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the status of Karabakh. This is the 
longest-running ethnic conflict in the 
former Soviet Union. So far, the 
human cost has been 35,000 lives and 1.4 
million refugees. Outside of the con-
flict, the brutality of the Azeri block-
ade has been equally devastating for 
Armenia. As a land-locked country 
where only 17 percent of the land is ar-
able, its ties to the outside world are 
its lifeline. Humanitarian assistance 
cannot get to Armenia, which is still 
trying to rebuild from the devastating 
earthquake of a decade ago. In 
Karabakh, the blockade has produced a 
critical shortage of medical equipment. 

True regional cooperation is unreal-
istic as long as this conflict continues. 
By passing the underlying amendment 
in its current form, we are virtually 
guaranteeing that the OSCE peace 
process will fail. Armenia will have lit-
tle incentive to participate in the fu-
ture, and Azerbaijan will receive the 
message that its rejection of any fu-
ture peace proposals is acceptable. I 
support Senator BROWNBACK’s attempts 
to promote an East-West axis in the re-
gion, and I believe it is critical that we 
encourage these former republics to 
look westward. By allowing the block-
ade to endure, however, we are leaving 
Armenia with only North-South op-
tions. If our intent is to truly improve 
the quality of life in the Caucasus and 
the Caspian Sea, we must make a posi-
tive impact on the Caucasus without 
undermining our commitment to the 
Armenian people. I urge my colleagues 
to support the McConnell-Abraham 
amendment and allow Section 907 to 
remain in place. 

f 

VISIT TO THE SENATE BY THE 
PRESIDENT OF THE ARAB RE-
PUBLIC OF EGYPT, MOHAMMED 
HOSNI MUBARAK 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis-

tinguished chairman of the Foreign Re-
lations Committee, Senator HELMS, is 
recognized. 

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, I have the honor and 

privilege of presenting to Members of 
the Senate and to the Pages the distin-
guished and very popular President of 
the Republic of Egypt, Mohammed 
Hosni Mubarak. 

f 

RECESS 
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate 
stand in recess for six minutes so we 
can greet President Mubarak. 

I thank the Chair. 
There being no objection, the Senate, 

at 4:13 p.m., recessed until 4:19 p.m.; 
whereupon, the Senate was called to 
order by the Presiding Officer (Mr. SES-
SIONS). 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, 
which amendment is pending? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
pending amendment is No. 1165, offered 
by Senator BINGAMAN of New Mexico. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I ask the Binga-
man amendment be set aside. 

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

AMENDMENTS NOS. 1125, 1146, 1150, 1151, 1158, 1162, 
1163, 1167, 1168, AND 1173 THROUGH 1177, EN BLOC 
Mr. MCCONNELL. There are a num-

ber of amendments that have been 
cleared by both sides that I send to the 
desk: 

Amendment No. 1125 by Senator 
SMITH of Oregon related to CDC; 
amendment No. 1146 by Senator LAU-
TENBERG related to war crimes; amend-
ment No. 1150 by Senator HELMS re-
lated to Serbia; amendment No. 1151 by 
Senator BURNS dealing with narcotics; 
amendment No. 1158 by Senator DODD 
dealing with IMET; amendment No. 
1162 by Senator BOXER, dealing with tu-
berculosis; amendment No. 1167, by 
Senator KERRY of Massachusetts relat-
ing to arms transfer; amendment No. 
1168 by Senator KERRY of Massachu-
setts relating to Cambodia; amendment 
No. 1173 by Senator BIDEN relating to 
threat reduction; amendment No. 1174 
by Senator LEVIN relating to KEDO; 
amendment No. 1175 by Senator 
DOMENICI relating to Habitat for Hu-
manity; amendment No. 1177 by Sen-
ator SCHUMER relating to ETRI; 
amendment No. 1176 by Senator COCH-
RAN relating to IMET; amendment No. 
1163 by Senator CLELAND relating to 
the Balkans conference. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Kentucky [Mr. 

MCConnell] proposes amendment Nos. 1125, 
1146, 1150, 1151, 1158, 1162, 1163, 1167, 1168, and 
1173 through 1177, en bloc.

The amendments are as follows:
AMENDMENT NO. 1125

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following new section and renumber any 
remaining sections accordingly: 
SEC. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON THE CITIZENS 

DEMOCRACY CORPS. 
It is the sense of the Senate that—
(1) with regard to promoting economic de-

velopment and open, democratic countries in 
the former Soviet Union and Central Eastern 
Europe, the Committee commends the work 
of the Citizens Democracy Corps (CDC), 
which utilizes senior-level U.S. business vol-
unteers to assist enterprises, institutions, 
and local governments abroad. Their work 
demonstrates the significant impact that 
USAID support of a U.S. non-governmental 
organization (NGO) program can have on the 
key U.S. foreign policy priorities of pro-
moting broad-based, stable economic growth 
and open, market-oriented economies in 
transitioning economies. By drawing upon 
the skills and voluntary spirit of U.S. busi-
nessmen and women to introduce companies, 
CDC furthers the goals of the Freedom of 
Support Act (NIS) and Support for Eastern 
European Democracy (SEED), forging posi-
tive, lasting connections between the U.S. 
and these countries. The Committee en-
dorses CDC’s very cost-effective programs 
and believes they should be supported and 
expanded not only in the former Soviet 
Union and Eastern Europe, but in 
transitioning and developing economiecs 
throughout the world. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1146

