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Two years later, in Seoul, Korea,
many of these countries reaffirmed
their commitment to collaborating
with one another and agreed to work
together in existing international and
regional organizations.

Hence, the idea of establishing a ‘“‘de-
mocracy caucus’” within the United
Nations began to take form.

The idea is simply this: democratic
nations share common values, and
should work together at the United Na-
tions to promote those values.

A simple notion that, in my view,
makes extraordinary sense.

What has happened in the last sev-
eral years is that support for the estab-
lishment of a democracy caucus in the
United Nations has begun to take root
among foreign policy experts in the
United States.

Former Secretary of State Madeleine
Albright has endorsed the idea, as has
Jeane Kirkpatrick, former U.S. Ambas-
sador to the United Nations.

In addition, it has been endorsed by a
broad-based coalition of organizations
and advocacy groups like Freedom
House, Human Rights Watch, the
American Jewish Committee, the
American Bar Association and the
Council for Community of Democ-
racies.

In recent months, even senior Bush
administration officials have expressed
interest in the establishment of a de-
mocracy caucus—recognizing that the
United States would be more effective
if we were to work together and orga-
nize with other like-minded countries.

Assistant Secretary of State for
International Organizations, Kim
Holmes, recently deemed a U.N. democ-
racy caucus as ‘‘an idea whose time has
arrived”.

Working together with like-minded
nations is a logical and practical way
to conduct foreign policy. We build
coalitions in the Senate. We build coa-
litions in Congress. And it makes sense
to build coalitions in the United Na-
tions, not only for the sake of forging
common positions on issues of mutual
concern, but also to provide a counter-
balance to other coalitions that are
well organized in the United Nations,
but do not necessarily share our goals.

The 115-member nonaligned move-
ment (NAM) is an example. Last year,
an Independent Task Force co-spon-
sored by the Council on Foreign Rela-
tions and Freedom House argued that
“the United States is frequently out-
maneuvered and outmatched at the
UN’ because the cooperative work of
the NAM ‘“binds the organization’s
many democratic nations to the objec-
tives and blocking tactics of its re-
maining tyrannies.”

A democracy caucus would give us a
new and potentially effective tool
within the United Nations to counter
coalitions that act in a manner inim-
ical to our interests.

So today | am submitting a resolu-
tion promoting the establishment of a
democracy caucus within the United
Nations.
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The resolution is straightforward: it
expresses the support of this Congress
for a U.N. democracy caucus and out-
lines the vision that I, and others, have
of what such a caucus would do, and
how it would go about doing it.

The general idea is that a democracy
caucus would convene at the U.N. Gen-
eral Assembly, the U.N. Commission on
Human Rights, and other U.N. bodies
on a regular basis.

Members of the democracy caucus
would work together to forge common
positions to bolster democracy and
democratic principles, advance human
rights, and fight terrorism.

Furthermore, this bill also talks
about who will join a democracy cau-
cus.

We need to establish a criteria for
which countries would be considered
democracies, and which would not.
Fortunately, we are not starting from
scratch.

The Community of Democracies
forum has established such criteria by
drawing on major principles of inter-
national law and international stand-
ards set forth in the U.N. Charter, the
Universal Declaration of Human
Rights, and the International Covenant
on Civil and Political Rights.

Drawing up this criteria was a col-
laborative process during the First
Ministerial of the community of De-
mocracies, and the guidelines have
been effective in laying the foundation
and advancing the goals of the forum.

Therefore, this legislation models the
U.N. democracy caucus’ eligibility cri-
teria on that already established by
and for the Community of Democ-
racies.

I envision that the U.N. democracy
caucus would advocate that states that
are deemed to be gross violators of
human rights, sponsors of terrorist ac-
tivities, or subjects of United Nations
sanctions, not be elected to leadership
positions in the United Nations Gen-
eral Assembly or other United Nations
bodies.

This issue has received, and deserv-
edly so, much attention this year—par-
ticularly after Libya was elected to
serve as chair of the Commission of
Human Rights.

