose: To promote democracy-building
activities in Pakistan.)

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, | have

an amendment which | send to the
desk.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will report:

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from lowa [Mr. HARKIN], for
himself, Mr. WARNER, Mr. TORRICELLI, Mr.
SANTORUM, and Mr. JOHNSON, proposes an
amendment numbered 899.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, | 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 new section:

SEC. DEMOCRACY-BUILDING ACTIVITY IN
PAKISTAN.

(a) OPIC.—Section 239(f) of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2199(f)) is
amended by inserting ‘‘, or Pakistan’ after
“China’.

(b) TRAINING ACTIVITY.—Section 638(b) of
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C.
2398(b)) is amended—

(1) by inserting ‘“‘or any activity to pro-
mote the development of democratic institu-
tions’’ after “‘activity’’; and

(2) by inserting *‘, Pakistan,”
“Brazil”.

(c) TRADE AND DEVELOPMENT.—It is the
sense of Congress that the Director of the
Trade and Development Agency should use
funds made available to carry out the provi-
sions of section 661 of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2421) to promote United
States exports to Pakistan.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, | offer
this amendment on behalf of myself,
Senator WARNER, Senator TORRICELLI,
Senator SANTORUM, and Senator JOHN-
SON.

Put simply, this amendment will
allow the resumption of the Overseas
Private Investment Corporation, OPIC,
International Military and Education
Training, IMET, Trade and Develop-
ment Assistance, TDA, and democracy-
building programs in Pakistan, such as
the National Endowment for Democ-
racy.

This measure, | will say at the out-
set, is not anti-India and it is not pro-
Pakistan, it is pro-American interests.
This will not be a vote for or against
India or Pakistan. India is, of course, a
friend of longstanding and an ally to
the United States and is the largest
and oldest democracy in the region. It
already receives the benefit of OPIC
and IMET, and it has for some time
over 35 years. Therefore, | am confident
that we can restore these programs to
Pakistan without upsetting any bal-
ance at all to the region.

Trade between India and Pakistan is
growing. OPIC assistance to Pakistan
could actually help India because they
are working with Pakistan in the en-
ergy sector. OPIC assistance would pro-
mote American investment in this sec-
tor.

Mr. President, it is now clear that
continuing the policy of restricting

after
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OPIC and IMET to Pakistan will do
nothing to direct further U.S. non-
proliferation efforts in South Asia. At
the same time, these restrictions seri-
ously hinder our ability to advance
United States interests in trade and in-
vestment in Pakistan. Our influence in
the Pakistani military leadership and
our ability to strengthen democracy
and economic institutions in Pakistan
is also adversely affected by these re-
strictions.

I understand the concerns of some of
my colleagues in regard to Pakistan,
and | share some of those concerns.
The issue of nonproliferation in South
Asia is, indeed, an extremely impor-
tant issue, but U.S. interests in South
Asia are important and increasing.

The region contains one-fifth of the
world’s population and occupies a criti-
cal geostrategic position—surrounded
by China, the surging economies of
East Asia, the Indian Ocean, the huge
oil and gas reserves in the Persian Gulf
and the Caspian basin.

Mr. President, | visited Pakistan and
India earlier this year. I met in Paki-
stan with Prime Minister Sharif and
other members of his government. | be-
lieve that Mr. Sharif has learned from
past mistakes and is moving Pakistan
in the right direction. He has a strong
mandate in parliament and has already
taken bold steps toward rooting out
corruption, privatizing the economy
and normalizing relations with India.
These are positive steps, and the Unit-
ed States must send a strong signal of
support and encouragement for Prime
Minister Sharif’s initiatives.

| strongly believe that it has come to
the point where our uneven policy to-
ward Pakistan is hampering our inter-
ests in the region. Improved human
rights, nonproliferation and greater
trade and investment are being held
hostage by this shortsighted policy.

I am pleased that my amendment has
the strong support of the administra-
tion in an effort to engage Pakistan on
these important issues. Secretary
Albright and Secretary Cohen both feel
strongly about the need for these
changes.

Mr. President, | have a letter dated
the 16th of July from Secretary of De-
fense Cohen. He said:

I am writing to express my strong support
for your legislation to restore IMET, OPIC,
TDA and democracy-building programs in
Pakistan . . .

We believe it essential to pursue these pro-
grams—not as a reward to Pakistan—but as
a means of furthering important U.S. inter-
ests. Pakistan is now, and long has been, a
friendly, moderate Islamic democracy in a
very difficult region. We believe that by ena-
bling it to participate in IMET, OPIC, TDA
and democracy-building programs we will
strengthen democracy in Pakistan as an in-
stitution, strengthen Pakistan’s troubled
economy, and strengthen our relationship
with the Pakistani military—all of which
serve important U.S. interests in South Asia.

Mr. President, | ask unanimous con-
sent that the letter from Secretary
Cohen be printed in the RECORD.

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

July 16, 1997

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
Washington, DC, July 16, 1997.
Hon. Tom HARKIN,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR ToMm: | am writing to express my
strong support for your legislation to restore
the International Military Education and
Training (IMET), Overseas Private Invest-
ment Corporation (OPIC), Trade and Devel-
opment Agency (TDA), and democracy-build-
ing programs in Pakistan. These programs
are currently precluded by sanctions that
have been imposed on Pakistan under the
Symington Amendment.

We believe it essential to pursue these pro-
grams—not as a reward to Pakistan—but as a
means of furthering important U.S. inter-
ests. Pakistan is now, and long has been, a
friendly, moderate Islamic democracy in a
very difficult region. We believe that by ena-
bling it to participate in IMET, OPIC, TDA,
and democracy-building programs we will
strengthen democracy in Pakistan as an in-
stitution, strengthen Pakistan’s troubled
economy, and strengthen our relationship
with the Pakistani military—all of which
serve important U.S. interests in South Asia.

DoD is particularly supportive of legisla-
tion that would restore Pakistan’s IMET
program. We believe that the positive impact
of IMET on the Pakistani military will serve
to enhance our overall relationship with
Pakistan and, by extension, will facilitate
our engagement with Pakistan in a number
of important areas including proliferation.
Moreover, given Pakistan’s leading role in
UN peacekeeping—Pakistan currently leads
the world as a contributor of troops to UN
peacekeeping operations—closer cooperation
between our two armed forces is increasingly
necessary for operational reasons. Senior
Pakistani officers have told us that one of
the consequences of our suspension of the
IMET program has been that a generation of
Pakistani officers has not had the positive
exposure to U.S. and western values that is
made possible through IMET. Without IMET
to provide a countervailing argument, these
officers may find the often anti-American
message of Iran and Iraq more appealing.

Opponents of your legislation will claim
that Pakistan’s performance with regard to
proliferation should not be ‘“‘rewarded” by
making it eligible for these assistance pro-
grams. We would respond that our denying
any of these programs will not cause the
Pakistanis to forego strategic programs
which they believe are essential for their na-
tional security. However, by making these
assistance programs available, we will not
only serve U.S. interests directly but will
improve the climate of our overall relation-
ship thus encouraging Pakistan to be more
receptive to our point of view in other areas.

I wholeheartedly support your efforts to
enact this important legislation.

Sincerely,

BiLL.

Mr. HARKIN. Let me read further
from Secretary Cohen’s letter. | want
to get this last paragraph in. Secretary
Cohen said:

Opponents of your legislation will claim
that Pakistan’s performance with regard to
proliferation should not be ‘‘rewarded’” by
making it eligible for these assistance pro-
grams. We would respond that our denying
any of these programs will not cause the
Pakistanis to forego strategic programs
which they believe are essential for their na-
tional security. However, by making these
assistance programs available, we will not
only serve U.S. interests directly but will
improve the climate of our overall relation-
ship thus encouraging Pakistan to be more
receptive to our point of view in other areas.

Mr. President, | am also in receipt of
a letter signed by Under Secretary
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Thomas Pickering. Again, | will just
read a couple parts of that:

Dear Senator HARKIN: The Secretary has
asked me to convey her strong support for
your proposed amendment to restore OPIC,
IMET, TDA and democracy-building pro-
grams for Pakistan. We firmly believe that
allowing these programs to operate in Paki-
stan is in the U.S. interest, and that once re-
stored they will be a key factor in strength-
ening our relationship with an important
and friendly country in a vital part of the
world.

Mr. Pickering goes on:

In the wake of the election of Prime Min-
ister Nawaz Sharif, Pakistan has adopted im-
portant political and constitutional reforms,
which promise to strengthen both the qual-
ity and continuity of democratic rule. We
want to bolster that effort by implementing
programs to train Pakistan’s elected rep-
resentatives in democratic structures and
legislative procedures. Your amendment
would give us the requisite flexibility to pro-
ceed.

Mr. President, | ask unanimous con-
sent that Secretary Pickering’s letter
be printed in the RECORD.

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

DEPARTMENT OF STATE, UNDER SEC-
RETARY OF STATE FOR POLITICAL
AFFAIRS,

Washington, DC, July 15, 1997.
Hon. TomM HARKIN,
U.S. Senate.

DEAR SENATOR HARKIN: The Secretary has
asked me to convey her strong support for
your proposed amendment to restore OPIC,
IMET, TDA and democracy building pro-
grams for Pakistan. We firmly believe that
allowing these programs to operate in Paki-
stan is in the U.S. interest, and that once re-
stored they will be a key factor in strength-
ening our relationship with an important
and friendly country in a vital part of the
world.

In the wake of the election of Prime Min-
ister Nawaz Sharif, Pakistan has adopted im-
portant political and constitutional reforms,
which promise to strengthen both the qual-
ity and continuity of democratic rule. We
want to bolster that effort by implementing
programs to train Pakistan’s elected rep-
resentatives in democratic structures and
legislative procedures. Your amendment will
give us the requisite flexibility to proceed.

At the same time, the Government of
Pakistan is undertaking an ambitious re-
form program to stabilize Pakistan’s trou-
bled economy. The United States, as Paki-
stan’s leading trading partner and largest
source of foreign investment, is in a favor-
able position to influence and benefit from a
stable economic situation in Pakistan. Ex-
tending Trade and Development Assistance
and OPIC support to U.S. firms in Pakistan
will increase our engagement with the Paki-
stani government on reform issues, while en-
suring that our firms are well positioned to
compete for investment and trade opportuni-
ties.

Finally, we believe that restoring IMET
programs will have an appreciable impact on
our relationship with the Pakistani military.
For seven years, the United States has
lacked contact with junior and mid-level
Pakistani officers, from whose ranks will
emerge the next generation of Pakistani
military leaders. We would serve our inter-
ests well by giving them exposure to U.S.
practices, institutions, and values.

We, like you, continue to have concerns re-
garding Pakistan’s record on non-prolifera-
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tion issues. We consider non-proliferation to
be one of the most complex and troubling is-
sues in the South Asia region, and it will
continue to be one of our highest priorities
to work with the Pakistani government to
restrain its nuclear and missile programs.
That said, we need to consider carefully how
to pursue our non-proliferation objectives in
conformity with the entire range of U.S. in-
terests in Pakistan. We believe that an ini-
tiative such as yours—which will help to de-
velop Pakistan’s democracy, increase bilat-
eral trade and investment, and enhance our
access to and influence with Pakistan’s
emerging military leadership—will advance
our interests without undermining our non-
proliferation agenda.

We appreciate and are pleased to support
your effort.

THOMAS R. PICKERING.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, a num-
ber of prominent United States busi-
ness leaders have asked the State De-
partment to resume OPIC support for
investment in Pakistan so that Amer-
ican business interests are promoted in
that region. In no other country in
South Asia is OPIC prohibited from
providing support and assistance. |
have examples, a number of letters of
United States businesses urging the ad-
ministration to resume OPIC’s support
of Pakistan.

Mr. President, 1 have letters from
several different companies that | have
here that have written letters asking
that OPIC be allowed to resume in
Pakistan so that they can begin to in-
vest in Pakistan—a letter from Occi-
dental Oil and Gas; a letter from MCI
Communications; a letter from Solar
Turbines, a Caterpillar Company; a let-
ter from Alpha-Gamma Technologies,
Inc., in Raleigh, NC; a letter from Bos-
ton Technology, Inc., in Wakefield,
MA; a letter from Hawkins Oil & Gas,

Inc., in Oklahoma; a letter from
Tenaska International, Omaha, NE;
and several other letters. | will not

read them all. But Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that several of
these letters be printed in the RECORD.

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

OCCIDENTAL OIL AND GAS CORP.,
Bakersfield, CA, April 10, 1996.
Hon. STROBE TALBOTT,
Deputy Secretary, Department of State, Wash-
ington, DC.

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: | am writing at this
time concerning an important matter im-
pacting on U.S. commercial relations with
the Republic of Pakistan. | understand that
the Overseas Private Investment Corpora-
tion (OPIC) is still not permitted to offer its
programs in Pakistan. | urge you to review
this matter and to do what you can to expe-
dite the implementation of OPIC programs
in Pakistan.