(Purpose: To provide substitute language re-
lating to restrictions on assistance to 
countries providing sanctuary to indicted 
war criminals) 

Beginning on page 100, strike line 11 and 
all that follows through line 13 on page 107 
and insert the following: 

RESTRICTIONS ON ASSISTANCE TO COUNTRIES, 
ENTITIES, AND COMMUNITIES IN THE FORMER 
YUGOSLAVIA PROVIDING SANCTUARY TO PUB-
LICLY INDICTED WAR CRIMINALS 

SEC. 567. (a) POLICY.—It shall be the policy 
of the United States to use bilateral and 
multilateral assistance to promote peace and 
respect for internationally recognized 
human rights by encouraging countries, en-
tities, and communities in the territory of 
the former Yugoslavia to cooperate fully 
with the International Criminal Tribunal for 
the Former Yugoslavia—

(1) by apprehending publicly indicted war 
criminals and transferring custody of those 
individuals to the Tribunal to stand trial; 
and 

(2) by assisting the Tribunal in the inves-
tigation and prosecution of crimes subject to 
its jurisdiction. 

(b) SANCTIONED COUNTRY, ENTITY, OR COM-
MUNITY.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—A sanctioned country, en-
tity, or community described in this section 
is one in which there is present a publicly in-
dicted war criminal or in which the Tribunal 
has been hindered in efforts to investigate 
crimes subject to its jurisdiction. 

(2) SPECIAL RULE.—Subject to subsection 
(f), subsections (c) and (d) shall not apply to 
the provision of assistance to an entity that 
is not a sanctioned entity within a sanc-
tioned country, or to a community that is 
not a sanctioned community within a sanc-
tioned country or sanctioned entity, if the 
Secretary of State determines and so reports 
to the appropriate congressional committees 
that providing such assistance would further 
the policy of subsection (a). 

(c) BILATERAL ASSISTANCE.—
(1) PROHIBITION.—None of the funds made 

available by this or any prior Act making 
appropriations for foreign operations, export 
financing and related programs may be pro-
vided for any country, entity, or community 
described in subsection (b). 

(2) NOTIFICATION.—Not less than 15 days be-
fore any assistance described in this sub-
section is disbursed to any country, entity, 
or community described in subsection (b), 
the Secretary of State, in consultation with 
the Administrator of the Agency for Inter-
national Development, shall publish in the 
Federal Register a written justification for 
the proposed assistance, including a descrip-
tion of the location of the proposed assist-
ance program or project by municipality, its 
purpose, and the intended recipient of the as-
sistance, including the names of individuals, 
companies and their boards of directors, and 
shareholders with controlling or substantial 
financial interest in the program or project. 

(d) MULTILATERAL ASSISTANCE.—
(1) PROHIBITION.—The Secretary of the 

Treasury shall instruct the United States ex-
ecutive directors of the international finan-
cial institutions to work in opposition to, 
and vote against, any extension by such in-
stitutions of any financial or technical as-
sistance or grants of any kind to any coun-
try or entity described in subsection (b). 

(2) NOTIFICATION.—Not less than 15 days be-
fore any vote in an international financial 
institution regarding the extension of finan-
cial or technical assistance or grants to any 
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country or community described in sub-
section (b), the Secretary of the Treasury, in 
consultation with the Secretary of State, 
shall provide to the appropriate Congres-
sional committees a written justification for 
the proposed assistance, including an expla-
nation of the United States position regard-
ing any such vote, as well as a description of 
the location of the proposed assistance by 
municipality, its purpose, and its intended 
beneficiaries, including the names of individ-
uals with a controlling or substantial finan-
cial interest in the project. 

(e) EXCEPTIONS.—Subject to subsection (f), 
subsections (c) and (d) shall not apply to the 
provision of—

(1) humanitarian assistance; 
(2) assistance to nongovernmental organi-

zations that promote democracy and respect 
for human rights; and 

(3) assistance for cross border physical in-
frastructure projects involving activities in 
both a sanctioned country, entity, or com-
munity and a nonsanctioned contiguous 
country, entity, or community, if the project 
is primarily located in and primarily bene-
fits the nonsanctioned country, entity, or 
community and if the portion of the project 
located in the sanctioned country, entity, or 
community is necessary only to complete 
the project. 

(f) FURTHER LIMITATIONS.—
(1) PROHIBITION ON DIRECT ASSISTANCE TO 

PUBLICLY INDICTED WAR CRIMINALS AND OTHER 
PERSONS.—Notwithstanding subsection (e) or 
subsection (g), no assistance may be made 
available by this Act, or any prior Act mak-
ing appropriations for foreign operations, ex-
port financing and related programs, in any 
country, entity, or community described in 
subsection (b), for any financial or technical 
assistance, grant, or loan that would directly 
benefit a publicly indicted war criminal, any 
person who aids or abets a publicly indicted 
war criminal to evade apprehension, or any 
person who otherwise obstructs the work of 
the Tribunal. 

(2) CERTIFICATION.—At the end of each fis-
cal year, the President shall certify to the 
appropriate congressional committees that 
no assistance described in paragraph (1) di-
rectly benefited any person described in that 
paragraph during the preceding 12-month pe-
riod. 

