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See’s Permanent Observer status in the
United Nations, and for other purposes.
S. RES. 87

At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the
name of the Senator from Nebraska
(Mr. KERREY) was added as a cosponsor
of S. Res. 87, a resolution commemo-
rating the 60th Anniversary of the
International Visitors Program

S. RES. 263

At the request of Mr. ASHCROFT, the
name of the Senator from Maine (Ms.
SNOWE) was added as a cosponsor of S.
Res. 263, a resolution expressing the
sense of the Senate that the President
should communicate to the members of
the Organization of Petroleum Export-
ing Countries (‘““OPEC”) cartel and
non-OPEC countries that participate in
the cartel of crude oil producing coun-
tries, before the meeting of the OPEC
nations in March 2000, the position of
the United States in favor of increasing
world crude oil supplies so as to
achieve stable crude oil prices.

S. RES. 276

At the request of Mr. REED, the name
of the Senator from Oregon (Mr.
WYDEN) was added as a cosponsor of S.
Res. 276, a resolution to express the
sense of the Senate that the conferees
on the Violent and Repeat Juvenile Of-
fender Accountability and Rehabilita-
tion Act should submit the conference
report on the bill before April 20, 2000,
and include the gun safety amend-
ments passed by the Senate.

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION
98—URGING COMPLIANCE WITH
THE HAGUE CONVENTION ON THE
CIVIL ASPECTS OF INTER-
NATIONAL CHILD ABDUCTION

Mr. DEWINE (for himself, Mr. HELMS,
Mr. THURMOND, Mr. WARNER, Mr.
ROCKEFELLER, Mr. ROBB, Mr. THOMAS,
Mr. DoDD, Ms. LANDRIEU, Mr. HATCH,
and Mr. STEVENS) submitted the fol-
lowing concurrent resolution; which
was referred to the Committee on For-
eign Relations:

S. CoN. RES. 98

Whereas the Department of State reports
that at any given time there are 1,000 open
cases of American children either abducted
from the United States or wrongfully re-
tained in a foreign country;

Whereas many more cases of international
child abductions are not reported to the De-
partment of State;

Whereas the situation has worsened since
1993, when Congress estimated the number of
abducted and wrongfully retained American
children to be more than 10,000;

Whereas Congress has recognized the grav-
ity of international child abduction in enact-
ing the International Parental Kidnapping
Crime Act of 1993 (18 U.S.C. 1204), the Paren-
tal Kidnapping Prevention Act (28 U.S.C.
1738a), and substantial reform and reporting
requirements for the Department of State in
the fiscal years 1998-1999 and 2000-2001 For-
eign Relations Authorization Acts;

Whereas the United States became a con-
tracting party in 1988 to the Hague Conven-
tion on the Civil Aspects of International
Child Abduction (in this concurrent resolu-
tion referred to as the ‘“Hague Convention’’)
and adopted effective implementing legisla-
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tion in the International Child Abduction
Remedies Act (42 U.S.C. 11601 et seq.);

Whereas the Hague Convention establishes
reciprocal rights and duties between and
among its contracting states to expedite the
return of children to the state of their habit-
ual residence, as well as to ensure that
rights of custody and of access under the
laws of one contracting state are effectively
respected in other contracting states, with-
out consideration of the merits of any under-
lying child custody dispute;

Whereas Article 13 of the Hague Conven-
tion provides a narrow exception to the re-
quirement for prompt return of children,
which exception releases the requested state
from its obligation to return a child to the
country of the child’s habitual residence if it
is established that there is a ‘‘grave risk”’
that the return would expose the child to
“physical or psychological harm or other-
wise place the child in an intolerable situa-
tion” or “if the child objects to being re-
turned and has attained an age and degree of
maturity at which it is appropriate to take
account of the child’s views’’;

Whereas some contracting states, for ex-
ample Germany, routinely invoke Article 13
as a justification for nonreturn, rather than
resorting to it in a small number of wholly
exceptional cases;