Occidental Petroleum Corporation has had
successful oil and gas producing operations
in Pakistan for twelve years. Pakistan pre-
sents unique business opportunities and of-
fers a stable environment for American com-
panies and for companies from a host of
other countries around the world. U.S. trade
and commercial ties with Pakistan serve to
enhance the overall relationship between our
two countries. However, in order for U.S.
companies to compete more aggressively in
Pakistan, they must have access to OPIC
programs.
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While | appreciate that there are other im-
portant and serious issues impacting on our
bilateral relationship, | respectfully ask that
you consider the vital commercial link that
exists between the U.S. and Pakistan and
move quickly to permit OPIC guarantees in
Pakistan. The U.S. is the largest foreign in-
vestor in Pakistan and its largest trading
partner. | am convinced that U.S. commer-
cial interests in Pakistan would increase
even more if OPIC programs were available.
Furthermore, | am sure you will agree, that
permitting OPIC to operate in Pakistan
would contribute in a meaningful way to im-
proving our overall bilateral relationship.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,
JAMES B. TAYLOR.
MCI COMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION,
Washington, DC, March 22, 1996.
Mr. STROBE TALBOTT,
Deputy Secretary, Department of State, Wash-
ington, DC.

DEAR MR. TALBOTT: For many years, MCI
has successfully conducted business in Paki-
stan with Pakistan PTT, the government-
owned telephone company. Pakistan has
proven to be a reliable business partner. We
understand that the Overseas Private Invest-
ment Corporation (OPIC) is finalizing an
agreement with the government of Pakistan
to provide political risk insurance covering
foreign investments in Pakistan. This agree-
ment should provide the added security nec-
essary for MCI and other American compa-
nies interested in increasing their invest-
ments in Pakistan. Any action taken to ex-
pedite completion of this agreement would
be helpful.

Sincerely,
MARK ESHERICK,
Senior Policy Advisor.
SOLAR TURBINES,
Washington, DC, March 26, 1996.
Hon. STROBE TALBOTT,
Deputy Secretary, Department of State, Wash-
ington, DC.

DEAR MR. TALBOTT: This letter is a request
for you to look favorably upon making the
resources of the Overseas Private Investment
Corporation available to U.S. exporters when
doing business in the Country of Pakistan.
Such action would be consistent with the
availability of Export-lmport Bank financ-
ing and insurance and the apparent desire on
the part of the U.S. Government to work
closely with the Government of Pakistan
after the prime minister’s visit of last year.

Pakistan represents an important market
to U.S. exporters and the resources of OPIC
will be of considerable value in generating
additional export revenue and jobs within
the United States. At the same time, the
U.S. businesses will, by working more close-
ly with Pakistan, further the cause of de-
mocracy and environmental awareness.

Your leadership in this matter will be
greatly appreciated. Thank you for your con-
sideration.

Most sincerely,
PETER CARROLL.
ALPHA-GAMMA TECHNOLOGIES, INC.,
Raleigh, NC, March 18, 1996.
Mr. STROBE TALBOTT,
Deputy Secretary of State,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. TALBOT: Alpha-Gamma Tech-
nologies, Inc. is actively pursuing a private
power development project in Pakistan.
Along with two other U.S. based companies,
we have plans to make a significant invest-
ment in the power generation sector in that
country. However, we are placed at a signifi-
cant disadvantage against foreign competi-
tion due to non-availability of OPIC cov-
erage.
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I believe that recent legislation passed by
the U.S. Congress makes OPIC coverage
available in Pakistan. However, implementa-
tion of this legislation seems to be taking
some time. Any assistance you can provide
in expediting the availability of OPIC cov-
erage in Pakistan would greatly help U.S.
firms in their efforts to compete in the Paki-
stan market.

Sincerely,
REESE H. HOWLE,
President.
BOSTON TECHNOLOGY, INC.,
Wakefield, MA, March 19, 1996.
Mr. STROBE TALBOTT,
Deputy Secretary of State,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. STROBE TALBOTT: | am writing in
response to a phone message from a Mr.
Monsori Ali, the Economic Minister of Paki-
stan, at the Embassy in Washington. Boston
Technology is a telecommunications firm
employing more than 500 people in the Bos-
ton Area, with offices worldwide.

We have already done some business in
Pakistan with Paktel, and are currently ne-
gotiating for additional business with PTC,
the Pakistan Telephone Company.

It would be of great assistance if the Sen-
ate would approve the Opic Insurance provi-
sion currently under consideration.

Thank you for your interest in Boston
Technology.

Sincerely,
Tobb HASSELBECK,
Vice President International Sales.
HAWKINS OIL & GAS, INC.,
Tulsa, OK, March 14, 1996.
Mr. STROBE TALBOTT,
Deputy Secretary of State,
Washington, DC.

Ref: OPIC Restoration for Pakistan.

DEAR MR. TALBOTT: This letter is a request
that the process to restore OPIC insurance
coverage for Pakistan be completed at the
earliest possible date. Our company has been
working since 1989 to construct and operate
a 586 MW power plant—the Uch Power
Project—in Pakistan. We have been pleased
by the policy behind the Brown Amendment,
and now are hopeful that its expected bene-
fits can be realized. U.S. companies own over
50 percent of the Uch project equity, and
most of the $625 million plant budget is for
purchase of U.S. sourced goods and services.

We are on the verge of financial closing of
this project, and hope to receive clearance
for filing our application for OPIC insurance
thereafter.

Please accept my thanks and appreciation
in advance for your assistance.

Sincerely,
JOHN B. HAWKINS.
TENASKA INTERNATIONAL,
Omaha, NE, April 8, 1996.
Mr. STROBE TALBOTT,
Deputy Secretary, Department of State, Wash-
ington, DC.

DEAR MR. TALBOTT: On behalf of the Uch
Power project sponsors, | am writing to re-
quest your support for making Overseas Pri-
vate Investment Corporation (OPIC) funding
available for Pakistani projects.

As you know, Tenaska International and
four other companies are developing the Uch
Power Limited independent energy project
in Pakistan. The other U.S. sponsors are GE
Capital Corp. and Hawkins Oil and Gas. Ad-
ditionally, Midlands Electricity of the UK
and Hasan and Associates of Pakistan are
project sponsors.

The $630 million project is nearing finan-
cial close, and limited construction already
has begun. Having access to OPIC insurance
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is very desirable for the Uch project. Due to
the project’s advanced stage of development,
we hope that OPIC insurance becomes avail-
able for Pakistan as soon as possible.

Speaking for Tenaska, we are most inter-
ested in future project development in Paki-
stan as well. Availability of OPIC insurance
will be of great benefit to us for future
projects.

We urgently request your support in mak-
ing OPIC insurance available for projects in
Pakistan.

Sincerely,
PAUL G. SMITH,
CEO, Tenaska International.

UNION TEXAS PETROLEUM,
March 20, 1996.
Mr. STROBE TALBOTT,
Deputy Secretary of State,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. TALBOTT: We are writing in sup-
port of initiatives by the Administration and
in Congress to further improve relations be-
tween the United States and Pakistan, par-
ticularly the reactivation of Overseas Pri-
vate Investment Corporation (OPIC) pro-
grams. Union Texas is a United States public
company that has operated oil and gas con-
cessions in Pakistan since 1977. During 1995,
our operations produced approximately 37%
of Pakistan’s domestic oil production and
10% of its natural gas production. Over the
years, we have had a productive and mutu-
ally beneficial relationship with the peoples
and Government of Pakistan. We strongly
believe that the United States should work
to further strengthen its relations with
Pakistan.

During 1995, Union Texas and the Govern-
ment of Pakistan signed a new petroleum
concession agreement and we began discus-
sions regarding downstream projects, includ-
ing electrical power generation and liquefied
petroleum gas opportunities. The availabil-
ity of OPIC programs could be a critical fac-
tor in our ability to commit to certain of
these projects in the future.

We hope that the Administration will give
its full support to reactivating OPIC’s abil-
ity to offer its programs in Pakistan, thus
encouraging U.S. investment and fostering a
positive and supportive environment for re-
lations between our two nations.

Very truly yours,
W. M. KRIPS.
SOUTHERN ELECTRIC INTERNATIONAL,
Atlanta, GA, March 19, 1996.
Mr. STROBE TALBOTT,
Deputy Secretary of State,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. TALBOTT: You may be aware that
the Government of Pakistan (GOP) is pursu-
ing a comprehensive program of privatizing
some of its major state-owned companies. As
part of this program, the GOP is privatizing
the Kot Addu Power Station (KAPS) which is
the largest (1600 MW) thermal electric power
generating station in Pakistan. Southern
Electric International is seriously pursuing
this opportunity in competition with three
other major international companies, two of
which are non-U.S. This project will be bid
this month with financial closing expected
in September.

As a U.S. company, Southern Electric
International’s commercial objectives in
Pakistan are constrained by the delays in
the signing of the relevant protocol that will
allow OPIC to provide the needed insurance
risk coverages. The availability of OPIC in-
surance coverage for Pakistan would en-
hance the competitiveness and investment
options available to Southern Electric and
all U.S. companies interested in investing in
Pakistan. Therefore, 1 would appreciate very
much if your office would facilitate and sup-
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port an expeditious signing of the relevant
protocol.

Southern Electric is a wholly owned sub-
sidiary of The Southern Company, one of the
largest electric utility holding companies in
the U.S., and is based in Atlanta, Georgia.
Southern Electric finances, builds, owns and
operates electricity generation, transmission
and distribution assets in the U.S. and
around the world. Currently, Southern Elec-
tric has international assets in Argentina,
Bahamas, Chile, Trinidad and the United
Kingdom.

Again, | appreciate your consideration and
support with respect to OPIC insurance for
Pakistan. If you have any questions or con-
cerns regarding this matter, please feel free
to contact me.

Regards,
THOMAS G. BOREN.
HYCARBEX, INC.
Irving, TX, March 20, 1996.
Mr. STROBE TALBOTT,
Deputy Secretary of State,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. TALBOTT: This letter is a request
that the process to restore OPIC insurance
coverage for Pakistan be completed at the
earliest date. Our company has obtained a
petroleum concession in Pakistan and is
soon mobilizing our resources for the explo-
ration and development of hydrocarbon re-
sources in Pakistan. I am confident that an
agreement between the Governments of the
United States and Pakistan regarding OPIC’s
coverage will assist not only in our business
but also others who are interested in doing
business in Pakistan.

Please accept my thanks and appreciation
in advance for your assistance.

Yours sincerely,
DAVID L. Cox,
President.

AES CoORP.,
Arlington, VA, March 19, 1996.
Hon. STROBE TALBOTT,
Deputy Secretary of State,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. TALBOTT: The AES Corporation
is an American company in the business of
building, owning and operating private elec-
tric power generating facilities in the United
States and abroad. We have seven plants in
the U.S., three in the U.K., three in Argen-
tina, and four in China. More recently, we
have completed the financings for and begun
construction of two power plants in Paki-
stan. It is because of this activity that we
write to you.

We have been working in Pakistan for two
and one half years, and have committed sub-
stantial amounts of time and—more re-
cently—equity capital to this country. Our
dealings with the Government of Pakistan
have been uniformly characterized by both
fairness and remarkable expedition. We’re
pleased with our success there, and with the
positive impact on American jobs that this
success will have, indirectly and directly.

What has been lacking in Pakistan is our
ability to access the insurance and financing
programs of the Overseas Private Investment
Corporation (OPIC). As you know, until re-
cently OPIC was congressionally prohibited
from offering its services to U.S. companies
operating in Pakistan.

These restrictions have now been lifted,
and we urge you to act quickly to allow
OPIC to offer insurance coverage there. It
will help our efforts and the efforts of many
American companies to do business in Paki-
stan.

Sincerely,
ROBERT F. HEMPHILL, Jr.,
Executive Vice President.
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Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, the Gov-
ernment of Pakistan is pursuing dra-
matic economic reforms, including lib-
eralization, privatization, and deregu-
lation in order to transition its econ-
omy into a fully market-oriented sys-
tem. Once OPIC support is reinstated,
the United States will be able to insti-
tute trade and development assistance
programs as well. U.S. companies will
be able to pursue business opportuni-
ties in a wide variety of sectors, such
as power generation, telecommuni-
cations, highway construction, port de-
velopment and operations, oil and gas,
and banking and finance.

I also point out, Mr. President, that
the Government of Pakistan is in the
process of privatizing its banking sys-
tem. OPIC can be of great help and sup-
port in doing that.

Further, the prohibition of IMET has
meant an emerging generation of Paki-
stani military officers has not had ac-
cess to training in the United States.
Let me be clear that IMET does not
mean the transfer or sale of any weap-
ons. It only means valuable education
assistance to other militaries which
help foster valuable military-to-mili-
tary contacts with the United States
and the host country and allows the
United States to impart its values to
other militaries.

Mr. President, according to the De-
partment of Defense, the Chinese are
currently the single largest provider of
military training to Pakistani Forces.
Cutting off Pakistan from IMET assist-
ance over the last 7 years has therefore
reduced our contacts among the mili-
tary leadership in Pakistan and re-
duced their exposure to United States
institutions and values. This 7-year
vacuum has been filled by China—not
in our best interests. In addition to
providing American-style military
training, IMET can be used to provide
training in human rights, military jus-
tice, and civilian-military relations.

The chief of the Army staff, General
Karamat, for Pakistan, who attended
the United States Army Command and
General Staff College in Fort Leaven-
worth, KS, has stated that he would
rather send his officers to the United
States to study rather than to China. |
think we ought to take him up on that.

The United States has an IMET Pro-
gram with every country in South Asia
except for Pakistan, including Nepal,
Bangladesh, Sri Lanka, India, even the
Maldives. This policy does not make
sense. IMET should be restored not as
a favor to Pakistan but because it is
clearly in the United States interests
to do so.

That is what this amendment is real-
ly all about, helping the Unites States.
It is pro-American. Pakistan is not get-
ting military training from the United
States; it is getting it from China. Is
that serving U.S. interests? | do not
think so.