(g) WAIVER.—The Secretary of State may 
waive the application of subsection (c) with 
respect to specified United States projects, 
or subsection (d) with respect to specified 
international financial institution programs 
or projects, in a sanctioned country or entity 
upon providing a written determination to 
the appropriate congressional committees 
that the government of the country or entity 
is doing everything within its power and au-
thority to apprehend or aid in the apprehen-
sion of publicly indicted war criminals and is 
fully cooperating in the investigation and 
prosecution of war crimes. 

(h) CURRENT RECORD OF WAR CRIMINALS 
AND SANCTIONED COUNTRIES, ENTITIES, AND 
COMMUNITIES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of State, 
acting through the Ambassador at Large for 
War Crimes Issues, and after consultation 
with the Director of Central Intelligence and 
the Secretary of Defense, shall establish and 
maintain a current record of the location, in-
cluding the community, if known, of publicly 
indicted war criminals and of sanctioned 
countries, entities, and communities. 

(2) REPORT.—Beginning 30 days after the 
date of enactment of this Act, and not later 
than September 1 each year thereafter, the 
Secretary of State shall submit a report in 

classified and unclassified form to the appro-
priate congressional committees on the loca-
tion, including the community, if known, of 
publicly indicted war criminals and the iden-
tity of countries, entities, and communities 
that are failing to cooperate fully with the 
Tribunal. 

(3) INFORMATION TO CONGRESS.—Upon the 
request of the chairman or ranking minority 
member of any of the appropriate congres-
sional committees, the Secretary of State 
shall make available to that committee the 
information recorded under paragraph (1) in 
a report submitted to the committee in clas-
sified and unclassified form. 

(j) DEFINITIONS.—As used in this section: 
(1) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-

TEES.—The term ‘‘appropriate congressional 
committees’’ means the Committee on Ap-
propriations and the Committee on Foreign 
Relations of the Senate and the Committee 
on Appropriations and the Committee on 
International Relations of the House of Rep-
resentatives. 

(2) CANTON.—The term ‘‘canton’’ means the 
administrative units in Bosnia and 
Herzegovina. 

(3) COMMUNITY.—The term ‘‘community’’ 
means any canton, district, opstina, city, 
town, or village. 

(4) COUNTRY.—The term ‘‘country’’ means 
Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, the Federal 
Republic of Yugoslavia (Serbia-Montenegro), 
the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, 
and Slovenia. 

(5) DAYTON AGREEMENT.—The term ‘‘Day-
ton Agreement’’ means the General Frame-
work Agreement for Peace in Bosnia and 
Herzegovina, together with annexes relating 
thereto, done at Dayton, November 10 
through 16, 1995. 

(6) ENTITY.—The term ‘‘entity’’ refers to 
the Federation of Bosnia and Herzegovina, 
the Republika Srpska, Brcko in Bosnia, Ser-
bia, Montenegro, and Kosovo. 

(7) INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL INSTITUTION.—
The term ‘‘international financial institu-
tion’’ includes the International Monetary 
Fund, the International Bank for Recon-
struction and Development, the Inter-
national Development Association, the 
International Finance Corporation, the Mul-
tilateral Investment Guaranty Agency, and 
the European Bank for Reconstruction and 
Development. 

(8) PUBLICLY INDICTED WAR CRIMINALS.—The 
term ‘‘publicly indicted war criminals’’ 
means persons indicted by the Tribunal for 
crimes subject to the jurisdiction of the Tri-
bunal. 

(9) TRIBUNAL OR INTERNATIONAL CRIMINAL 
TRIBUNAL FOR THE FORMER YUGOSLAVIA.—The 
term ‘‘Tribunal’’ or the term ‘‘International 
Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugo-
slavia’’ means the International Tribunal for 
the prosecution of persons responsible for se-
rious violations of international humani-
tarian law committed in the Territory of the 
Former Yugoslavia since 1991, as established 
by United Nations Security Council Resolu-
tion 827 of May 25, 1993.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
would like to thank Senator MCCON-
NELL and Senator LEAHY for including 
my amendment No. 1146 in the man-
agers’ package. 

Mr. President, I rise today to offer an 
amendment to ensure U.S. aid does not 
go to countries or regions or commu-
nities in the former Yugoslavia which 
continue to harbor indicted war crimi-
nals. 

This amendment would improve lan-
guage we adopted last year with a 
clearer provision covering all of the 
former Yugoslavia. 

Mr. President, we have seen terrible 
atrocities committed in Croatia, in 
Bosnia, and most recently in Kosovo. 

The International Criminal Tribunal 
for former Yugoslavia has publicly in-
dicted 89 persons for war crimes, 
crimes against humanity, and geno-
cide. There are almost certainly more 
indictments which remain sealed. On-
going investigations in Bosnia and now 
in Kosovo will surely lead to more in-
dictments. 

However, the justice of the War 
Crimes Tribunal relies on the govern-
ments of countries in the region to ap-
prehend indicted war criminals and 
transfer them to The Hague to stand 
trial. 

Because the Republika Srpska au-
thorities failed to fulfill their respon-
sibilities, United States and other 
NATO armed forces in the United Na-
tions-authorized peacekeeping force in 
Bosnia have arrested 7 war criminals. 
However, 36 publicly indicted war 
criminals remain at large. 

