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people think that we are so right on
abortion, this administration’s philoso-
phy is so right on abortion, we should
be lobbying other countries to change
their position? Some countries are pro-
life. They have it in their constitution;
they have it in their legislature. Why
should U.S. tax money be used to lobby
those countries to change their laws?
That is a serious mistake—a serious
mistake.

I heard somebody say we haven’t
changed Mexico City policy. There is
no restriction in here. These Inter-
national Planned Parenthoods can use
their money for abortions overseas.
That is not even in this. The only re-
striction is, anybody that received non-
governmental entity can’t use money
to lobby other countries to change
their laws and influence other coun-
tries on abortion. I don’t think we
should do that. We certainly shouldn’t
have U.S. tax moneys doing that.

I think this is a decent compromise.
I urge my colleagues on both sides of
the aisle to pass this.

Mr. BIDEN. I 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. BIDEN. Does the Senator from

Delaware have any time left?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. No.
Mr. BIDEN. I ask unanimous consent

for 60 seconds.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I know

my friend from Oklahoma didn’t intend
to mislead, but there is already a law,
the HELMS amendment, which says no
U.S. money can be used for that pur-
pose —no U.S. money.

What the Mexico City language in
this bill says is that these nonprofit or-
ganizations cannot use their own
money, the money they raise, in Mex-
ico, in Argentina, in Italy, in France,
in China, they can’t use that money to
lobby their government. No U.S. tax-
payers’ dollars are allowed under
present law to be used to lobby for
abortion, period, bang. That is already
law. That is the HELMS amendment.

What we are talking about is using
their money raised from sources other
than a contribution from the U.S. tax-
payer.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent for 60 seconds.

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

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, money
is fungible. We had the law of the land
under President Reagan and President
Bush for 10 years, 12 years, a certain
number of those years. No money
should be used by these organizations
if they take U.S. money to fund abor-
tions or to lobby governments. Wheth-
er it be government money or their
money, we said, ‘‘No; if you are going
to get U.S. money, you can’t go in and

take other money and use it to pay for
abortions or lobby other countries.’’

Money is fungible, so the net result
is, what we are trying to say is, wait,
if you are going to take U.S. taxpayer
dollars, don’t use money and shuffle
money around in accounts and lobby-
ing other countries to change their
laws. They are representing our Gov-
ernment in many cases. If they are get-
ting U.S. taxpayer money and they are
lobbying and using that money to set
up family planning, and they are also
lobbying, a lot of other countries are
going to think that is the U.S. Govern-
ment or would think that is taxpayer
dollars. That is a mistake.

This is a reasonable compromise. I
urge my colleagues to pass it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired.

Mr. KERRY. I ask unanimous con-
sent for 30 seconds.

Mr. HELMS. I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ob-
jection is heard.

The yeas and nays have been ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

The result was announced—yeas 51,
nays 49, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 105 Leg.]

YEAS—51

Abraham
Allard
Ashcroft
Bennett
Bond
Breaux
Brownback
Burns
Campbell
Coats
Cochran
Coverdell
Craig
D’Amato
DeWine
Domenici
Enzi

Faircloth
Ford
Frist
Gorton
Gramm
Grams
Grassley
Gregg
Hagel
Hatch
Helms
Hutchinson
Hutchison
Inhofe
Kempthorne
Kyl
Lott

Lugar
Mack
McCain
McConnell
Murkowski
Nickles
Roberts
Santorum
Sessions
Shelby
Smith (NH)
Smith (OR)
Stevens
Thomas
Thompson
Thurmond
Warner

NAYS—49

Akaka
Baucus
Biden
Bingaman
Boxer
Bryan
Bumpers
Byrd
Chafee
Cleland
Collins
Conrad
Daschle
Dodd
Dorgan
Durbin
Feingold

Feinstein
Glenn
Graham
Harkin
Hollings
Inouye
Jeffords
Johnson
Kennedy
Kerrey
Kerry
Kohl
Landrieu
Lautenberg
Leahy
Levin
Lieberman

Mikulski
Moseley-Braun
Moynihan
Murray
Reed
Reid
Robb
Rockefeller
Roth
Sarbanes
Snowe
Specter
Torricelli
Wellstone
Wyden

The conference report was agreed to.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote by which the con-
ference report was agreed to.

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

PROTOCOLS TO THE NORTH AT-
LANTIC TREATY OF 1949 ON AC-
CESSION OF POLAND, HUNGARY,
AND THE CZECH REPUBLIC

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

EXECUTIVE AMENDMENT NO. 2312

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous agreement, there will be 2
minutes equally divided on the Harkin
amendment No. 2312.