This amendment is not for anyone
else but the United States because it
will be our interests that are best
served by it. Mr. President, let me
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briefly outline the long history of
friendship between Pakistan and the
United States.

I believe it is important that this ap-
pear in the RECORD.

Since 1947—50 years ago—the found-
ing of the nation of Pakistan, the peo-
ple of Pakistan have been helping to
serve United States interests in South
Asia and around the world. When the
first Prime Minister of Pakistan,
Liagat Ali Khan, chose to undertake
his first overseas visit, it was to the
United States instead of to the Soviet
Union, despite efforts by Moscow to en-
tice him there and despite their prox-
imity to both the Soviet Union and
China. Since the late 1940’s, Pakistan
has helped the United States on numer-
ous occasions in promoting and pro-
tecting American interests.

In a speech to this Congress, Prime
Minister Liagat Ali Khan proclaimed—
and | quote—

No threat or persuasion, no material peril,
or ideological allurement could deflect Paki-
stan from its chosen path of free democracy.

Pakistan lived up to its commit-
ments later on in June 1950, when it de-
clared its unqualified support for the
United States in our war in Korea and
backed us in that war.

In 1954, they joined the Central Trea-
ty Organization.

In 1955, they joined SEATO, the
South East Asian Treaty Organization.
These two American-backed alliances
were aimed at the containment of com-
munism and were very successful.

In 1959, our two countries signed a
mutual defense treaty which is still
operational today.

So this is a long history.

Again, some will say, well, Pakistan
has had military dictatorships and vio-
lations of human rights. That is true. |
understand that. But | believe that the
freedom advocates, the freedom fight-
ers, those who struggle continually in
Pakistan for democracy and freedom
have been at it continually. They have
been assassinated and tortured and put
in jail, but they continue to struggle
for democratic freedoms in that coun-
try.

Those are the ones about whom |
speak, not the military dictatorships,
but the brave people in Pakistan that
continue to struggle and fight and to
maintain an adherence to democracy.

Mr. President, from that time on,
Pakistan has been on our side and by
our side whether it is in Korea or
whether it is in Somalia, whether it is
in Haiti, or in Bosnia. Yes, Pakistan
right now has troops in Bosnia. And
they have faced dangers time and time
again, but they have stuck by our side.

I spoke, not the military dictators,
not the repressive forces in Pakistan,
but to those brave people of Pakistan
who, through all of this, continue to
struggle and to fight against corrup-
tion and to maintain an adherence to
democracy.

In 1960, Pakistan’s commitment, its
friendship to the United States was put
to a very severe test. Again, in accord-
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ance with the Mutual Defense Treaty,
Pakistan allowed us to set up some
bases. One of them was a base from
which we flew our U-2 flights over the
Soviet Union. One of those flights, as
we all sadly remember, was shot down
by the Soviets. Francis Gary Powers
was the pilot, and we all know how the
Soviets paraded him as one of their
trophies.

Soviet leader Nikita Khruschchev
turned his ire on Pakistan because he
knew that was where the plane was
based. He threatened to use nuclear
arms and weapons against Pakistan.
He boasted that the city of Peshawar
would be wiped off the face of the
Earth. The Foreign Minister of Paki-
stan, in his recently published account
of the incident, describes the cool and
confident reaction of the then-Presi-
dent of Pakistan, who dismissed the
Soviet threat by saying, ‘“So what?”’

Again, put yourself in that context.
Korean war, Mutual Defense Treaty,
allowing us to base our U-2 spy planes
there. They are bordering right on the
Soviet Union, and yet they stood by us.

Pakistan again came to the assist-
ance of the United States by helping to
facilitate the crucial opening of Amer-
ican relations with China. In 1970,
then-Secretary of State Henry Kissin-
ger undertook a secret visit to China
from Pakistan. Thus, again, Pakistan
served as that vital bridge between the
United States and China. Again, it was
critical in the cold war to restrain the
Soviet Union.

From 1979 to 1989, the United States
went to Pakistan and asked them to
cooperate with us in and help us fight
the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan
through infiltration of military equip-
ment and other devices. Once again,
Pakistan said yes to the United States
even though they faced great danger.
Not only did the Soviet Union, again,
threaten Pakistan with dire con-
sequences, but launched a campaign of
subversion and terror against Paki-
stan. The country experienced numer-
ous violations of its ground and air
space, terrorist bombings, and subver-
sion.

Since 1992, Pakistan has been at the
forefront of peacekeeping operations.
We went to them and asked them to
supply troops for Somalia, and they
said yes. And we went to them and
asked them to supply troops for the
Haiti operation, and they said yes.
And, Pakistan made significant con-
tributions to the multinational force
during the Gulf War to help liberate
Kuwait. Pakistani troops are currently
in Bosnia.

In 1995, we asked Pakistan to return
a suspected terrorist, Ramzi Yousaf,
for his alleged involvement in the
World Trade Center bombing. And they
did.

And, recently, the CIA was able to re-
turn to the United States, Mir Aimal
Kansi, a Pakistani who is charged with
Killing two CIA employees outside CIA
headquarters.

As a moderate democratic Islamic
ally, Pakistan is our most tried and
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trusted friend we have in the Islamic
world. They have stood by our side
against the Soviet Union’s aggression.
And they have stood by our side in the
fight against terrorism.

So | say to my colleagues, let us
treat our friend and ally Pakistan as
they deserve to be treated due to their
longstanding support for the United
States, but most importantly it is in
our best interests to do so. Granting
OPIC and IMET will help U.S. business
interests and U.S. national security in-
terests. It will help exports, foster
military-to-military contacts and give
the United States better intelligence in
the region. It is fair, it is right, and
makes good sense for the United States
to change its shortsighted policy and
pursue long-term interests in the re-
gion.

Mr. President, | yield the floor.

Mr. WARNER addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. AL-
LARD). The Senator from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I am
very pleased that my distinguished
friend and colleague approached me to
form a partnership for the purpose of
this amendment. In different ways and
at different times both of us have
worked closely with Pakistan. As a
member of the Intelligence Committee
for 8 years, and then as vice chairman,
I worked very closely during the war in
Afghanistan, and through the years
have come to know many of the distin-
guished persons from that nation who
have come to the United States either
in an official capacity or indeed many,
many who have a heritage in Pakistan
who have come to reside and take up
their responsibilities in America.

And that is why | agreed to be the
principal cosponsor with my distin-
guished colleague.

Specifically, the amendment would
allow the United States to provide
OPIC financing for United States com-
panies operating in Pakistan; would
allow the resumption of the IMET pro-
gram to train Pakistani military offi-
cers in the United States; and would
allow assistance for activities to pro-
mote the development of democratic
institutions.

This limited economic and training
assistance to Pakistan will ensure that
the United States will remain con-
structively engaged with a nation that
has a long history as a friend and ally
of the United States.

Almost from its creation as a nation
in 1947, Pakistan has assisted the Unit-
ed States in containing Soviet expan-
sion in this critical part of the world.
In 1954, the United States and Pakistan
signed a mutual defense assistance
agreement which, over the following 10
years resulted in the United States
providing Pakistan over $700 million in
military grant aid. United States eco-
nomic aid to Pakistan was even more
generous—this Nation provided over $5
billion to Pakistan from 1951-82.

This close relationship was of great
benefit to the United States following
the December 1979 Soviet invasion of
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Afghanistan. Pakistani cooperation
was critical to the success of United
States operations related to Afghani-
stan.

The amendment before the Senate
today does not call for a full resump-
tion of United States assistance to
Pakistan. Most importantly, the exist-
ing prohibitions on providing military
equipment would be retained. The pro-
grams we are talking about—particu-
larly OPIC and IMET—are of great ben-
efit to the United States, as well as
Pakistan. OPIC financing will allow
United States businesses to success-
fully compete for business opportuni-
ties in Pakistan; and IMET will allow
the next generation of Pakistani mili-
tary leaders to be exposed to our val-
ues.

During today’s debate on this amend-
ment, we will likely hear discussion
about Pakistan’s nuclear activities.
While | share the concerns of my col-
leagues with the proliferation of weap-
ons of mass destruction in South Asia,
this amendment does not undermine
our nonproliferation goals. To the con-
trary, | believe that we may be better
able to influence developments in
Pakistan if we remain engaged with
that nation.

I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment.

I compliment Senator HARKIN for his
hard work on this amendment. We have
talked with a number of our col-
leagues. We have talked with the ad-
ministration. Former  Ambassador
Pickering, now a senior official at the
Department of State, of course had
written us. Those letters are now in the
RECORD, to my understanding.

I rank him among the most knowl-
edgeable of our present-day persons in
the Department of State, indeed

throughout the administration, and
value his judgment greatly. | have
worked with him for some 15 to 18

years now. And therefore, Mr. Presi-
dent, | strongly urge the adoption of
this amendment.

At this time | yield the floor in rec-
ognition of my colleagues.

Mr. HARKIN. 1 just want to thank
my colleague for his aid, his assistance,
and strong support of this amendment,
and for talking to colleagues here on
the Senate floor about the importance
to the U.S. interests of making sure we
reinstate OPIC, IMET, TDA, the de-
mocracy initiative, and thank the dis-
tinguished Senator from Virginia for
his strong support and his help in this
effort.

Mr. WARNER. | thank my distin-
guished colleague, and particularly for
his reference to IMET. It is a program
I have dealt with throughout my career
both in the Department of Defense and
here in the Senate. And it returns
great dividends to the United States. |
am delighted that this will be a part of
it.

I yield the floor.

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, | rise to
speak about the amendment offered by
my colleagues, Messrs. HARKIN and
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WARNER, which would authorize the re-
sumption of certain forms of economic
assistance and military training activi-
ties with Pakistan.

The amendment would allow the pro-
vision of assistance by the Overseas
Private Investment Corporation
[OPIC], the resumption of military
training activities, and certain other
trade and democratic assistance to
Pakistan. This aid had been terminated
due to Pakistan’s continued inability
to keep its many promises and assur-
ances to the United States concerning
the peaceful nature of its nuclear pro-
gram. The amendment would resume
this specific assistance and do so un-
conditionally.

I used the word, ‘“‘unconditionally.”
That means, the assistance could con-
tinue in the future to flow even if Paki-
stan acquired new uranium enrichment
assistance from China or transferred
its own technology to some other coun-
try.

The aid could flow if Pakistan deto-
nated a nuclear device or transferred
nuclear weapons designs or components
to some other country.

The aid could flow if Pakistan once
again attempts to violate United
States nuclear export control laws by
acquiring nuclear equipment or mate-
rials for its bomb program.

The aid could flow if Pakistan starts
the unsafeguarded production of pluto-
nium, an activity that may soon com-
mence with the completion of its pro-
duction reactor at Khushab.

The aid could flow, in short, with no
expectation whatsoever that such aid
would be accompanied by further
progress in restraining Pakistan’s
bomb program. And in so flowing, the
aid could help Pakistan—albeit in a re-
stricted way—to alleviate the burdens
of United States nuclear sanctions. In
other words, America could be helping
Pakistan to cope with United States
nuclear sanctions, rather than signal-
ing our fundamental national convic-
tion in policy and in law that prolifera-
tion must have a price. Instead of mak-
ing proliferators pay, we could be issu-
ing special rewards for proliferation.

The key here is obviously the word,
““‘could”. The President would be left,
under this legislation, with the dele-
gated responsibility of determining
whether the continuation of U.S. as-
sistance in the face of any of the ac-
tivities above would truly serve the
U.S. national interest. And | for one
surely cannot imagine any cir-
cumstance where such a determination
could be made.

Yet | hope that this amendment will
not send the entire world exactly the
wrong message about America’s com-
mitment to nonproliferation.

The amendment must not suggest
that America has lost the political will
to keep nonproliferation as a key na-
tional security policy in our dealings
with other countries.

It must not signal that our country
is more concerned with promoting its
opportunities for trade and investment
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than it is about curtailing the global
spread of nuclear weapons.

It must not indicate that countries
can make—and then systematically
break—solemn promises to the United
States concerning matters of profound
importance to regional and inter-
national security, and do so without
jeopardizing the flow of much-desired
U.S. foreign assistance.

Now all of us here today are familiar
with the notion that America should
engage Pakistan by providing in-
creased United States assistance as a
means of restraining its nuclear pro-
gram. It would not be the first time
that members of the Senate or the Ex-
ecutive had argued that additional
military or economic aid would serve
as a valuable instrument of non-
proliferation. But | do not believe that
the sponsors of this amendment today
would sincerely make such an argu-
ment. We simply cannot turn a blind
eye to history.

Mr. President, | ask unanimous con-
sent to insert at the end of my remarks
a list of statements concerning the al-
leged value of United States foreign as-
sistance as a tool of nuclear restraint
in Pakistan. | urge my colleagues to
read a few of such assurances that
United States officials provided to Con-
gress throughout the decade of the
1980’s, the very decade, lest we forget,
that Pakistan crossed its most signifi-
cant milestones on its march to the
bomb.

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

(See Exhibit 1.)

Mr. GLENN. | would like to remind
my colleagues that most United States
economic and military aid to Pakistan
was cut off in October 1990 by President
George Bush, when he was no longer
able to certify that Pakistan did not
possess nuclear weapons or that the
provision of further United States aid
would reduce the risk that Pakistan
would come to possess such weapons.
That language, found in the Pressler
amendment, sec. 620E(e) of the Foreign
Assistance Act, has been substantially
relaxed in recent years, in part by the
actions of Congress, and in part by ac-
tions taken unilaterally by the Execu-
tive. Let me review briefly just how far
America has gone already to relax
these sanctions.