Mr. President, our aid programs pro-
vide important leverage to motivate 
governments in the former Yugoslavia 
to stop harboring war criminals and 
start arresting them. 

United States policy linking aid to 
cooperation with the war crimes tri-
bunal is clear. 

Indeed, a few years ago, Secretary 
Albright said the following in her re-
marks at the Tribunal:

. . . The United States has made full co-
operation with the War Crimes Tribunal, es-
pecially the transfer of indictees to The 
Hague, a prerequisite for U.S. assistance, our 
support for assistance by others, and our 
backing for membership in international in-
stitutions.

Unfortunately, the administration 
has resisted putting this policy into 
practice. Indeed, Secretary Albright 
has issued broad waivers of the provi-
sion included in the fiscal year 1998 and 
1999 appropriations bills. The United 
States now provides aid to the city of 
Prijedor which hosts no fewer than 8 
indicted war criminals. 

Just this month Secretary Albright 
signed another waiver to provide $10 
million in budget support to the 
Republika Srpska Government—the 
very Government which includes the 
Bosnian Serb police force which should 
be carrying out arrest warrants and is 
not. 

Mr. President, ever more atrocities 
committed by Serbian police and para-
military forces in Kosovo are coming 
to light: executions, torture, rape, 
burning of homes, expulsions on a mas-
sive scale. 

We must now send a strong signal 
that we are determined to see the per-
petrators of these crimes face justice. 
We must end our support for so-called 
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moderates in Republika Srpska until 
and unless they fulfill their obligations 
to arrest war criminals and cooperate 
with the War Crimes Tribunal. 

The Amendment I am offering today 
clearly states the policy of the United 
States ‘‘to use bilateral and multilat-
eral assistance to promote peace and 
respect for internationally recognized 
human rights by encouraging coun-
tries, entities, and communities in the 
territory of the former Yugoslavia,’’ 
among other things ‘‘by apprehending 
publicly indicted war criminals and 
transferring custody of those individ-
uals to the Tribunal to stand trial.’’

The amendment sets out mechanisms 
to ensure that U.S. and multilateral 
aid will go to areas like the Bosnian 
Federation, where no war criminals re-
main at large, while prohibiting aid to 
authorities and areas that harbor war 
criminals. 

Mr. President, I would urge my col-
leagues to join me in this effort to en-
sure that the perpetrators of horrible 
crimes in Croatia, Bosnia, and Kosovo 
will ultimately face justice. 

I thank the Chair and yield the floor.
AMENDMENT NO. 1150

(Purpose: Providing assistance to promote 
democracy in Serbia) 

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following: 
SEC. ASSISTANCE TO PROMOTE DEMOCRACY 

AND CIVIL SOCIETY IN YUGO-
SLAVIA. 

(a) ASSISTANCE.—
(1) PURPOSE OF ASSISTANCE.—The purpose 

of assistance under this subsection is to pro-
mote and strengthen institutions of demo-
cratic government and the growth of an 
independent civil society in Yugoslavia, in-
cluding ethnic tolerance and respect for 
internationally recognized human rights. 

(2) AUTHORIZATION FOR ASSISTANCE.—The 
President is authorized to furnish assistance 
and other support for individuals and inde-
pendent nongovernmental organizations to 
carry out the purpose of paragraph (1) 
through support for the activities described 
in paragraph (3). 

(3) ACTIVITIES SUPPORTED.—Activities that 
may be supported by assistance under para-
graph (2) include the following: 

(A) Democracy building. 
(B) The development of nongovernmental 

organizations. 
(C) The development of independent media. 
(D) The development of the rule of law, a 

strong, independent judiciary, and trans-
parency in political practices. 

(E) International exchanges and advanced 
professional training programs in skill areas 
central to the development of civil society 
and a market economy. 

(F) The development of all elements of the 
democratic process, including political par-
ties and the ability to administer free and 
fair elections. 

(G) The development of local governance. 
(H) The development of a free-market 

economy. 
(4) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—There is authorized to be 

appropriated to the President $100,000,000 for 
the period beginning October 1, 1999, and end-
ing September 30, 2001, to carry out this sub-
section. 

(B) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—Amounts ap-
propriated pursuant to subparagraph (A) are 

authorized to remain available until ex-
pended. 

(b) PROHIBITION ON ASSISTANCE TO GOVERN-
MENT OF SERBIA.—In carrying out subsection 
(a), the President shall take all necessary 
steps to ensure that no funds or other assist-
ance is provided to the Government of Yugo-
slavia or to the Government of Serbia. 

(c) ASSISTANCE TO GOVERNMENT OF MONTE-
NEGRO.—In carrying out subsection (a), the 
President is authorized to provide assistance 
to the Government of Montenegro, if the 
President determines, and so reports to the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives and 
the Committee on Foreign Relations of the 
Senate, that the Government of Montenegro 
is committed to, and is taking steps to pro-
mote, democratic principles, the rule of law, 
and respect for internationally recognized 
human rights. 