Whereas the National Center for Missing
and Exploited Children (NCMEC), the only
institution of its kind, was established in the
United States for the purpose of assisting
parents in recovering their missing children;

Whereas Article 21 of the Hague Conven-
tion provides that the central authorities of
all parties to the Convention are obligated to
cooperate with each other in order to pro-
mote the peaceful enjoyment of parental ac-
cess rights and the fulfillment of any condi-
tions to which the exercise of such rights
may be subject, and to remove, as far as pos-
sible, all obstacles to the exercise of such
rights;

Whereas some contracting states fail to
order or enforce normal visitation rights for
parents of abducted or wrongfully retained
children who have not been returned under
the terms of the Hague Convention; and

Whereas the routine invocation of the Ar-
ticle 13 exception, denial of parental visita-
tion of children, and the failure by several
contracting parties, most notably Austria,
Germany, Honduras, Mexico, and Sweden, to
fully implement the Convention deprives the
Hague Convention of the spirit of mutual
confidence upon which its success depends:
Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That Congress
urges—

(1) all contracting parties to the Hague
Convention, particularly European civil law
countries that consistently violate the
Hague Convention such as Austria, Germany
and Sweden, to comply fully with both the
letter and spirit of their international legal
obligations under the Convention;

(2) all contracting parties to the Hague
Convention to ensure their compliance with
the Hague Convention by enacting effective
implementing legislation and educating
their judicial and law enforcement authori-
ties;

(3) all contracting parties to the Hague
Convention to honor their commitments and
return abducted or wrongfully retained chil-
dren to their place of habitual residence
without reaching the merits of any under-
lying custody dispute and ensure parental
access rights by removing obstacles to the
exercise of such rights;

(4) the Secretary of State to disseminate to
all Federal and State courts the Department
of State’s annual report to Congress on
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Hague Convention compliance and related
matters; and

(5) each contracting party to the Hague
Convention to further educate its central au-
thority and local law enforcement authori-
ties regarding the Hague Convention, the se-
verity of the problem of international child
abduction, and the need for immediate ac-
tion when a parent of an abducted child
seeks their assistance.

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, | rise
today to submit a resolution urging
compliance with the Hague Convention
on the Civil Aspects of International
Child Abduction. Joining me in intro-
ducing this resolution are Senators

HELMS, WARNER, THURMOND, ROBB,
ROCKEFELLER, THOMAS, DobDD,
LANDRIEU, and HATCH. Congressmen

Nick LAMPSON of Texas and STEVE
CHABOT of Ohio have introduced a simi-
lar measure in the House.

The Hague Convention on the Civil
Aspects of International Child Abduc-
tion sets forth the legal mechanism for
returning internationally abducted
children to their countries of habitual
residence, where custody can then be
decided. Fifty-four countries, including
the United States are signatories to
the Convention.

According to the State Department,
each year the United States sends an
estimated 90% of kidnapped children
back to foreign countries. But, the rate
at which other nations belonging to
the Convention return American chil-
dren is much lower. A State Depart-
ment report singles out several coun-
tries for their noncompliance with the
accord, including Austria, Honduras,
Mauritius, Mexico and Sweden. Nota-
bly absent from the report, however,
was Germany, which also has estab-
lished a disturbing pattern of non-
compliance. According to “Insight
Magazine,”” State Department records
show that of the 243 Hague cases filed
in Germany, there were only 40 court-
ordered returns.

Last fall, the General Accounting Of-
fice (GAO) testified before the House
International Relations Committee on
their preliminary review of the federal
government’s response to international
parental child abduction. They cited
noncompliance with the Hague Conven-
tion on the part of other countries as
one of the problems with our federal
government’s response to international
parental kidnappings. According to
GAO’s testimony: ‘““The State Depart-
ment acknowledges that more system-
atic and aggressive diplomatic efforts
are needed to address problems with
the Hague Convention.” The GAO also
noted that while increased diplomatic
efforts are needed, recommendations
developed by the State Department and
Department of Justice to rectify the
noncompliance problem ‘‘seek to re-
view, study, and explore Hague imple-
mentation issues, but fail to identify
how these activities will actually help
solve Hague implementation prob-
lems.”