The Brown amendment, which was
enacted in February 1996, amended the
Pressler amendment to allow the provi-
sion of all types of economic assist-
ance, notwithstanding Pakistan’s con-
tinuing non-compliance with the Pres-
sler criteria. In addition to allowing
the transfer of over a third-of-a-billion
dollars of embargoed military gear to
Pakistan—including spare parts and
upgrades for Pakistan’s probable nu-
clear-weapons delivery vehicle, the F-
16—the Brown amendment also uncon-
ditionally authorized the resumption of
the following aid: international narcot-
ics controls; military-to-military con-
tacts, including IMET; humanitarian
and civic assistance projects; peace-
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keeping and other multilateral oper-
ations; antiterrorism assistance; an ex-
emption from storage costs for embar-
goed military equipment; and delivery
of military items sent to the United
States for repair before the 1990 sanc-
tions.

For its sponsors, the Brown amend-
ment suffered from one rather serious
problem, however. That amendment
failed to recognize that Pakistan was
still in violation of the Symington
amendment, sec. 101 of the Arms Ex-
port Control Act, and the likelihood of
presidential waiver of the latter was
extremely remote, in light of Paki-
stan’s continued violations of that law.
In short, because the Brown amend-
ment neither repealed nor amended the
Symington amendment, the Symington
amendment continues to outlaw the
provision of aid under the Arms Export
Control Act or the Foreign Assistance
Act to Pakistan. That is why the
present amendment is being offered—it
is being offered to liberalize the sanc-
tions under the Symington amend-
ment.

I note that the International Finan-
cial Institutions Act only requires U.S.
executive officers at those institutions
merely ‘“to consider’ the nonprolifera-
tion credentials of the potential recipi-
ent country, and hence this does not
prohibit continued aid via such institu-
tions. Pakistan has received hundreds
of millions of dollars in assistance
from such institutions since October
1990.

The Export-Import Bank Act only re-
quires the denial of credits in the event
of violations of safeguards or a US nu-
clear cooperation agreement; nuclear
detonations; or persons or countries
that willfully aid and abet non-nuclear-
weapon states to get the bomb.

A host of other legislative amend-
ments have authorized the provision of
the following forms of assistance to
Pakistan, notwithstanding existing nu-
clear sanctions, via nongovernmental
organizations: agricultural, rural de-
velopment, and nutrition; population
and health; education and human re-
sources development; energy; appro-
priate technology; use of cooperatives
in development; integrating women
into national economies; human rights;
environment and natural resources; en-
dangered species; and private and vol-
untary organizations.

So America has not been heartless to
the lot of Pakistan’s vast majority, its
poor people. We have over the years
provided billions of dollars of assist-
ance intended to improve the living
conditions of the people of Pakistan.

Our grievance today is not with the
people of Pakistan but with their Gov-
ernment. It arises in particular from
the awesome and growing credibility
gap between the peaceful words of
Pakistan’s leaders about their coun-
try’s nuclear program, and the certain
fact that Pakistan is continuing to de-
velop nuclear weapons and the missiles
to deliver them.

Now some might argue that we
should simply be grateful that Paki-
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stan is not detonating nuclear weapons
right now. We should rejoice that Paki-
stan is not transferring its bombs,
bomb designs, or bomb components—
right now anyway—to other countries.
We should be happy that Pakistan has
not yet imported a complete nuclear
reprocessing plant or uranium enrich-
ment plant from China, and be grateful
that it is only technical assistance and
components that Pakistan has received
for its bomb program from China. By
golly, we should celebrate the fact that
Pakistan does not yet have an ICBM,
or that it has not yet attacked Indian
civilian or military positions with nu-
clear weapons hung under the wings of
United States-supplied F-16 aircraft.
Yes, we can surely be grateful for all
the above restraint.

But maybe, just maybe, all of this
heroic nuclear restraint that Pakistan
has exercised is due in good measure to
the real and palpable costs that Paki-
stan would pay if it engaged in any of
those flagrant activities—costs that in-
clude, but are no means limited to, the
costs that are found in existing United
States sanctions legislation.

We must examine, however, not just
at what Pakistan has not done, but
also recall what Pakistan has done.
Here is what Pakistan has done re-
cently:

Pakistan has acquired thousands of
specially-designed ring magnets for its
unsafeguarded uranium enrichment
project, and reportedly acquired them
just about the time the United States
Congress was debating the Brown
amendment in 1995. Pakistan’s actions
make a mockery not just of the Brown
amendment, but also of America’s nu-
clear nonproliferation policy as a
whole.

Pakistan is nearing completion of an
unsafeguarded plutonium production
capability with its production reactor
at Khushab and, by some reports, a re-
lated nuclear reprocessing plant.

Pakistan has in the eyes of most of
the world, but evidently not yet those
in our own State Department, acquired
nuclear-capable M-11 missiles from
China, and recently test-fired its HATF
missile.

On March 20, 1997, the trade publica-
tion, Nucleonics Week, reported that
“Pakistan has completed its tests of
its atomic bomb capability success-
fully through computer simulation.”
This claim was made by one who
should know, Pakistan’s former Army
Chief of Staff, Mirza Aslam Beg, and
comes as a particularly bitter reminder
of the Senate’s unfortunate decision
last week to vote down a proposal by
my colleagues, Messrs. COCHRAN and
DuURBIN, to tighten up export controls
over high-powered computers going to
Pakistan and other risky countries.

In June 1997, the CIA Director sent to
Congress an unclassified report on
global weapons proliferation in the last
6 months of 1996—Report entitled: ““The
Acquisition of Technology Related to
Weapons of Mass Destruction and Ad-
vanced Conventional Munitions: July-
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December 1996”’. Here is what the re-
port had to say about Pakistan:

Pakistan was very aggressive in seeking
out equipment, material, and technology for
its nuclear weapons program, with China as
its principal supplier. Pakistan also sought a
wide variety of nuclear-related goods from
many Western nations, including the United
States. China also was a major supplier to
Pakistan’s ballistic missile program, provid-
ing technology and assistance. Of note, Paki-
stan has made strong efforts to acquire an
indigenous capability in missile production
technologies.

The report also said that,

The Chinese provided a tremendous variety
of assistance to both Iran’s and Pakistan’s
ballistic missile programs.

Needless to say, these are some of the
key findings from just one recent un-
classified U.S. government report, per-
haps the tip of the proverbial iceberg.

Mr. President, | ask unanimous con-
sent to insert into the RECORD at the
end of my remarks copies of some of
these relevant reports.

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

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. GLENN. How are we to interpret
such activities? Should we just write
them off as due to India’s own irrespon-
sible nuclear and missile programs? Is
it due to the so-called inevitability of
proliferation? No, indeed, we need to
redouble our efforts to roll back both
countries’ programs. Above all, we
should not be engaging in acts that can
reasonably be interpreted as rewards
for proliferation.

I do not myself see this legislation as
a reward for proliferation and do not
believe that its sponsors, including its
supporters in the Administration, so
view it. But | worry more about how
others will perceive it, particularly
those in Pakistan and in the various
ministries of other countries that may
be working on clandestine projects to
develop weapons of mass destruction.
How far can Uncle Sam be pushed when
it comes to avoiding sanctions against
the bomb? If past is prologue, it ap-
pears that the unfortunate answer is,
pretty far indeed.

Through this legislation, America
has now made a gesture—based more
on hope than on experience—that the
Government and people of Pakistan
will interpret as they wish. | hope they
will recognize that America is sincere
about its global commitments to nu-
clear and missile nonproliferation. |
hope they recognize that America re-
mains determined to pursue vigorously
these commitments not only in Paki-
stan, but also in India, and indeed,
wherever such illicit programs may
exist.

I also hope—as the profound direct
and indirect costs mount of maintain-
ing these dangerous nuclear and mis-
sile programs—that the Government
and people of Pakistan will come in
due course to realize that there is a
more rational course to follow and a
new day will dawn. It is a course
charted by the governments and people
of South Africa, Brazil, Sweden, Swit-
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zerland, South Korea, Taiwan, Ger-
many, Japan, and numerous other
countries that individually reached
their own decisions that their latent
nuclear weapons options are just not
worth the substantial national security
and economic costs of exercising those
options. Make no mistake about it:
cost assessments have been and will
continue to be crucial to national lead-
ers around the world in making such
decisions.

We will not come any closer to wit-
nessing the dawn of that new day, how-
ever, if we continue on our current
course of incrementally weakening the
costs we impose for proliferation where
it occurs. | remain concerned that
while today’s step is quite modest and
incremental, the overall tendency is
one that is suggestive of a weakening
of America’s resolve to pursue vigor-
ously its key nonproliferation goals.
Last week we gave the Senate’s bless-
ing to the disposal of licensing require-
ments for computers that were used in
making hydrogen bombs. Today we
loosen sanctions on Pakistan despite
its ongoing nuclear and missile pro-
grams. Where will this process lead to-
morrow?

That is the question that remains un-
answered by today’s legislation. It is a
question that | surely hope is on the
minds of each Member of Congress and
the relevant offices in the Executive.
Indeed, this is a question that should
be on the minds of all Americans.

EXHIBIT 1

U.S. AID POLICIES AND PAKISTAN’S BOMB:

WHAT WERE WE TRYING TO ACCOMPLISH?

Letters to Congress from Presidents
Reagan & Bush, 1985-1989, required under sec.
620(e) of Foreign Assistance Act (Pressler
Amendment)—“The proposed United States
assistance program for Pakistan remains ex-
tremely important in reducing the risk that
Pakistan will develop and ultimately possess
such a device. | am convinced that our secu-
rity relationship and assistance program are
the most effective means available for us to
dissuade Pakistan from acquiring nuclear
explosive devices. Our assistance program is
designed to help Pakistan address its sub-
stantial and legitimate security needs,
thereby both reducing incentives and creat-
ing disincentives for Pakistani acquisition of
nuclear explosives.”’—President George
Bush, 10/5/89; President Ronald Reagan, 11/18/
88; 12/17/87; 10/27/86; & 11/25/85.

President George Bush, letter to Congress
(addressed to J. Danforth Quayle as Presi-
dent of the Senate), 12 April 1991, urging
abandonment of Pressler certification re-
quirement: ““. . . my intention is to send the
strongest possible message to Pakistan and
other potential proliferators that non-
proliferation is among the highest priorities
of my Administration’s foreign policy, irre-
spective of whether such a policy is required
by law.”

Deputy Assistant Secretary of State
Teresita Schaffer, testimony before House
subcommittee, 2 August 1989: ‘“None of the
F-16’s Pakistan already owns or is about to
purchase is configured for nuclear delivery

. a Pakistan with a credible conventional
deterrent will be less motivated to purchase
a nuclear weapons capability.”

Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense Ar-
thur Hughes, testimony before House sub-
committee, 2 August 1989: “‘Finally, we be-
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lieve that past and continued American sup-
port for Pakistan’s conventional defense re-
duces the likelihood that Pakistan will feel
compelled to cross the nuclear threshold.”

Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense
Robert Peck, testimony before House sub-
committee, 17 February 1988: ‘““We believe
that the improvements in Pakistan’s conven-
tional military forces made possible by U.S.
assistance and the U.S. security commit-
ment our aid program symbolizes have had a
significant influence on Pakistan’s decision
to forego the acquisition of nuclear weap-
ons.”

Special Ambassador at Large Richard Ken-
nedy, testimony before two House sub-
committees, 22 October 1987: ““We have made
it clear that Pakistan must show restraint
in its nuclear program if it expects us to con-
tinue providing security assistance.”

Assistant Secretary of State Richard Mur-
phy, testimony before Senate subcommittee,
18 March 1987: “‘Our assistance relationship
is designed to advance both our non-pro-
liferation and our strategic objectives relat-
ing to Afghanistan. Development of a close
and reliable security partnership with Paki-
stan gives Pakistan an alternative to nu-
clear weapons to meet its legitimata secu-
rity needs and strengthens our influence on
Pakistan’s nuclear decision making. Shifting
to a policy of threats and public ultimata
would in our view decrease, not increase our
ability to continue to make a contribution
to preventing a nuclear arms race in South
Asia. Undermining the credibility of the se-
curity relationship with the U.S. would itself
create incentives for Pakistan to ignore our
concerns and push forward in the direction of
nuclear weapons acquisition.”

Deputy Assistant Secretary of State How-
ard Schaffer, testimony before House sub-
committee, 6 February 1984: ““The assistance
program also contributes to U.S. nuclear
non-proliferation goals. We believe strongly
that a program of support which enhances
Pakistan’s sense of security helps remove
the principal underlying incentive for the ac-
quisition of a nuclear weapons capability.
The Government of Pakistan understands
our deep concern over this issue. We have
made clear that the relationship between our
two countries, and the program of military
and economic assistance on which it rests,
are ultimately inconsistent with Pakistan’s
development of a nuclear explosives device.
President Zia has stated publicly that Paki-
stan will not manufacture a nuclear explo-
sives device.”