AMENDMENT TO 1151

(Purpose: To allocate funds to continue 
mycoherbicide counter drug research and 
development) 
On page 26, line 15, before the period insert 

the following: ‘‘Provided further, That of the 
funds made available under this heading, not 
less than $10,000,000 shall be made available 
to continue mycoherbicide counter drug re-
search and development’’.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
rise today to join my colleagues, Sen-
ator BURNS and Senator DEWINE, to 
offer an amendment to the Foreign Op-
erations Appropriations bill. This 
amendment would provide $10 million 
to the State Department Bureau of 
International Law Enforcement Affairs 
for mycoherbicide research and devel-
opment to be used for narcotic crop 
eradication. The appropriations bill, as 
it currently stands, provides no fund-
ing for this important tool in our war 
against illegal drugs. 

Many of my colleagues and I view 
this mycoherbicide technology as a 
promising new tool that will reduce the 
cultivation and supply of narcotic 
crops, and thereby increasing our ca-
pacity to combat illegal drugs. I have 
been briefed on the mycoherbicide 
technology and understand that it is a 
naturally occurring plant pathogen 
that can be introduced into an area to 
control a target plant species. The pro-
gram is also environmentally friend-
ly—it posses no threat to humans or 
animals, other crops, or water supply 
and replaces the use of harmful chemi-
cals. In addition, the program is a cost 
effective tool in our war on drugs. The 
mycoherbicides will remain in the soil 
for an extended period of time, for up 
to 40 years, and costs a fraction of the 
$2.65 billion we spend on other supply 
reduction methods. 

I remind my colleagues that Congress 
has recognized the importance of this 
technology and its ability to eradicate 
deadly crops when it endorsed the pro-
gram last year in the Western Hemi-
sphere Drug Elimination Act. The pro-
gram was funded in the amount of $23 
million for fiscal year 1999. I strongly 
urge my colleagues to continue their 
support for this program by passing 
this amendment and supporting the 

continued development of the 
mycoherbicide program. 

Mr. President, as illegal drugs con-
tinue to cross our borders and threaten 
the welfare of American citizens, this 
program is a top priority that can sig-
nificantly reduce the production of 
narcotics crops. We know that elimi-
nation of illicit crops is the best way of 
preventing deadly drugs from reaching 
our streets and destroying untold lives 
and communities. I urge my colleagues 
to join with Senator BURNS, Senator 
DEWINE and me in support of this 
amendment and in support of this im-
portant program. 

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I rise 
today to discuss yet again one of the 
key problems I have been addressing, 
as a U.S. Senator, over the last four 
years. The problem is the inflow of ille-
gal drugs into America. I have heard it 
said that if we eliminate demand, if we 
address the domestic side of drug 
abuse, we really don’t have to worry 
about illegal narcotics producers and 
importers, because they would then 
have no market for their drugs. 

Mr. President, this argument makes 
sense on a superficial level, but it does 
not reflect reality. I have been, 
throughout my career as a local, state 
and Federal elected official, a strong 
supporter of domestic efforts to reduce 
drug demand. But I have always be-
lieved—and continue to believe—that 
we need a balanced program to attack 
the drug problem on all fronts. We need 
to invest not only in domestic demand 
reduction and law enforcement pro-
grams, but also in international pro-
grams to increase interdiction and re-
duce production of illegal narcotics. 
We need to do our best to stop drugs 
from ever reaching our borders. 

Mr. President, for nearly a year, I 
have expressed my belief that this Ad-
ministration is not doing its best to ad-
dress this problem. Little seems to 
have changed in one year. 

Before this Administration took of-
fice, almost one-third of our counter 
narcotics resources were committed to 
stopping drugs outside our borders. 
Today, that figure is less than 14 per-
cent. Although overall funding for 
counter narcotics programs has in-
creased dramatically in the last dec-
ade, from $4.5 billion to $17.8 billion, 
statistics show an increase in drug use 
among our youngest citizens. I am dis-
turbed by how easily and how cheaply 
illegal drugs can be purchased. I am 
disturbed that the Administration is 
not taking seriously the initiatives 
Congress passed last year as part of the 
bipartisan Western Hemisphere Drug 
Elimination Act. 

Mr. President, President’s Budget 
Request for Fiscal Year 2000 provided 
ZERO funding for any of the initiatives 
in that Act. In fact, the President’s 
overall anti-drug budget for next year 
is $100 million less than what Congress 
provided in 1999. The Coast Guard re-
ceived no funding to acquire additional 
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ships and planes to stop drug traf-
ficking in the Caribbean; the Drug En-
forcement Administration received 
ZERO funding for new agents; the US 
Customs Service received ZERO fund-
ing to acquire maritime/air assets, and 
ZERO increases for inspectors. 

In addition, the Administration has 
also ignored other key initiatives 
sought by Congress, including 
mycoherbicide research and develop-
ment, and eradication and alternative 
crop development assistance to our 
Latin American neighbors, particu-
larly, Colombia and Bolivia. I very 
much appreciate the efforts of the Ap-
propriations Subcommittee on Foreign 
Operations in working with me on 
these issues. They have done a remark-
able job to incorporate a key anti-drug 
initiative that was not sought by the 
President. 