What we have to remember in any
case where a parent abducts a child is
that each of these cases involves the
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destruction of a family. A good illus-
tration of this is what happened to
Tom Sylvester of Cincinnati, the father
of a little girl named Carina, whom he
has seldom seen since his ex-wife ab-
ducted her from Michigan in 1995, and
took her to Austria. The day after the
kidnapping, Mr. Sylvester filed a com-
plaint with the State Department and
started legal proceedings under the
terms of the Hague Convention. An
Austrian court heard his complaint,
and the court ordered the return of Ca-
rina to Mr. Sylvester. However, this
court order was never enforced and
Carina’s mother took the child into
hiding. Eventually, though, when
Carina’s mother surfaced with the
child, the Austrian courts reversed
their decision on returning Carina to
her father, finding that Carina had “‘re-
settled into her new environment’’—a
decision clearly contrary to the terms
of the Hague Convention.

While the State Department recently
has indicated some willingness to work
more aggressively through diplomatic
channels in individual cases, like that
of Tom Sylvester, we must do more to
improve compliance with the Hague
Convention overall. The resolution we
are introducing today encourages all of
the contracting parties, particularly
those countries that consistently vio-
late the Convention—namely Austria,
Germany and Sweden—to comply fully
with both the letter and the spirit of
their obligations under the Convention.
In order to improve compliance rates,
the resolution urges all Hague signato-
ries to educate their judges and law en-
forcement personnel about the Conven-
tion. And, finally, this resolution urges
countries to return children under the
Convention, without reaching the un-
derlying custody dispute, and to re-
move barriers to parental visitations.

Mr. President, as a parent and grand-
parent, | cannot begin to imagine the
nightmare that so many American par-
ents face when their children are kid-
napped by a current or former spouse
and taken abroad. But, tragically, this
is a very real and daily nightmare for
hundreds of parents right here in this
country. That’s why the resolution I
have introduced is critical to encour-
aging the safe return of children to the
United States. It gives us an oppor-
tunity to help make a positive dif-
ference in the lives of children and
their families. | urge my colleagues to
support it with their cosponsorship.

SENATE RESOLUTION 277—COM-
MEMORATING THE 30TH ANNI-
VERSARY OF THE POLICY OF IN-
DIAN SELF-DETERMINATION

Mr. CAMPBELL (for himself, Mr.
MCCAIN, Mr. JOHNSON) submitted the
following resolution; which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Indian Af-
fairs:

S. REs. 277

Whereas, the United States of America and
the sovereign Indian Tribes contained within
its boundaries have had a long and mutually
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beneficial relationship since the beginning of
the Republic;

Whereas the United States has recognized
this special legal and political relationship
and its trust responsibility to the Indian
Tribes as reflected in the Federal Constitu-
tion, treaties, numerous court decisions, fed-
eral statutes, executive orders, and course of
dealing;

Whereas Federal policy toward the Indian
Tribes has vacillated through history and
often failed to uphold the government-to-
government relationship that has endured
for more than 200 years;

Whereas these Federal policies included
the wholesale removal of Indian tribes and
their members from their aboriginal home-
lands, attempts to assimilate Indian people
into the general culture, as well as the ter-
mination of the legal and political relation-
ship between the United States and the In-
dian Tribes;

Whereas President Richard M. Nixon, in
his ‘““Special Message to Congress on Indian
Affairs’ on July 8, 1970, recognized that the
Indian Tribes constitute a distinct and valu-
able segment of the American federalist sys-
tem, whose members have made significant
contributions to the United States and to
American culture;

Whereas President Nixon determined that
Indian Tribes, as local governments, are best
able to discern the needs of their people and
are best situated to determine the direction
of their political and economic futures;