Special Ambassador at Large Richard Ken-
nedy, testimony before two House sub-
committees, 1 November 1983: ‘“‘By helping
friendly nations to address legitimate secu-
rity concerns, we seek to reduce incentives
for the acquisition of nuclear weapons. The
provision of security assistance and the sale
of military equipment can be major compo-
nents of efforts along these lines. Develop-
ment of security ties to the U.S. can
strengthen a country’s confidence in its abil-
ity to defend itself without nuclear weapons.
At the same time, the existence of such a re-
lationship enhances our credibility when we
seek to persuade that country to forego [sic]
nuclear arms . . . We believe that strength-
ening Pakistan’s conventional military ca-
pability serves a number of important U.S.
interests, including non-proliferation. At the
same time, we have made clear to the gov-
ernment of Pakistan that efforts to acquire
nuclear explosives would jeopardize our secu-
rity assistance program.”’

Statement by Deputy Assistant Secretary
of State Harry Marshall, 12 September 1983,
before International Nuclear Law Associa-
tion, San Francisco: ‘““U.S. assistance has
permitted Pakistan to strengthen its con-
ventional defensive capability. This serves to
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bolster its stability and thus reduce its moti-
vation for acquiring nuclear explosives.”

President Ronald Reagan, report to Con-
gress pursuant to sec. 601 of the Nuclear Non-
proliferation Act (‘601 Report’’), for calendar
year 1982—‘‘Steps were taken to strengthen
the U.S. security relationship with Pakistan
with the objective of addressing that coun-
try’s security needs and thereby reducing
any motivation for acquiring nuclear explo-
sives.”

President Ronald Reagan, report to Con-
gress pursuant to sec. 601 of the Nuclear Non-
proliferation Act (‘601 Report’’), for calendar
year 1981—‘‘Military assistance by the Unit-
ed States and the establishment of a new se-
curity relationship with Pakistan should
help to counteract its possible motivations
toward acquiring nuclear weapons . . . More-
over, help from the United States in
strengthening Pakistan’s conventional mili-
tary capabilities would offer the best avail-
able means for counteracting possible moti-
vations toward acquiring nuclear weapons.”’

Assistant Secretary of State James Ma-
lone, address before Atomic Industrial
Forum, San Francisco, 1 December 1981: “We
believe that this assistance—which is in the
strategic interest of the United States—will
make a significant contribution to the well-
being and security of Pakistan and that it
will be recognized as such by that govern-
ment. We also believe that, for this reason, it
offers the best prospect of deterring the
Pakistanis from proceeding with the testing
or acquisition of nuclear explosives.”

Undersecretary of State James Buckley,
testimony before Senate Foreign Relations
Committee, 12 November 1981: ‘““We believe
that a program of support which provides
Pakistan with a continuing relationship
with a significant security partner and en-
hances its sense of security may help remove
the principal underlying incentive for the ac-
quisition of a nuclear weapons capability.
With such a relationship in place we are
hopeful that over time we will be able to per-
suade Pakistan that the pursuit of a weapons
capability is neither necessary to its secu-
rity nor in its broader interest as an impor-
tant member of the world community.”

Testimony of Undersecretary of State,
James Buckley, in response to question from
Sen. Glenn, Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee, 12 November 1981, on effects of a nu-
clear detonation on continuation of cash
sales of F-16’s: “‘[Sen. Glenn] . . . so if Paki-
stan detonates a nuclear device before com-
pletion of the F-16 sale, will the administra-
tion cut off future deliveries?

“[Buckley] Again, Senator, we have under-
scored the fact that this would dramatically
affect the relationship. The cash sales are
part of that relationship. I cannot see draw-
ing lines between the impact in the case of a
direct cash sale versus a guaranteed or U.S.-
financed sale.”

Undersecretary of State James Buckley,
letter to NY Times, 25 July 1981: “In place of
the ineffective sanctions on Pakistan’s nu-
clear program imposed by the past Adminis-
tration, we hope to address through conven-
tional means the sources of insecurity that
prompt a nation like Pakistan to seek a nu-
clear capability in the first place.”

EXHIBIT 2
[From Nucleonics Week, April 24, 1997]
PAEC OFFICIAL SAYS CHINA WILL MAKE KEY
PARTS, FINISH CHASHMA BY 1999
(By Mark Hibbs)

Tokyo.—Pakistan’s first imported PWR
will be finished by the end of 1998, and con-
tain equipment which China imported for its
prototype PWR at Qinshan but which Chi-
nese firms have since learned to make, ac-
cording to Parvez Butt, a member of the
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Pakistan  Atomic Commission
(PAEC).

Butt described the 300-MW PWR at
Chashma as 70% complete in terms of both
cost and equipment installed. Still to be in-
stalled are reactor internals.

For Qinshan-1, the reactor vessel and
internals and steam generator tubing were
manufactured in Japan, Germany, France,
Sweden, and Britain. At that time, Western
industry firms involved in making the equip-
ment claimed that China did not have the
metallurgical know-how needed to make all
the equipment needed to replicate the plant
in Pakistan (NW, 6 Feb. '92, 2). South Korean
officials said in 1995 that Korea Heavy Indus-
try & Construction Co. Ltd. (KHIC) had been
approached to make the vessel, since it is al-
ready manufacturing vessels for China’s
larger indigenous PWRs at Qinshan, but the
idea was dropped when Seoul applied to join
the Nuclear Suppliers Group (NW, 28 Sept.
’95, 1).

Butt said that the pressure vessel for
Chashma-1 was made at a factory in north-
ern China and has been undergoing testing
since October. Butt said the vessel would be
“ready soon’ and would conform to inter-
national quality standards. According to
French industry sources, China sought to
make larger pressure vessels for the next
French-supplied PWRs to be build in
Guangdong Province, but experts at
Framatome refused, citing quality concerns.

The steam generators for Chashma-1 will
be made by Shanghai Boiler Works, and
Shanghai Turbine Works will make the tur-
bine generator. The unit’s two main circula-
tion pumps will also be provided by Chinese
firms. Instrumentation and control (I1&C)
equipment is of Chinese design, Butt said,
and will be manufactured by Chinese firms in
Shanghai and Beijing.

Butt said China will also provide the first
core and three reloads, using Chinese ura-
nium enriched and fabricated into fuel in
China. China has trained about 150 Pakistani
operating and maintenance personnel at
Qinshan, Butt said. Pakistan industry input
to the Chashma project has been limited to
some auxiliary equipment such as decon-
tamination tanks in the liquid waste treat-
ment system.

According to Butt, Pakistan paid cash for
all the Chinese input to the Chashma
project. Financing for a second Chinese unit
there, he said, has ‘‘not yet been arranged.”

[From Nucleonics Week, March 27, 1997]
NEW PAKISTANI GOVERNMENT RESTORES FULL
FUNDING FOR CHASHMA PROJECT
(By Abdul Rauf Siddiqi)

KARACHI.—The new government of Nawaz
Sharif has decided to divert unutilized funds
amounting to about 4-billion rupees (U.S.
$100-million) from the disbanded People’s
Works Programme to the 300-MW Chashma
Nuclear Power Project, restoring the current
year’s budget to ensure the plant’s on-time
completion, government sources said.

The People’s Works Programme was dis-
banded by the caretaker government headed
by Miraj Khalid, which bridged the time be-
tween the dissolution of Benazir Bhutto’s
government to the formation of the current
one. The caretaker government, brought into
office on complaints of corruption, mis-
management, and misuse of funds in the
Bhutto regime, allowed only those program
projects which were near to completion to
continue.

The caretaker government also reduced
the allocation for Chashma by Rs 3-billion
from the Rs 4.7-billion budgeted for fiscal
1996-97.

Chashma, being constructed at an esti-
mated cost of Rs 31-billion by the China Na-
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tional Nuclear Corp., is said to be progress-
ing on schedule and is expected to be com-
pleted by the target of October 1998. It is
modeled on China’s indigenous-design PWR
at Qinshan.

[From Nucleonics Week, March 20, 1997]

EX-ARMY HEAD SAYS PAKISTAN BoMB PASSED
COMPUTER SIMULATION TESTS
(By Abdul Rauf Siddiqi)

KARACHI.—Pakistan has completed its
tests of its atomic bomb capability success-
fully through computer simulation, accord-
ing to Pakistan’s former Army Chief, retired
general Mirza Aslam Beg in an interview
with the Urdu language national daily Paki-
stan published in Lahore.

Beg, who retired in 1990, is head of the
Awami Qiyadat Party (AQP) and of an inter-
national think tank, Foundation for Re-
search on International Environment, Na-
tional Defence & Security. He took over the
reins of the armed forces after his prede-
cessor died in a 1988 plane crash. He was the
first army chief to confirm Pakistan’s nu-
clear capability, and disclosed that the gov-
ernment froze the nuclear program in 1989
under U.S. pressure.

The former army chief’s confirmation of
Pakistan’s nuclear test via computer came
an India is preparing to conduct a final test
of its intercontinental ballistic missile
Prithvi at Arrisa, Khalij Bengal. Beg said
that Pakistan’s next step would be the tech-
nology to drop a bomb. He said he has no
knowledge of Pakistan’s possessing the need-
ed missile technology, he said, “we can use
F-16 aircraft for the purpose.”

[From the Deutsche Presse-Agentur, July 3,
1997]
PAKISTAN CONFIRMS TEST FIRING ROCKET BUT
GIVES NO DETAILS

ISLAMABAD.—A government spokesman in
Islamabad confirmed Thursday that Paki-
stan’s Space and Upper Atmosphere Re-
search Council (Suparco) recently test fired
a rocket.

“It was a routine test carried out by
Suparco in rocket motor technology and was
aimed at peaceful uses of technology,” said
the spokesman of the Foreign Ministry com-
menting on press reports that the test in-
volved Hatf-3 missile.

The spokesman did not identify the rocket
as Hatf-3 nor did he confirm a report that it
had a range of 800 kilometres. “‘I do not have
the technical details,”” he said.

Suparco is a civilian organization and its
research had ‘“‘no military component’”’, he
added.

Pakistan has been developing the Hatf mis-
sile to rival India’s medium-range Prithvi
missile. China has been helping Pakistan in
the effort and has also supplied its M-11 mis-
siles to the Moslem country.

“You are free and welcome to locate the
factory,” the spokesman said rejecting as
“totally baseless” a U.S. Time magazine re-
port last month that spy satellites of the
American Central Intelligence Agency had
spotted the layout of a new missile factory
in the suburbs of Rawalpindi, adjacent to
Islamabad.

In the past, American intelligence agencies
reports about the existence of secret nuclear
facilities near Rawalpindi have neither been
admitted nor proved independently.

[From Nucleonics Week, July 3, 1997]
U.S. BELIEVES KHUSHAB STILL CoLD, No
HEAVY WATER SOLD BY CHINA
(By Mark Hibbs)

BONN.—U.S. officials last week categori-
cally denied a report from Pakistan which
claimed that an unsafeguarded reactor near
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Khushab has started operating. One official
monitoring nuclear developments in Paki-
stan told Nucleonics Week instead that ‘“‘all
the data at hand indicates that the reactor is
still cold.”

Two weeks ago, the Pakistani English-lan-
guage newspaper Dawn asserted that the re-
actor is finished and has started up, but can-
not produce electricity or reach full power
because of a shortage of heavy water (NW, 19
June, 15).

Western officials conjectured that the Pak-
istani claim may have been triggered by a
construction milestone at the reactor site or
planted in response to recent reports that
India has deployed the Prithvi ballistic mis-
sile.

In 1994, Western officials told Nucleonics
Week that Pakistan was building a pluto-
nium production reactor, rated at between 50
and 70 megawatts thermal, at a site near
Khushab. These sources later added that in-
telligence pointed to construction of a fuel
fabrication or reprocessing center near the
reactor (NW, 22 Feb. '96, 6). As late as this
April, however, a member of the Pakistan
Atomic Energy Commission denied flatly
that the reactor existed.

According to one U.S. official this week,
however, the Khushab reactor “is definitely
out there’ but not scheduled to be finished
“until later this year or sometime in 1998.”
Another official said that, under the most
optimistic schedule, completion of the reac-
tor ““is several months away.’”” Sources indi-
cated that the reactor had not yet undergone
cold testing, let alone become critical.

The Pakistani report suggested that the
reactor would be used for electricity produc-
tion as well as for isotope production. Recent
surveillance photographs of the site, how-
ever, do not indicate that Pakistan is build-
ing power grid infrastructure, such as tur-
bine generator equipment, for electricity
generation. Moreover, Western officials said,
it is not believed the reactor’s chief purpose
is isotope or silica production, as stated in
the Pakistani account. Pakistan has a tech-
nical cooperation program with the IAEA for
these activities, ‘“‘but none of this has got
anything to do with Khushab,” one Vienna
official said, and the IAEA ‘‘has not been in-
formed” by Pakistan that the reactor is
under construction or that Pakistan plans to
incorporate the unit into its existing tech-
nical cooperation program.

Sources said that, because Pakistan is fac-
ing a massive financial crisis, the U.S. and
other creditor countries supporting the
International Monetary Fund are trying to
leverage Islamabad to keep the reactor from
operating outside of IAEA safeguards. Zia
Mian, a research fellow at the Union of Con-
cerned Scientists in Cambridge, Mass., ob-
served, “If Pakistan were to start operating
the reactor now, it would be taking a very
major foreign policy step,”” demonstrating to
the world that its unsafeguarded program is
going forward regardless of U.S. opposition,
and escalating military nuclear activities to
include significant plutonium production.

INDIAN REPORT ALSO UNCONFIRMED

U.S. officials last week confirmed the as-
sertion by Dawn that a critical factor which
may indefinitely delay full-power operation
of Khushab is shortage of heavy water. But
they did not confirm recurring Indian re-
ports that China, which the U.S. believes to
have supported construction of Khushab,
also provided heavy water for it. According
to Western intelligence sources, a full inven-
tory of heavy water for the unit would be
about 15-20 metric tons (MT), though it
could go critical with a smaller amount.