Specifically, Mr. President, I com-
mend the managers of the bill for ac-
cepting the amendment offered by the 
Senator from Montana, Senator BURNS, 
to fund the mycoherbicide program 
which we began funding last year under 
the Western Hemisphere Drug Elimi-
nation Act. Mycoherbicide technology 
is a new and promising eradication 
technique for coca, poppy, and mari-
juana. The concept is to employ a nat-
ural disease that only attacks a spe-
cific narcotics plant without harming 
neighboring vegetation. 
Mycoherbicides can be applied through 
aerial spraying and will remain in the 
soil to prevent future growth of the 
narcotics crops in that area. Mr. Presi-
dent, this has the potential to be a 
very cost-effective and low-risk way to 
drastically reduce drug production at 
its source. We must pursue this tech-
nology and fund the additional re-
search and testing necessary to bring 
about a deployable product as soon as 
possible. 

Mr. President, let me now turn to the 
subject of eradication and alternative 
crop development assistance to Colom-
bia and Bolivia. I am particularly con-
cerned about the lack of resources 
made available by this Administration 
for what I consider to be our most ur-
gent foreign assistance project—
counter narcotics funding. I fear that 
we are sending a signal abroad that the 
United States is not entirely serious 
about the fight against drugs. 

The report language accompanying 
this bill makes special mention of the 
progress made in the drug fight by the 
Government of Bolivia, and I want to 
add my voice to the committee report 
as well. Since coming to power in Au-
gust of 1997, the Government of Presi-
dent Hugo Banzer and Vice President 
Jorge Quiroga has undertaken an ambi-
tious plan to remove Bolivia from the 
illegal narcotics trade by the time they 
leave office in 2002. 

Mr. President, many, myself in-
cluded, were skeptical that this goal 
could be reached in the time allotted. 

Now, nearly two years into their ‘‘Dig-
nity Plan,’’ the Bolivian Government 
has shown that this goal can be 
reached. Since taking office, the 
Banzer Government has successfully 
reduced Bolivia’s cocaine production 
potential by a remarkable 40 percent. 
This has been accomplished by an ef-
fective eradication program and an ag-
gressive and successful program of 
interdiction and control of the chem-
ical precursors which go into cocaine 
production. 

The Foreign Operations Appropria-
tions Bill makes mention of Bolivia’s 
success, and its financial needs. I am 
deeply concerned that we are not pro-
viding sufficient support to the historic 
effort of the Bolivian Government. 
They have moved tens of thousands of 
farmers out of the illegal coca fields 
and it is absolutely imperative that we 
help to provide viable commercial al-
ternatives for these farmers and their 
families. It would be a great tragedy to 
be within sight of a major victory in 
the drug war and to lose it for want of 
resources. The anticipated level of 
funding in this Bill falls far short of 
what is required to finish the job in Bo-
livia in the next two years. 

Mr. President, I look forward to 
working with the Senator from Alaska, 
Senator STEVENS, the Senator from 
Georgia, Senator COVERDELL, and the 
Senator from Iowa, Senator GRASSLEY, 
to help Bolivia and other countries in 
their fight against drugs. We will work 
with the appropriators during con-
ference to provide the highest possible 
level of funding for this effort. This is 
a key investment in the future safety 
of our own streets—and it will bring us 
closer to the drug-free America our 
children deserve. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1158

At the appropriate place in the bill at the 
following new section: 
SEC. . FOREIGN MILITARY TRAINING REPORT. 

(a) The Secretary of Defense and the Sec-
retary of State shall jointly provide to the 
Congress by January 31, 2000 a report on all 
military training provided to foreign mili-
tary personnel (excluding sales) adminis-
tered by the Department of Defense and the 
Department of State during fiscal years 1999 
and 2000, including those proposed for fiscal 
year 2000. This report shall include, for each 
such military training activity, the foreign 
policy justification and purpose for the 
training activity, the cost of the training ac-
tivity, the number of foreign students 
trained and their units of operation, and the 
location of the training. In addition, this re-
port shall also include, with respect to 
United States personnel, the operational 
benefits to United States forces derived from 
each such training activity and the United 
States military units involved in each such 
training activity. This report may include a 
classified annex if deemed necessary and ap-
propriate. 

(b) For purposes of this section a report to 
Congress shall be deemed to mean a report to 
the Appropriations and Foreign Relations 
Committees of the Senate and the Appro-
priations and International Relations Com-
mittees of the House of Representatives. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1162

(Purpose: To increase the commitment to 
control and eliminate the growing inter-
national problem of tuberculosis) 
At the end, add the following: 
SEC. 5 . (a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds 

that—
(1) Since the development of antibiotics in 

the 1950s, tuberculosis has been largely con-
trolled in the United States and the Western 
World. 

(2) Due to societal factors, including grow-
ing urban decay, inadequate health care sys-
tems, persistent poverty, overcrowding, and 
malnutrition, as well as medical factors, in-
cluding the HIV/AIDS epidemic and the 
emergence of multi-drug resistant strains of 
tuberculosis, tuberculosis has again become 
a leading and growing cause of adult deaths 
in the developing world. 

(3) According to the World Health Organi-
zation—

(A) in 1998, about 1,860,000 people worldwide 
died of tuberculosis-related illnesses; 

(B) one-third of the world’s total popu-
lation is infected with tuberculosis; and 

(C) tuberculosis is the world’s leading kill-
er of women between 15 and 44 years old and 
is a leading cause of children becoming or-
phans. 