We will not proceed until the Senate
is in order.

Who yields time? If no one yields
time, time runs equally on each side.

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

ator from Delaware.
Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I rise in

opposition to the Harkin amendment.
Everyone should understand one thing.
This has nothing to do with the expan-
sion of NATO. Under the resolution we
are passing, we say we are not going to
do anything beyond what we now do to
contribute to the common budget of
NATO, which, on average, is 25 percent.

There are three common budgets. My
friend from Iowa comes along and says:
Look, we are not going to allow you to
do what you were allowed to do now for
Greece, Turkey, Germany. For exam-
ple, when we passed the CFE agree-
ment, we agreed we would get rid of a
lot of materiel. That materiel was
worth the sum total of about $185 mil-
lion. We gave it to Turkey, Portugal,
Germany, et cetera.

Under this amendment, we would not
be able to do that kind of thing for any
of the new countries if they come in. In
addition to that, we would be limited
to be engaged in any foreign military
sales to these countries. Nothing to do
with common budgets.

I urge you to vote no.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator’s time has expired. The Senator
from Iowa has 1 minute.

Mr. HARKIN. As former U.S. Ambas-
sador to Russia, Jack Matlock warned:

We’re going to have a dilemma that we ei-
ther encourage them—new NATO members—
to divert resources they don’t have or we end
up fooling the American people about what
it’s going to cost them.

That is what this amendment is
about, not fooling the American peo-
ple.

My amendment does two things. It
requires a full accounting of all U.S.
contributions, all for NATO expansion
by including the U.S. contributions to
the national governments when cal-
culating the U.S. share of enlargement
costs.

Right now, we are limited to 25 per-
cent for the common costs. That does
not take into account the national
costs. What I am saying with this
amendment is, sure, we will provide
our fair share, but why should we do
more than 25 percent.

And please do not fall for the argu-
ment that we could not have done this
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for Greece and others in the past. The
cold war is over. Europe is rich. These
countries have money. We should not
just stick U.S. taxpayers with the total
bill.

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

Mr. HARKIN. I 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.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment. The yeas and nays have been or-
dered. The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

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

[Rollcall Vote No. 106 Ex.]

YEAS—24

Ashcroft
Baucus
Bond
Bumpers
Byrd
Conrad
Dorgan
Feingold

Graham
Harkin
Hutchinson
Jeffords
Johnson
Kempthorne
Kohl
Leahy

Moseley-Braun
Moynihan
Murray
Smith (NH)
Torricelli
Warner
Wellstone
Wyden

NAYS—76

Abraham
Akaka
Allard
Bennett
Biden
Bingaman
Boxer
Breaux
Brownback
Bryan
Burns
Campbell
Chafee
Cleland
Coats
Cochran
Collins
Coverdell
Craig
D’Amato
Daschle
DeWine
Dodd
Domenici
Durbin
Enzi

Faircloth
Feinstein
Ford
Frist
Glenn
Gorton
Gramm
Grams
Grassley
Gregg
Hagel
Hatch
Helms
Hollings
Hutchison
Inhofe
Inouye
Kennedy
Kerrey
Kerry
Kyl
Landrieu
Lautenberg
Levin
Lieberman
Lott

Lugar
Mack
McCain
McConnell
Mikulski
Murkowski
Nickles
Reed
Reid
Robb
Roberts
Rockefeller
Roth
Santorum
Sarbanes
Sessions
Shelby
Smith (OR)
Snowe
Specter
Stevens
Thomas
Thompson
Thurmond

The executive amendment (No. 2312)
was rejected.

Mr. CAMPBELL. I move to recon-
sider the vote, and I move to lay it on
the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

f

VISIT TO THE SENATE BY DEPUTY
PRIME MINISTER OF GREAT
BRITAIN, MR. JOHN PRESCOTT

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent the Senate stand in
recess for 2 minutes for the purpose of
welcoming Deputy Prime Minister of
Great Britain, Mr. John Prescott, to
the floor.

In addition, I ask unanimous consent
the privilege of the floor be granted to
Sir Christopher Mayer, the British Am-
bassador to the United States.