Indian sources said that, in 1996, China sold
Pakistan 40 MT for Khushab, U.S. officials
said the Indian government had told Wash-
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ington this recently, but U.S. government
agencies ‘“‘could not confirm” the Indian as-
sertion. A U.S. official said last week that,
when New Delhi made the allegations to
Washington, the U.S. “went back to the Chi-
nese on this” and received assurances from
Beijing that Chinese entities did to sell
heavy water to Pakistan for Khushab.

U.S. officials said Indian allegations of
Chinese heavy water trading with Pakistan
were first made during the 1970s, and the
most recent claims were initially taken seri-
ously because there is evidence of past Chi-
nese heavy water sales to both India and
Pakistan.

Last year, the Department of State, now
negotiating a resumption of nuclear com-
merce with China, asserted to the U.S. Con-
gress that as of May 1996, China was not as-
sisting any unsafeguarded foreign nuclear
programs. Despite the Indian claims, U.S. of-
ficials last week continued to back China’s
nonproliferation credentials. ‘““That means
nothing has gone to Khushab,” since mid-
1996, ““and no heavy water,” one U.S. official
involved said June 26.

According to the Pakistani report, admin-
istrative difficulties in Pakistan had pre-
vented heavy water from being allocated for
the Khushab reactor. Sources told Nucleon-
ics Week that, in fact, most of Pakistan’s
scarce heavy water resources have, over the
last two years, been allocated for the Kanupp
PHWR, which generates electricity under
IAEA safeguards. That allocation, sources
said, reflected a general policy by Pakistan
under former prime minister Benazir Bhutto
not to take any steps, such as producing
high-enriched uranium (HEU) at the Kahuta
centrifuge enrichment plant, which would be
seen by Washington as provocative and esca-
lating regional nuclear tension. One source
said, “Keeping heavy water at Kanupp and
away from Khushab should be seen by Wash-
ington as going hand-in-hand with not en-
riching uranium to HEU.”

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. President, |
rise today in strong support of the Har-
kin amendment which restores OPIC,
IMET, Trade and Development Assist-
ance [TDA], and democracy-building
institutions in Pakistan.

This amendment provides us with a
unique opportunity to strengthen and
solidify our relationship with Paki-
stan. Pakistan is a friendly country
and vitally important to the United
States. By restoring these programs,
we can influence the course that Paki-
stan’s economic and political reforms
take and improve the continuity of its
democratic government.

Pakistan has made great strides in

these areas, and Prime Minister
Sharif’'s election signals a turning
point in Pakistani politics. As he

moves to improve the quality of his
country’s government, the United
States should provide the support nec-
essary. Prime Minister Sharif has spon-
sored changes in the Pakistani con-
stitution to end the President’s power
to dismiss the elected government. In
the economic sphere, his government
has embarked on an ambitious reform
program intended to stabilize the econ-
omy. These are positive developments,
but we need to encourage Pakistan to
go even further. Our own Secretary of
State has met with the Pakistani For-
eign Minister to discuss options for
more extensive reforms.

It is in the United States’ best inter-
ests to train Pakistani officials in how
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to conduct legislative procedure and
build lasting democratic institutions.
It is also in our best economic interests
to resume OPIC support for investment
in Pakistan. Prominent U.S. business
leaders have expressed their support
for such an initiative, and | believe this
option can benefit U.S. industry. The
United States will be in a prime posi-
tion to support economic reform in
Pakistan, as well as compete for in-
vestment and trade opportunities
there. We cannot, and should not, pe-
nalize U.S. companies looking to ex-
pand into this area of the world.

Neither should we jeopardize our
stated goal of promoting nuclear non-
proliferation. We have worked to pre-
vent the nuclear arms race in South
Asia, and future cooperation with
Pakistan is now at stake. Restoring
IMET in Pakistan is perhaps the best
means we have of ensuring that non-
proliferation becomes a reality. The
Pakistani military controls the coun-
try’s nuclear programs, but an entire
generation of military officers has been
denied access to training in the United
States. By prohibiting IMET, we have
succeeded in reducing our contacts
within the leadership and limiting
their exposure to U.S. values and insti-
tutions. If we allow IMET to resume,
we will strengthen our position on non-
proliferation by encouraging a Paki-
stani military that is as pro-United
States as possible. Improved relations
with Pakistan can only help our future
nonproliferation efforts.

Mr. President, | am pleased to be a
co-sponsor of this amendment, and |
look forward to a close relationship
with Pakistan in the future.

Mr. MCCONNELL. I am not aware of
any opposition to the amendment on
our side.

Mr. LEAHY. None here.

We are ready to move forward, Mr.
President.

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

The amendment (No. 899) was agreed
to.

Mr. McCONNELL. I move to recon-
sider the vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the motion to reconsider is
laid on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. HUTCHINSON addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas.

AMENDMENT NO. 890
(Purpose: To state the sense of the Senate
that most-favored-nation trade status for

China should be revoked)

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, |
send an amendment to the desk and
ask for its consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report the amendment.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Arkansas [Mr. HUTCHIN-
SON] proposes an amendment numbered 890.

The
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Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, |
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 appropriate place in the bill insert
the following:

“It is the sense of the Senate that the non-
discriminatory treatment extended to the
People’s Republic of China on May 29, 1997,
pursuant to section 402(c) of the Trade Act of
1974 should be withdrawn.””

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, |
offer amendment No. 890 to the foreign
operations appropriations bill. This
amendment which is a sense of the
Senate, would disapprove the MFN sta-
tus, most-favored-nation status, to the
nation of China. | have opposed the re-
newal of MFN to China. On June 3 of
this year | became an original cospon-
sor of Senate Joint Resolution 31, the
legislation disapproving the extension
of MFN.

Unfortunately, because of the joint
resolution of disapproval in the House,
which failed to pass the House of Rep-
resentatives on June 24, as in past
years or at least recent years, the Sen-
ate has not considered and has not had
the opportunity to weigh in on and to
voice its concern about the conditions
in China, and particularly to cast a
vote on the MFN status for China.

Today we will have that opportunity
with this sense of the Senate. It has
been almost 4 years, Mr. President,
since the United States formally
delinked the issues of trade and human
rights with regard to China. Four years
ago when we delinked, when we em-
barked upon our policy of constructive
engagement, the logic was that greater
trade, greater economic expansion
within China itself, would result in po-
litical freedom, greater political free-
dom, less repression, more opportunity
for the people of China.

The fact is, by every measure, the
record of the Chinese Government on
human rights has worsened since the
time that we embarked upon this pol-
icy delinking trade and human rights.
Whether you look at the crackdown on
people of faith within China, whether
you look at the practice of forced abor-
tions, forced sterilization of the men-
tally handicapped, the near extinction
of the expression of any opinion that
would be contrary to the established
line of the Communist Government in
Beijing, by any measure, conditions are
worse, freedoms are less, oppression is
greater than it was 4 years ago when
we started this policy of constructive
engagement.

In fact, according to the 1996 country
report issued by our own State Depart-
ment, the U.S. State Department said
that the Chinese Communist leaders
have succeeded in silencing every
known political dissident. Mr. Presi-
dent, that is every dissident, every free
voice, every voice of dissent, every con-
trary opinion to the party line has now
been extinguished in Communist China
either through exile, through death, or
through imprisonment.
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So, Mr. President, | feel very strong-
ly that our current policy of continu-
ing normal trade relations without re-
gard to human rights conditions has
been ineffective in stemming this very
alarming trend in China by turning a
blind eye to the atrocities or abdicat-
ing our responsibility as a great and a
free nation.

As we have continued to extend Chi-
na’s MFN status, insufficient progress
has been made in opening the vast Chi-
nese market to the American compa-
nies. The argument has been free trade,
increased economic expansion. While
our imports from China have increased
dramatically during the last 4 years,
the amount of goods we export to
China has grown at a much, much
smaller rate.

Moreover, Mr. President, China uti-
lizes a vast prison system manned with
slave labor to produce many products
which are exported to the West. It is
unfair to ask American laborers, Amer-
ican workers, to compete with the
slave labor of Communist China. | be-
lieve in free trade. This is not free
trade that we have currently. Soldiers
of the People’s Liberation Army stand
guard atop the towers of the slave
labor camps, known as Laogai. The
PLA controls, either directly or indi-
rectly, a significant portion of the Chi-
nese industry. In fact, according to our
CIA, thousands of industries that we
are trading with on a routine basis are
controlled by the People’s Liberation
Army. That is not free trade. It is not
fair trade. It is not right.

Mr. President, it is believed that
many of these industries are involved
in the proliferation of weapons of mass
destruction, arms smuggling, economic
espionage, use of forced labor, piracy of
intellectual property, and misinforma-
tion of sensitive military technology.

Mr. President, | know some of my
colleagues, perhaps many of my col-
leagues, feel that this amendment is
something they would rather not vote
on. This sense of the Senate is some-
thing they would rather not have to go
on the record on. | think that we are
dealing with foreign operations. Sec-
tion 524 of this bill bars indirect assist-
ance to many countries, including
China. So it is relevant. It is germane.
It is important that the U.S. Senate
have an opportunity to voice our con-
cerns. It is a sense of Senate. It is not
binding. It is important we send that
signal.

We may not be able this year—we
cannot, obviously, because of the
House action—we may not be able to
deny MFN status, but we can send a
signal, and we should.

To my colleagues | say there are peo-
ple watching. The Chinese Government
is watching what this Chamber does.
The Chinese people are watching. We
can send a message that we do not con-
done the practices, the oppressive to-
talitarian practices of this govern-
ment. We can, at the same time, to the
tens of thousands, yes, the tens of mil-
lions of Chinese who are facing that op-
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pression today, we can say to them
there are those in America who stand
with them and who will support them
in their fight for freedom.

I know, Mr. President, that there are
many bills that have been introduced
to deal with China, and | hope that we
will deal with that. | hope we will take
those bills, whether Senator
BROWNBACK’s, Senator ABRAHAM’S, oOr
whoever may have introduced legisla-
tion to address the China question, and
we will put that into some kind of om-
nibus bill in future weeks to send an
even stronger message. Until then, this
is our opportunity. This is our chance
to, once again, give a voice to Amer-
ican foreign policy. This is our oppor-
tunity to say to the world and to say to
the Chinese Government, America still
stands for something, that we do not
have a foreign policy void of value,
that those values we espouse, which
are embodied in our founding docu-
ments and in our very Constitution,
live on, today, in the policy that we ad-
vocate toward China.

I know there were many who
breathed a sigh of relief in the U.S.
Senate when MFN went down in the
House of Representatives. There was a
sense of ‘““‘we’re off the hook.” | say to
all of those of my colleagues who have
decried the conditions in China today,
I say to all of my colleagues who in one
form or another have said it is wrong
what they are doing over there, to re-
member that while we may have been
off the hook, there are tens of thou-
sands of Chinese people in prison camps
today who are still on the hook, this is
our chance to give them the voice that
their government has denied them.

I ask my colleagues to look deep
within their soul, to look at their con-
science, and | ask them to vote in favor
of this sense-of-the-Senate resolution
disapproving of most-favored-nation
status for China.

| ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. McCCONNELL. Mr. President, let
me say in response to the amendment
of my colleague from Arkansas, | and a
number of other Members of the Senate
were in Hong Kong a couple of weeks
ago. | raise Hong Kong—even though I
know the sense-of-the-Senate amend-
ment deals with China—I raise Hong
Kong because | think Hong Kong is the
best hope for China. Hong Kong is
going to lead the way to a new China,
and a new China is already developing,
which is not to say that any of us are
entirely happy about everything going
on in the People’s Republic of China,
but a lot of good things are happening,
particularly on the economic side. No
one in Hong Kong, not even Martin Lee
and all of the democratic reformers
that many of us know, is in favor of
terminating MFN for China. You can-
not find anybody in Hong Kong who
thinks terminating MFN for China is a
way to promote a better, more demo-
cratic, more open China.
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So with all due respect to my friend
and colleague from Arkansas, | think
we have worked our way through this
MFN debate. The President of the
United States, as we all know, in 1992,
when he ran, thought that MFN for
China ought to be linked to human
rights and democracy evolving in
China, and as soon as the election was
over, he took a closer look at it and he
changed his mind. I must say | give
him credit for changing his mind be-
cause | don’t think this will bring
about the kind of positive reform in
terms of human rights and democracy
in China that we would all hope.

What is changing China—unquestion-
ably what is changing China—is eco-
nomic reform. So | hope we will not
support the amendment of the Senator
from Arkansas. | think it would be a
step in the wrong direction. I know
there are other colleagues who share
my view.

| see Senator FEINSTEIN on her feet
now. | yield the floor.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. I thank the distin-
guished Senator from Kentucky, and |
thank you, Mr. President, for this op-
portunity.

I didn’t come to the floor prepared to
speak on this amendment. I came to
speak on a another amendment. Having
said that, I must say | am sorry this
sense-of-the-Senate amendment has
been raised. | think it would be a big
mistake to pass this sense of the Sen-
ate that would essentially say to the
People’s Republic of China, “we are
going to isolate you from the rest of
the world.”” Make no mistake about it,
that is what this amendment says.