(4) Because of the ease of transmission of 
tuberculosis, its international persistence 
and growth pose a direct public health threat 
to those nations that had previously largely 
controlled the disease. This is complicated in 
the United States by the growth of the 
homeless population, the rate of incarcer-
ation, international travel, immigration, and 
HIV/AIDS. 

(5) With nearly 40 percent of the tuber-
culosis cases in the United States attrib-
utable to foreign-born persons, tuberculosis 
will never be eliminated in the United States 
until it is controlled abroad. 

(6) The means exist to control tuberculosis 
through screening, diagnosis, treatment, pa-
tient compliance, monitoring, and ongoing 
review of outcomes. 

(7) Efforts to control tuberculosis are com-
plicated by several barriers, including—

(A) the labor intensive and lengthy process 
involved in screening, detecting, and treat-
ing the disease; 

(B) a lack of funding, trainer personnel, 
and medicine in virtually every nation with 
a high rate of the disease; and 

(C) the unique circumstances in each coun-
try, which requires the development and im-
plementation of country-specific programs. 

(8) Eliminating the barriers to the inter-
national control of tuberculosis through a 
well-structured, comprehensive, and coordi-
nated worldwide effort would be a significant 
step in dealing with the increasing public 
health problem posed by the disease. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that if the total allocation for 
this Act is higher than the level passed by 
the Senate, a top priority for the additional 
funds should be to increase the funding to 
combat infectious diseases, especially tuber-
culosis. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1163

(Purpose: Supporting an international con-
ference to achieve a durable political set-
tlement in the Balkans) 
At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 

the following: 
SEC. ll. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING AN 

INTERNATIONAL CONFERENCE ON 
THE BALKANS. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate makes the fol-
lowing findings: 
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(1) The United States and its allies in the 

North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) 
conducted large-scale military operations 
against the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia. 

(2) At the conclusion of 78 days of these 
hostilities, the United States and its NATO 
allies suspended military operations against 
the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia based 
upon credible assurances by the latter that 
it would fulfill the following conditions as 
laid down by the so called Group of Eight (G–
8): 

(A) An immediate and verifiable end of vio-
lence and repression in Kosovo. 

(B) Staged withdrawal of all Yugoslav 
military, police, and paramilitary forces 
from Kosovo. 

(C) Deployment in Kosovo of effective 
international and security presences, en-
dorsed and adopted by the United Nations 
Security Council, and capable of guaran-
teeing the achievement of the agreed objec-
tives. 

(D) Establishment of an interim adminis-
tration for Kosovo, to be decided by the 
United Nations Security Council which will 
seek to ensure conditions for a peaceful and 
normal life for all inhabitants in Kosovo. 

(E) Provision for the safe and free return of 
all refugees and displaced persons from 
Kosovo and an unimpeded access to Kosovo 
by humanitarian aid organizations. 

(3) These objectives appear to have been 
fulfilled, or to be in the process of being ful-
filled, which has led the United States and 
its NATO allies to terminate military oper-
ations against the Federal Republic of Yugo-
slavia. 

(4) The G–8 also called for a comprehensive 
approach to the economic development and 
stabilization of the crisis region, and the Eu-
ropean Union has announced plans for 
$1,500,000,000 over the next 3 years for the re-
construction of Kosovo, for the convening in 
July of an international donors’ conference 
for Kosovo aid, and for subsequent provision 
of reconstruction aid to the other countries 
in the region affected by the recent hos-
tilities followed by reconstruction aid di-
rected at the Balkans region as a whole. 

(5) The United States and some of its 
NATO allies oppose the provision of any aid, 
other than limited humanitarian assistance, 
to Serbia until Yugoslav President Slobodan 
Milosevic is out of office. 

(6) The policy of providing reconstruction 
aid to Kosovo and other countries in the re-
gion affected by the recent hostilities while 
withholding such aid for Serbia presents a 
number of practical problems, including the 
absence in Kosovo of financial and other in-
stitutions independent of Yugoslavia, the 
difficulty in drawing clear and enforceable 
distinctions between humanitarian and re-
construction assistance, and the difficulty in 
reconstructing Montenegro in the absence of 
similar efforts in Serbia. 

(7) In any case, the achievement of effec-
tive and durable economic reconstruction 
and revitalization in the countries of the 
Balkans is unlikely until a political settle-
ment is reached as to the final status of 
Kosovo and Yugoslavia. 

(8) The G–8 proposed a political process to-
wards the establishment of an interim polit-
ical framework agreement for a substantial 
self-government for Kosovo, taking into full 
account the final Interim Agreement for 
Peace and Self-Government in Kosovo, also 
known as the Rambouillet Accords, and the 
principles of sovereignty and territorial in-
tegrity of the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia 
and the other countries of the region, and 
the demilitarization of the UCK (Kosovo Lib-
eration Army). 

(9) The G–8 proposal contains no guidance 
as to a final political settlement for Kosovo 
and Yugoslavia, while the original position 
of the United States and the other partici-
pants in the so-called Contact Group on this 
matter, as reflected in the Rambouillet Ac-
cords, called for the convening of an inter-
national conference, after 3 years, to deter-
mine a mechanism for a final settlement of 
Kosovo status based on the will of the peo-
ple, opinions of relevant authorities, each 
Party’s efforts regarding the implementa-
tion of the agreement and the provisions of 
the Helsinki Final Act. 