Whereas in his ““Special Message’” Presi-
dent Nixon recognized that the policies of
legal and political termination on the one
hand, and paternalism and excessive depend-
ence on the other, devastated the political,
economic, and social aspects of life in Indian
America, and had to be radically altered;

Whereas in his ‘“‘Special Message’” Presi-
dent Nixon set forth the foundation for a
new, more enlightened Federal Indian policy
grounded in economic self reliance and polit-
ical self determination;

Whereas this Indian self determination
policy has endured as the most successful
policy of the United States in dealing with
the Indian Tribes because it rejects the
failed policies of termination and pater-
nalism and declared that ‘“‘the integrity and
right to continued existence of all Indian
Tribal and Alaska native governments, rec-
ognizing that cultural pluralism is a source
of national strength.”

Now Therefore be it Resolved, That the
Senate of the United States recognizes the
unique role of the Indian Tribes and their
members in the United States, and com-
memorates the vision and leadership of
President Nixon, and every succeeding Presi-
dent, in fostering the policy of Indian Self-
Determination.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, | am
pleased to be joined by Senator McCAIN
and Senator TIM JOHNSON in submit-
ting today a resolution to commemo-
rate the anniversary of a little-noticed
but critical event that took place 30
years ago this summer.

In July 1970, President Richard M.
Nixon delivered his now-famous ‘‘Spe-
cial Message to the Congress on Indian
Affairs’” that revolutionized how our
nation deals with Native governments
and Native people from Florida to
Alaska, from Maine to Hawaii.

With centuries of ill-conceived and
misdirected federal policies and prac-
tices behind us, | am happy to say that
the Nixon Indian policy continues as
the bedrock of America’s promise to
Native Americans.
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In his Message to Congress, the
President made the case for a more en-
lightened federal Indian policy. Citing
historical injustices as well as the
practical failure of all previous federal
policies regarding Indian Nations,
President Nixon called for the rejec-
tion of both the ‘“‘termination’ policy
of the 1950s and the ‘“‘excessive depend-
ence’” on the federal government by In-
dian tribes and people fostered by fed-
eral paternalism.

Nixon observed that ‘‘[tlhe first
Americans—the Indians—are the most
deprived and most isolated group in
our nation. On virtually every scale of
measurement—employment, income,
education, health—the condition of the
Indian people rank at the bottom.”’

Thirty years later, Indians continue
to suffer high rates of unemployment,
are mired in poverty, and still rank at
or near the bottom of nearly every so-
cial and economic indicator in the na-
tion.

Nonetheless, there is cause for hope
that the conditions of Native Ameri-
cans are improving, however slowly.

The twin pillars of the policy change
initiated in 1970 are political self deter-
mination and economic self reliance.
Without doubt, the most enduring leg-
acy of the 1970 Message is the Indian
self determination policy best em-
bodied in the Indian Self Determina-
tion and Education Assistance Act of
1975, amended several times since then.

This Act, which has consistently
been supported, promoted, and ex-
panded with bipartisan support, au-
thorizes Indian tribes to assume re-
sponsibility for and administer pro-
grams and services formerly provided
by the federal government.

As of 1999, nearly 48% of all Bureau of
Indian Affairs (BIA) and 50% of all In-
dian Health Service (IHS) programs
and services have been assumed by
tribes under the Indian Self Determina-
tion Act.

With this transfer of resources and
decision making authority, tribal gov-
ernments have succeeded in improving
the quality of services to their citizens,
have developed more sophisticated
tribal governing structures and prac-
tices, have improved their ability to
govern, and have strengthened their
economies.

Self determination contracting and
compacting have improved the effi-
ciency of federal programs and services
and at the same time have devolved
control over these resources from
Washington, D.C. to the local, tribal
governments which are much more in
tune with the needs of their own peo-
ple.

As steps are taken to provide tribes
the tools they need to develop vigorous
economies and generate tribal reve-
nues, our policy in Congress and across
the federal government should be to
encourage and assist tribes to expand
self determination and self governance
into other agencies and programs, and
in the process help Native people to
achieve real and measurable success in
improving their standard of living.
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