Anyone that has had a look at China
knows that, historically, China has
never wanted to interrelate with the
rest of the world. Those of us who were
in Hong Kong for the handover heard
many comments about the British oc-
cupation of Hong Kong as a kind of
bounty from the opium wars where
Britain forced on China the opium
trade, and the whole British control of
Hong Kong as a colony developed from
that time.

Having said that, the question is,
really, is anything productive solved
by forcing China into a position of iso-
lationism, strengthening the hard-lin-
ers in China, providing a setback to the
development of the rule of law and,
most importantly, providing a setback
to the economic democracy that is now
developing all throughout the eastern
seaports of the People’s Republic of
China? My answer to that is no. My an-
swer to that is it signals to China that,
effectively, Senate policy at the very
least would be to try to contain China,
isolate China, and not allow China to
be a normal trading party with the
United States of America. Internation-
ally, that signals catastrophe.

Now, what does it mean for the Unit-
ed States? For the United States, and
as a Californian, in my State, with one-
third of our economy now dependent on
Asia—not necessarily on China, but
Asia—it means a loss of jobs. For the
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rest of the United States, it means a
loss of jobs. The Senator from Ken-
tucky just alluded to what it would
mean for Hong Kong. He alluded to the
fact that we heard no democratic lead-
er say MFN should be denied China.
Exactly the opposite. We heard demo-
cratic leaders in Hong Kong saying to
deny China MFN would negatively im-
pact the people of Hong Kong.

They estimate it would take eco-
nomic growth and cut it by half, from
5 percent to 2% percent. They say that
it would cost up to 86,000 jobs in Hong
Kong, and that even a partial cancella-
tion, even a 6-month extension, would
create a kind of uncertainty that
would disturb the market in Hong
Kong.

I think it is misguided to think you
can deny a nation as large as China,
the largest nation in the world, normal
trading relations—not special trading
relations, nothing special about it, but
normal trading relations—and do any-
thing other than shoot ourselves in the
foot, because a whole ripple effect
would be felt throughout the United
States. And the flip side in China
would be the growing isolation, the
hard-liners being able to say, ‘‘I told
you so.”’

Right now in China it is widely spec-
ulated that the next premier will be a
man whose name is Zhu Rongji. He was
at one time the mayor of Shanghai. |
know him. He also is the author of the
marketplace economy for China. He
supported Shanghai as the first inde-
pendent economic zone, which really
was the first of these dynamic eco-
nomic zones, and then, second, he has
supervised an amazing transformation
of the marketplace.

Today, only 50 percent of the compa-
nies in China are wholly owned by the
central government. It used to be 100
percent of the companies were owned
by the central government; 25 percent
of these are in private hands today.
They are becoming more competitive,
more efficient. Sure, it is difficult be-
cause the big employers of China are
the centrally owned companies. So it
takes time.

In direct response to the distin-
guished Senator’s concern about
human rights—because | share these
concerns very, very much—I have been
trying for 6 years now, almost twice a
year, to get the Chinese Government
just to sit down with the Dalai Lama,
just to try to come to terms with him
with respect to cultural and economic
preservation of Tibetans within Tibet.
So far, | have not been successful. |
don’t expect to stop trying.

But during the 6-year period, what |
have noticed has been interesting with-
in the rest of China. What | have no-
ticed is a growth in the rule of law.
What | have noticed is that the Chinese
are now eager to modernize their com-
mercial codes, their criminal codes.
The next step needs to be an independ-
ent judiciary; by this, | mean independ-
ent from party control, a judiciary
that is paid well, that is seen to be
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independent. Qiao Shi, head of the Na-
tional People’s Congress, proposed a
limitation of administrative detention
today in China—picking up an individ-
ual, and holding them in custody can-
not be done for more than 30 days. That
is a step forward.

China has lived for 5,000 years under
the rule of man; the rule of law is going
to take some time. | commend the dis-
tinguished Senator for his commitment
to this issue. If he had visited China in
the late sixties or the early seventies,
when Richard Nixon went to China and
negotiated the Shanghai communique
in 1972, it was a very much more con-
stricted China. No one would have
talked to the distinguished Senator.
Everybody dressed alike. Everybody
marched to the sound of the same
drummer. The red books of the Cul-
tural Revolution were still evident on
the streets. The music still blared
every morning. The controls were evi-
dent.

It is a very different China today.
None of that is true today. People will
talk. They will say what they think.
There is a freer lifestyle. There is an
improved standard of living. | believe
that if you have an economic democ-
racy, a social democracy will follow
one day, just as sure as the sun comes
up every morning, because the more
people see the economic marketplace,
the freedom that trade gives them, the
increased educational levels, the bene-
fit it produces, they then enter into the
dialog and they learn about other cul-
tures.

So | believe that from the days of the
1960’s, of the Cultural Revolution and
its aftermath, really lasting up to 1979,
1980, in the ensuing 17 years after 1980,
there have been major changes within
China. What we need to do is engage
China, send working teams over on a
regular basis, sit down with Chinese
leaders, enable them to understand
how our Government works and what
our concerns are and what our national
interests are and, | think, bring China
into the mainstream of world leader-
ship, not isolate it. Nothing sends a
message of isolationism and contain-
ment for China more strongly than de-
nying normal trading relations.

Mr. President, | believe this amend-
ment should be defeated. It will not
bring about a positive result for the
ends that both the distinguished Sen-
ator and | would like to see.

| thank the Chair and yield the floor.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, |
will briefly respond to my distin-
guished colleagues from Kentucky and
California. | feel compelled, as | listen
to the arguments that have been raised
over and over again, and particularly
the phrase that ‘it is a different China
today.”

Well, it is not my opinion that | am
citing today. It is our own State De-
partment’s 1996 country report on the
conditions in China. So | remind my
colleagues on the floor right now that
our State Department, in looking at
China, said, yes, it is a different China;
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the difference is that 8 years after the
Tiananmen Square massacre, after
those brave students stood in front of
those tanks, there is not one remaining
independent free voice in China today.
That is our State Department. Every
dissident has either been killed or im-
prisoned or exiled. There are none of
those independent voices. That is the
China that exists today. That is what
our State Department has said.

Now, the State Department had a
new report they were going to issue. It
was supposed to have been out months
ago. It was delayed. It was supposed to
have been out in June, and it has been
further delayed until after the MFN
votes were over. | wish the administra-
tion had ordered that latest State De-
partment report to be issued so that
the Members of the Senate could see
what the latest evaluation of the con-
ditions in China really are. The latest
we have, in the 1996 country report, is
that there are no free voices in China
today.

Now, they say we will isolate China.
The same ones who say we are going to
isolate China will say we can’t deny
MFN because they will send all of
those goods to Europe, they will find
markets for their products in Europe.
Let me assure my colleagues, you will
not isolate one-fifth of the world’s pop-
ulation. And it is a self-contradictory
argument to say we dare not isolate
them or we will deny our American
citizens these goods.

Now, my dear colleague and distin-
guished friend from Kentucky said Mr.
Clinton had changed his mind when he
got elected. Indeed, he did. He com-
mended him for his change of mind.
Well, 1 criticize him for his change of
mind. | think he was right when he was
a candidate. He then said that it was
intolerable that we, as a people of con-
viction and values, should stand by and
close our eyes to what is going on in
China. So | regret that he made that
change, as he has made changes in
many other policies.

Well, then they say, ‘It just takes
time, just give them time,” and if we
will give them time, my colleagues
say, we will see political freedom, an
increase in their economic opportuni-
ties and, as sure as day follows night,
political freedom will come. Mr. Presi-
dent, | have been waiting for 4 years. |
have been waiting for 4 years for one
scintilla of evidence to support that
notion. If | could have found just the
slightest indication that things were
getting better in China, | would have
voted for MFN to encourage those posi-
tive changes. But by every measure, it
has gotten worse, and every objective
observer, from Amnesty International,
to Family Research Council, to our
own State Department, has said it’s
worse.

So how can we continue to say, well,
business as usual, and if we keep on
giving them time, it will get better,
when, so far, every time they have
thumbed their nose at what we have
done. Then we hear that no one calls
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for it if you go to Hong Kong. | don’t
know about that, but | do know that if
you were in mainland China today, you
could not call for it because, if you
dared, you would be imprisoned and
you would risk your very life and the
lives of your loved ones. There are no
dissidents left.

So to my colleagues | say, the vote
on this amendment is very simple: to
embrace the policy of profits and ap-
peasement, or to embrace the policy of
principle and principled challenge to
those who would abuse and persecute
and execute their own citizens.

Mr. President, | yield the floor.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, | rise
to discuss the amendment introduced
by the Senator from Arkansas regard-
ing MFEN status for China. This issue is
of immense importance to Washington
State and the Nation.

As a member of the Foreign Oper-
ations Subcommittee, | must state for
the record that | believe that this is
not the appropriate forum for this
amendment. The Senator from Arkan-
sas has chosen to spring upon the Sen-
ate—with little notice—his amendment
to fundamentally alter our relationship
with the world’s most populous nation.

I am sure the Senator knows that the
House of Representatives recently fol-
lowed the process established by the
Jackson-Vanik amendment to overturn
the President’s decision to renew most-
favored nation status for the People’s
Republic of China. The House of Rep-
resentatives in strong bipartisan fash-
ion rejected the effort to overturn the
President of the United States. | ap-
plaud the House for taking this action.
The House vote in favor of MFN fol-
lowed extensive hearings, much
thoughtful debate, and considerable
input from our constituents, the busi-
ness community, and the Clinton ad-
ministration.

While this is not a new issue to many
in the Senate, the Senator from Arkan-
sas now asks the U.S. Senate go on
record on this important strategic
issue on the wrong bill without the
benefits of adequate debate and thor-
ough consideration. | don’t believe this
is the way to make good policy, and
particularly on the United States-
China relationship which is perhaps the
most important, most difficult and
most challenging relationship for Unit-
ed States policy makers to manage.

| applaud Senator HUTCHISON’s inter-
est in the United States-China rela-
tionship. In fact, | share many of the
concerns that he in his arguments has
outlined. But | differ in his prescrip-
tion for addressing the problems in the
United States-China relationship. |
don’t believe ending MFN or normal
trade ties with China will advance
United States interests. Rather, | be-
lieve the approach prescribed by oppo-
nents of MFN would for all intensive
purposes end our relationship with
China. For my State, this would be dis-
astrous.

Chinese students—some of whom will
become future government leaders in
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China—will likely discontinue their
studies at universities in this country
including at the Henry Jackson School
of International Affairs at the Univer-
sity of Washington.

As many as 400 Washington State
families might lose the ability to adopt
a young Chinese girl in the coming
year as a result of this amendment.

The Reverend Ned Graham and his
East Gates Mininstries based in Sum-
ner, WA, could see its mission in China
curtailed or possibly ended altogether.
East Gates Ministries has distributed
nearly 2 million Bibles printed in Chi-
nese dialects throughout China. Other
Washington State faith-based min-
istries are active in China and could
see their activities halted if the Senate
agrees to this amendment.

I recently traveled to Hong Kong and
China to discuss candidly the issues
like MFN, the World Trade Organiza-
tion, Hong Kong’s reversion to Chinese
sovereignty, the trade imbalance be-
tween the United States and China, my
personal concerns on human rights,
and numerous other issues.

In Hong Kong, I met with officials
from the U.S. Consulate, the American
Chamber of Commerce, the Hong Kong
Government, and others. On the street
and in official meetings, | sought to de-
termine the mood of the people of the
former British Colony prior to the re-
version to Chinese sovereignty. Again
and again, | was encouraged to convey
to the Congress the importance of MFN
to Hong Kong. Virtually every leader
from Hong Kong has communicated to
Congress the devastating impact that
MFN revocation would have on the is-
land recently named the freest econ-
omy in the world.

In my view, it is important for all
who want to influence change in China
to recognize that Hong Kong’s transi-
tion may be our best opportunity to
further influence the mainland in such
important areas as the rule of law, re-
spect for individual rights, and the
many democratic principles that we
cherish in the United States.

In Beijing, I met with China’s Vice
Premier, Chinese Trade Ministry offi-
cials, and Chinese leaders involved in
financial services, transportation, agri-
culture, electronics, and aviation. |
also spent a significant amount of time
with U.S. Ambassador Jim Sasser, our
former Senate colleague. Ambassador
Sasser, who was a China critic as a
member of this body, now adamantly
supports the renewal of MFN status for
China.

In my meeting with Vice Premier Li
Langing, | focused on the trade imbal-
ance between the United States and
China, my concerns and those of my
constituents on human rights, and the
importance of China abiding by its
commitments to Hong Kong.

| also discussed the Chinese counter-
parts many other issues important to
us, including the growth of the
Internet in China, the competitive ad-
vantage of Washington State’s ports
and transportation infrastructure, the
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future energy needs of China, food se-
curity issues, including China’s ability
to feed its own people, problems associ-
ated with large, unproductive state-
owned enterprises and growth patterns
in coastal and rural parts of China.

My point in discussing my trip to
China tonight is quite simple: If the
Senate adopts the Hutchinson amend-
ment, it will have disastrous con-
sequences on the United States-China
relationship. | believe it will threaten
our very ability to dialog with the Chi-
nese on all of the issues | have just out-
lined.

If the opponents of MFN truly believe
the Senate must go on record on this
issue, so be it. Let’s do it in a respon-
sible fashion with the proper consider-
ation that an issue of this importance
merits.