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

RECESS
There being no objection, the Senate,

at 3:21 p.m., recessed until 3:23 p.m.;
whereupon, the Senate reassembled
when called to order by the Presiding
Officer (Mr. KEMPTHORNE).
f

PROTOCOLS TO THE NORTH AT-
LANTIC TREATY OF 1949 ON AC-
CESSION OF POLAND, HUNGARY,
AND THE CZECH REPUBLIC
The Senate continued with consider-

ation of the treaty.
Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I rise

to speak in favor of the expansion of
NATO. And how appropriate that our
friends, colleagues, and allies from the
United Kingdom have joined us on the
Senate floor just as they have joined us
in battle and just as they have joined
us in keeping the peace, and we wel-
come them with affection, admiration,
and gratitude.

Mr. President, I am pleased that the
Senate has returned to consideration of
the ratification of NATO enlargement.
I hope we will now have an uninter-
rupted debate. NATO enlargement de-
serves the dignity of serious consider-
ation of this matter and to take such
time as the Senate deems necessary.

Mr. President, I support NATO en-
largement because it will make Europe
more stable and America more secure.
It means that the new democracies of
Central and Eastern Europe will share
the burden of European security. It
means that future generations might
not have to fight and die in a European
theater.

If NATO doesn’t enlarge, the Iron
Curtain remains permanent and the
unnatural division of Europe will live
on longer than the Communist empire
did in the Soviet Union. NATO will re-
main, as President Havel has said, an
alumni club for cold war victors. It will
have little relevance to the realities of
the 21st century.

Mr. President, as a Polish American,
I know that the Polish people did not
choose to live behind the Iron Curtain.
They were forced there by the Yalta
agreement and by Potsdam and be-
cause they and the Baltic States and
the other captive nations were sold out
by the West.

Many Members of the U.S. Senate
have stood long for the freeing of the
captive nations. Many of our col-
leagues have been strong supporters of
Solidarity. I, as both a Congresswoman
and then as a U.S. Senator, supported
the Solidarity movement. I was a
strong supporter of the Solidarity
movement. I was with President Ron-
ald Reagan in a wonderful evening he
held at the White House where he
hosted the Polish Ambassador to the
United States who had defected when
Poland had imposed martial law on its
own people, there sitting with Presi-
dent Reagan and the Ambassador from
Poland who chose to defect rather than
uphold where the Polish Army had
been forced to go against its own peo-
ple.

We pledged that we would make Po-
land free. And now Poland is free, but
we have to make sure that Poland,
Hungary, and the Czech Republic are
not only free but that they are secure.
That is why my support is for the ex-
pansion of NATO. My support for
NATO is not based on ethnic American
politics nor is it even based on the
past, but it is based on the future.
What will the new world order look
like?

I support NATO enlargement because
it will make America and Europe more
stable and secure. NATO enlargement
means a future in which the newly
independent countries will take their
rightful place as a member of Western
Europe. NATO played an important
part in securing this freedom. It has
been the most successful alliance in
history. It is an alliance that helped us
win the cold war. It deterred war be-
tween the superpowers and helped pre-
vent confrontation between member
states.

But if NATO is to survive, it must
adapt to the needs of a post-cold-war
world, or it will become irrelevant.

NATO has evolved since it was cre-
ated in 1949. We have enlarged NATO
on three different occasions. Each new
member strengthened NATO and in-
creased security in Europe. No expan-
sion of NATO is easy. No expansion of
NATO is done without thought. No ex-
pansion of NATO is ever without con-
troversy. We can only reflect what the
bitter debate must have been when we
voted to include Germany because of
their provocative role in World War I
and World War II.

Today, we are facing difficult and dif-
ferent threats to security. We have
civil wars, as in Bosnia; we have hot
spots caused by ethnic and regional
tensions, as in Kosovo; we have inter-
national crimes, drugs, and terrorism;
and we have the spread of weapons of
mass destruction. NATO must change
in order to meet these new threats. Eu-
rope’s new democracies will help us
meet those challenges.

The countries of Central and Eastern
Europe want to help us address these
new threats. How many times has the
Senate discussed burdensharing in Eu-
rope—and we want others to share the
burden, not only in the financial cost,
but of the risk to be borne in defending
democracy. How often have we in the
United States complained that Euro-
pean countries were not willing to pay
their fair share for their own defense?

Now, we have countries that are ask-
ing to share the burden. They are ask-
ing to pledge their troops and equip-
ment for a common defense. They are
asking to share the burden of peace-
keeping. In fact, they are doing it right
now in Bosnia, where thousands of
troops from Poland, Hungary, and the
Czech Republic are helping to secure
the peace. Hungary has made itself
available, so it is our base camp to go
into Bosnia. They have even commit-
ted to joining us and ending Iraq’s
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