In my view, the credibility of U.N. in-
stitutions is undermined when the
members of its bodies—and particu-
larly those in leadership positions—fall
into this camp of bad actors.

According to the Freedom House 2003
survey, of the world’s 192 governments,
63 percent of them have an electoral
democracy form of government.

Furthermore, in the 2002 meeting of
the Community of Democracies in
Seoul, 118 nations were invited to par-
ticipate, based upon their commitment
to shred democratic values.

These numbers tell us that a democ-
racy caucus within the U.N. would
have a strong base from which to begin
its work; it could be robust from its in-
auguration.

At the First Ministerial Conference
of the Community of Democracies in
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Warsaw, Poland, U.N. Secretary Gen-
eral Kofi Annan said, “When the
United Nations can truly call itself a
community of democracies, the char-
ter’s noble ideals of protecting human
rights and promoting ‘social progress
in larger freedoms’ will have been
brought much closer.”

In that spirit, 1 submit a resolution
in support of the establishment of a
U.N. democracy caucus.

———————

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED AND
PROPOSED

SA 2199. Mr. BOND (for Mr. JEFFORDS (for
himself, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. BINGAMAN, and
Mr. EDWARDS)) proposed an amendment to
amendment SA 2150 proposed by Mr. BOND
(for himself and Ms. MiKULSKI) to the bill
H.R. 2861, making appropriations for the De-
partments of Veterans Affairs and Housing
and Urban Development, and for sundry
independent agencies, boards, commissions,
corporations, and offices for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 2004, and for other pur-
poses.

SA 2200. Mr. BOND (for Mr. INHOFE) pro-
posed an amendment to amendment SA 2150
proposed by Mr. BonD (for himself and Ms.
MIKULSKI) to the bill H.R. 2861, supra.

SA 2201. Mr. BOND (for Mr. DEWINE) pro-
posed an amendment to amendment SA 1783
proposed by Mr. DeWINE (for himself and Ms.
LANDRIEU) to the bill H.R. 2765, making ap-
propriations for the government of the Dis-
trict of Columbia and other activities
chargeable in whole or in part against the
revenues of said District for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 2004, and for other pur-
poses.

SA 2202. Mr. FRIST (for Mr. ALLEN (for
himself, Mr. WYDEN, Mr. McCAIN, Mr. STE-
VENS, and Mr. HOLLINGS)) submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by Mr.
FRIST to the bill S. 189, to authorize appro-
priations for nanoscience, nanoengineering,
and nanotechnology research, and for other
purposes.

——
TEXT OF AMENDMENTS

SA 2199. Mr. BOND (for Mr. JEFFORDS
(for himself, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr.
BINGAMAN, and Mr. EDWARDS)) proposed
an amendment to amendment SA 2150
proposed by Mr. BonD (for himself and
Ms. MiIKuULsKI) to the bill H.R. 2861,
making appropriations for the Depart-
ments of Veterans Affairs and Housing
and Urban Development, and for sun-
dry independent agencies, boards, com-
missions, corporations, and offices for
the fiscal year ending September 30,
2004, and for other purposes; as follows:

At the appropriate place, add the fol-
lowing:
SEC. ——. NATIONAL ACADEMY OF SCIENCES
STUDY.

The matter under the heading ‘‘ADMINIS-
TRATIVE PROVISIONS” under the heading ‘“‘EN-
VIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY’ in title
111 of division K of section 2 of the Consoli-
dated Appropriations Resolution, 2003 (117
Stat. 513), is amended—

(1) in the first sentence of the fifth undes-
ignated paragraph (beginning ‘“As soon as”’),
by inserting before the period at the end the
following: **, and the impact of the final rule
entitled ‘Prevention of Significant Deterio-
ration (PSD) and Nonattainment New Source
Review (NSR): Equipment Replacement Pro-
vision of the Routine Maintenance, Repair
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