I strongly encourage my colleagues
to vote against the Hutchinson amend-
ment. | believe it is unwise and irre-
sponsible for the Senate to address this
issue in this fashion.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, pursuant
to a request by the distinguished Sen-
ator from Kentucky, the chairman of
the committee and manager of the bill,
I ask unanimous consent that the
amendment by the distinguished Sen-
ator from Arkansas be temporarily laid
aside.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
FAIRCLOTH). Is there objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 900
(Purpose: To suspend temporarily the certifi-
cation procedures under section 490(b) of
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 in order
to foster greater multilateral cooperation
in international counternarcotics pro-
grams.)

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Connecticut [Mr. DobpD],
for himself, Mr. McCAIN, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr.
LUGAR, Mr. DoOMENICI, Mr. KERREY, Mrs.
HUTCHISON, Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. HAGEL, Mr.
WARNER, and Mr. INOUYE, proposes an
amendment numbered 900.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, |1 ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

On page 102, between lines 9 and 10, insert
the following:

TEMPORARY SUSPENSION OF DRUG
CERTIFICATION PROCEDURES

SEC. 575. (a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes
the following findings:

(1) The international drug trade poses a di-
rect threat to the United States and to inter-
national efforts to promote democracy, eco-
nomic stability, human rights, and the rule
of law.

(2) The United States has a vital national
interest in combating the financial and other
resources of the multinational drug cartels,
which resources threaten the integrity of po-
litical and financial institutions both in the
United States and abroad.

(3) Approximately 12,800,000 Americans use
illegal drugs, including 1,500,000 cocaine
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users, 600,000 heroin addicts, and 9,800,000
marijuana users.

(4) lllegal drug use occurs among members
of every ethnic and socioeconomic group in
the United States.

(5) Drug-related illness, death, and crime
cost the United States approximately
$67,000,000,000 in 1996, including costs for lost
productivity, premature death, and incarcer-
ation.

(6) Worldwide drug trafficking generates
revenues estimated at $400,000,000,000 annu-
ally.

(7) The United States has spent more than
$25,000,000,000 for drug interdiction and
source country counternarcotics programs
since 1981, and despite impressive seizures at
the border, on the high seas, and in other
countries, illegal drugs from foreign sources
are cheaper and more readily available in
the United States today than 20 years ago.

(8) The 1961 Single Convention on Narcotic
Drugs, the 1971 Convention on Psychotropic
Substances, and the 1988 Convention Against
Illicit Traffic in Narcotic Drugs and Psycho-
tropic Substances form the legal framework
for international drug control cooperation.

(9) The United Nations International Drug
Control Program, the International Narcot-
ics Control Board, and the Organization of
American States can play important roles in
facilitating the development and implemen-
tation of more effective multilateral pro-
grams to combat both domestic and inter-
national drug trafficking and consumption.

(10) The annual certification process re-
quired by section 490 of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2291j), which has
been in effect since 1986, has failed to foster
bilateral or multilateral cooperation with
United States counternarcotics programs be-
cause its provisions are vague and inconsist-
ently applied and fail to acknowledge that
United States narcotics programs have not
been fully effective in combating consump-
tion or trafficking in illegal drugs, and relat-
ed crimes, in the United States.

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

(1) existing United States domestic and
international counternarcotics program have
not reduced the supply of illegal drugs or sig-
nificantly reduced domestic consumption of
such drugs;

(2) the President should appoint a high
level task force of foreign policy experts, law
enforcement officials, and drug specialists to
develop a comprehensive program for ad-
dressing domestic and international drug
trafficking and drug consumption and relat-
ed crimes, with particular attention to fash-
ioning a multilateral framework for improv-
ing international cooperation in combating
illegal drug trafficking, and should designate
the Director of the Office of National Drug
Policy to chair the task force;

(38) the President should call upon the
heads of state of major illicit drug producing
countries, major drug transit countries, and
major money laundering countries to estab-
lish similar high level task forces to work in
coordination with the United States; and

(4) not later than one year after the date of
enactment of this Act, the President should
call for the convening of an international
summit of all interested governments to be
hosted by the Organization of American
States or another international organization
mutually agreed to by the parties, for the
purpose of reviewing the findings and rec-
ommendations of the task forces referred to
in paragraphs (1) and (2) and adopting a
counternarcotics plan of action for each
country.

(c) SUSPENSION OF DRUG CERTIFICATION
PROCESs.—(1) Section 490 of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2291j), relating
to annual certification procedures for assist-

July 16, 1997

ance for certain drug-producing and drug-
transit countries, shall not apply in 1998 and
1999.

(2) The President may waive the applica-
bility of that section in 2000 if the President
determines that the waiver would facilitate
the enhancement of United States inter-
national narcotics control programs.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, | ask for
the yeas and nays on this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
AMENDMENT NO. 901 TO AMENDMENT NO. 900
(Purpose: To perfect the pending
amendment)

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Connecticut [Mr. DobD]
proposes an amendment numbered 901 to
Amendment No. 900.

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

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

The amendment is as follows:

Strike all after the first word in the pend-
ing amendment and add in lieu thereof the
following:

SEC. . SUSPENSION OF DRUG CERTIFICATION
PROCEDURES.

SEC. 575. (a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes
the following findings:

(1) The international drug trade poses a di-
rect threat to the United States and to inter-
national efforts to promote democracy, eco-
nomic stability, human rights, and the rule
of law.

(2) The United States has a vital national
interest in combating the financial and other
resources of the multinational drug cartels,
which resources threaten the integrity of po-
litical and financial institutions both in the
United States and abroad.

(3) Approximately 12,800,000 Americans use
illegal drugs, including 1,500,000 cocaine
users, 600,000 heroin addicts, and 9,800,000
marijuana users.

(4) lllegal drug use occurs among members
of every ethnic and socioeconomic group in
the United States.

(5) Drug-related illness, death, and crime
cost the United States approximately
$67,000,000,000 in 1996, including costs for lost
productivity, premature death, and incarcer-
ation.

(6) Worldwide drug trafficking generates
revenues estimated at $400,000,000,000 annu-
ally.

(% The United States has spent more than
$25,000,000,000 for drug interdiction and
source country counternarcotics programs
since 1981, and despite impressive seizures at
the border, on the high seas, and in other
countries, illegal drugs from foreign sources
are cheaper and more readily available in
the United States today than 20 years ago.

(8) The 1961 Single Convention on Narcotic
Drugs, the 1971 Convention on Psychotropic
Substances, and the 1988 Convention Against
Ilicit Traffic in Narcotic Drugs and Psycho-
tropic Substances form the legal framework
for international drug control cooperation.

(9) The United Nations International Drug
Control Program, the International Narcot-
ics Control Board, and the Organization of
American States can play important roles in
facilitating the development and implemen-
tation of more effective multilateral pro-
grams to combat both domestic and inter-
national drug trafficking and consumption.
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(10) The annual certification process re-
quired by section 490 of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2291j), which has
been in effect since 1986, has failed to foster
bilateral or multilateral cooperation with
United States counternarcotics programs be-
cause its provisions are vague and inconsist-
ently applied and fail to acknowledge that
United States narcotics programs have not
been fully effective in combating consump-
tion or trafficking in illegal drugs, and relat-
ed crimes, in the United States.

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

(1) existing United States domestic and
international counternarcotics program have
not reduced the supply of illegal drugs or sig-
nificantly reduced domestic consumption of
such drugs;

(2) the President should appoint a high
level task force of foreign policy experts, law
enforcement officials, and drug specialists to
develop a comprehensive program for ad-
dressing domestic and international drug
trafficking and drug consumption and relat-
ed crimes, with particular attention to fash-
ioning a multilateral framework for improv-
ing international cooperation in combating
illegal drug trafficking, and should designate
the Director of the Office of National Drug
Policy to chair the task force;

(3) the President should call upon the
heads of state of major illicit drug producing
countries, major drug transit countries, and
major money laundering countries to estab-
lish similar high level task forces to work in
coordination with the United States; and

(4) not later than one year after the date of
enactment of this Act, the President should
call for the convening of an international
summit of all interested governments to be
hosted by the Organization of American
States or another international organization
mutually agreed to by the parties, for the
purpose of reviewing the findings and rec-
ommendations of the task forces referred to
in paragraphs (1) and (2) and adopting a
counternarcotics plan of action for each
country.

(c) SUSPENSION OF DRUG CERTIFICATION
PROCESS.—(1) Section 490 of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2291j), relating
to annual certification procedures for assist-
ance for certain drug-producing and drug-
transit countries, shall not apply in 1998 and
1999.

(2) The President may waive the applica-
bility of that section in 2000 if the President
determines prior to Dec. 31, 1999 that the
waiver would facilitate the enhancement of
United States international narcotics con-
trol programs.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, | offered
the second-degree amendment and it
doesn’t substantially change the origi-
nal amendment, but it is so that we
can have an up-or-down vote on the
substance of the amendment | offered
on behalf of myself, my colleague from

Arizona, Senator MCcCAIN, Senator
DASCHLE, Senator LUGAR, Senator Do-
MENICI, Senator COCHRAN, Senator
KERREY of Nebraska, Senator
HUTCHISON, Senator HAGEL, Senator

WARNER, and Senator INOUYE.

Mr. President, we believe that the ap-
proach contained in this amendment
will lead to a far more cooperative and
effective effort to meet the inter-
national threat posed by the inter-
national drug trafficking that is occur-
ring in our country and elsewhere
around the globe.

The pending amendment calls upon
the President of the United States to
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establish a high-level interdisciplinary
task force, under the direction of Gen-
eral Barry McCaffrey, Director of the
Office of National Drug Control Policy,
to develop a comprehensive strategy
for dealing with the supply and demand
side of the drug problem.

This amendment also urges the
President of the United States to en-
courage other drug-producing, and
transit countries to undertake similar
efforts. Within a year’s time, it calls
for an international summit to be held,
at which time the efforts of all of the
parties would be merged into a multi-
lateral battle plan to engage the illegal
drug trade on every front.

In order to create the kind of inter-
national cooperation and mutual re-
spect that must be present if this effort
is to produce the results all of us de-
sire, our amendment would also tempo-
rarily suspend, for 2 years, the annual
drug certification procedure while ef-
forts are ongoing to develop and imple-
ment a new strategy. It does not repeal
the certification process, but suspends
it for 2 years in order to try this new
dynamic. Barry McCaffrey, Director of
the Office of National Drug Control
Policy, supports this amendment, as
does the administration.

As you know, the issue of how best to
construct and implement an effective
counternarcotics policy has been the
subject of much debate in this Chamber
and, | add, much disagreement over the
years. Our intention in offering this
amendment today is to try and see if
there isn’t some way to end what has
become a stale annual event, an event
that has not brought us one step closer
to mounting a credible effort to elimi-
nate or even contain the international
drug Mafia.

We all can agree that drugs are a
huge problem and a growing problem.
Illegal drugs aren’t some theoretical
abstraction that only concerns Mem-
bers of Congress. Most American fami-
lies know —many firsthand, unfortu-
nately—the dangers inherent in the
drug trade. They worry about their
children, their schools, their streets,
and their communities. They know
only too well the impact that unfet-
tered drug gangs can have on them,
their families, and the towns in which
they live.

We can all agree here, Mr. President,
that there is an important inter-
national component to the drug men-
ace. Drug kingpins have no respect for
international borders. They ply their
trade clandestinely wherever the op-
portunities may arise. The inter-
national drug trade poses a direct
threat, | argue, to the United States as
a government here at home, and to
international efforts to promote de-
mocracy, economic stability, human
rights, and the rule of law throughout
the globe; but most especially, | think,
here in our own hemisphere.

Mr. President, | have concerns about
the international implications of the
drug trade. Of even greater concern to
me personally are the effects it is hav-
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ing here in the United States. Today,
approximately 12.8 million Americans
use illegal drugs, including 1.5 million
cocaine users, 600,000 heroin addicts,
and 9.8 million people who have used
marijuana.

This menace isn’t just confined to
our inner cities or the poor. lllegal
drug use occurs among members of
every ethnic and socioeconomic group
in this country. The human and eco-
nomic costs are enormous and stagger-
ing. Drug-related illness, death, and
crime cost our Government and the
taxpayers of this Nation approximately
$67 billion in 1996, including costs for
lost productivity, premature death,
and incarceration.

The drug trade is an enormously lu-
crative business. Drug trafficking gen-
erates estimated revenues of $400 bil-
lion annually. Although often left
unstated, it is United States’ demands
for these illegal drugs which has been a
driving force making drug trafficking
the incredibly lucrative enterprise it
has become. The principal focus of the
U.S. international counternarcotics ef-
forts has been to endeavor to go to the
source, to penetrate the
narcotrafficking organizations that
control the production and distribution
of drugs, and to dismantle them. An
important component of that inter-
national effort since 1986 has also in-
cluded as its centerpiece the so called
““annual certification process.”

Mr. President, | commend those who
authored the certification process.
Their intent, as is the intent of us who
offer this amendment, is the same; that
is, to try and figure out a way to slow
down this traffic that pours into our
country. Mr. President, | respectfully
suggest that, after 10 years, the certifi-
cation process has not helped. There-
fore, we are trying, through this
amendment, a new process by which we
might, hopefully, change the dynamic
and reverse the present trends that
continue upward. The United States
has spent more than $25 billion since
1981 for foreign interdictions and
source country counternarcotics
projects, and has been issuing an an-
nual certification report card since
1986.

Yet, despite these efforts, seizures at
the borders, from the high seas, and
other countries, foreign drugs are
cheaper and more readily available in
the United States today than they were
two decades a