(10) The current position of the United 
States and its NATO allies as to the final 
status of Kosovo and Yugoslavia calls for an 
autonomous, multiethnic, democratic 
Kosovo which would remain as part of Ser-
bia, and such an outcome is not supported by 
any of the Parties directly involved, includ-
ing the governments of Yugoslavia and Ser-
bia, representatives of the Kosovar Alba-
nians, and the people of Yugoslavia, Serbia 
and Kosovo. 

(11) There has been no final political set-
tlement in Bosnia-Herzegovina, where the 
Armed Forces of the United States, its 
NATO allies, and other non-Balkan nations 
have been enforcing an uneasy peace since 
1996, at a cost to the United States alone of 
over $10,000,000,000, with no clear end in sight 
to such enforcement. 

(12) The trend throughout the Balkans 
since 1990 has been in the direction of eth-
nically based particularism, as exemplified 
by the 1991 declarations of independence 
from Yugoslavia by Slovenia and Croatia, 
and the country in the Balkans which cur-
rently comes the closest to the goal of a 
democratic government which respects the 
human rights of its citizens is the nation of 
Slovenia, which was the first portion of the 
former Federal Republic of Yugoslavia to se-
cede and is also the nation in the region with 
the greatest ethnic homogeneity, with a pop-
ulation which is 91 percent Slovene. 

(13) The boundaries of the various national 
and sub-national divisions in the Balkans 
have been altered repeatedly throughout his-
tory, and international conferences have fre-
quently played the decisive role in fixing 
such boundaries in the modern era, including 
the Berlin Congress of 1878, the London Con-
ference of 1913, and the Paris Peace Con-
ference of 1919. 

(14) The development of an effective exit 
strategy for the withdrawal from the Bal-
kans of foreign military forces, including the 
armed forces of the United States, its NATO 
allies, Russia, and any other nation from 
outside the Balkans which has such forces in 
the Balkans is in the best interests of all 
such nations. 

(15) The ultimate withdrawal of foreign 
military forces, accompanied by the estab-
lishment of durable and peaceful relations 
among all of the nations and peoples of the 
Balkans is in the best interests of those na-
tions and peoples. 

(16) An effective exit strategy for the with-
drawal from the Balkans of foreign military 
forces is contingent upon the achievement of 
a lasting political settlement for the region, 
and that only such a settlement, acceptable 
to all parties involved, can ensure the funda-
mental goals of the United States of peace, 
stability, and human rights in the Balkans; 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that—

(1) the United States should call imme-
diately for the convening of an international 
conference on the Balkans, under the aus-
pices of the United Nations, and based upon 

the principles of the Rambouillet Accords for 
a final settlement of Kosovo status, namely 
that such a settlement should be based on 
the will of the people, opinions of relevant 
authorities, each Party’s efforts regarding 
the implementation of the agreement and 
the provisions of the Helsinki Final Act; 

(2) the international conference on the Bal-
kans should also be empowered to seek a 
final settlement for Bosnia-Herzegovina 
based on the same principles as specified for 
Kosovo in the Rambouillet Accords; and 

(3) in order to produce a lasting political 
settlement in the Balkans acceptable to all 
parties, which can lead to the departure from 
the Balkans in timely fashion of all foreign 
military forces, including those of the 
United States, the international conference 
should have the authority to consider any 
and all of the following: political boundaries; 
humanitarian and reconstruction assistance 
for all nations in the Balkans; stationing of 
United Nations peacekeeping forces along 
international boundaries; security arrange-
ments and guarantees for all of the nations 
of the Balkans; and tangible, enforceable and 
verifiable human rights guarantees for the 
individuals and peoples of the Balkans. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1167

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following: 

SEC. . (a) The President shall continue 
and expand efforts through the United Na-
tions and other international fora, including 
the Wassenaar Arrangement, to limit arms 
transfers worldwide. The President shall 
take the necessary steps to begin multilat-
eral negotiations within 180 days after the 
date of the enactment of this Act, for the 
purpose of establishing a permanent multi-
lateral regime to govern the transfer of con-
ventional arms, particularly transfers to 
countries: 

(1) that engage in persistent violations of 
human rights, engage in acts of armed ag-
gression in violation of international law, 
and do not fully participate in the United 
Nations Register of Conventional Arms; and 

(2) in regions in which arms transfers 
would exacerbate regional arms races or 
international tensions that present a danger 
to international peace and stability. 

(b) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—(1) Not later 
than 6 months after the commencement of 
the negotiations under subsection (a), and 
not later than the end of every 6-month pe-
riod thereafter until an agreement described 
in subsection (a) is concluded, the President 
shall report to the appropriate committees 
of the Congress on the progress made during 
these negotiations. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, the 
amendment I am offering today calls 
on the President to begin multilateral 
negotiations for the purpose of estab-
lishing a permanent multilateral re-
gime to govern the transfer of conven-
tional arms to countries that engage in 
persistent violations of human rights, 
engage in acts of armed aggression, do 
not fully participate in the United Na-
tions Register of Conventional, and 
countries in regions in which arms 
transfers would exacerbate regional 
arms races or international tensions. 

As the United States and its allies 
work to expand the community of 
democratic nations and prevent the 
spread of violence and ethnic conflict, 
we must give higher priority to consid-
eration of how conventional arms 
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transfers may work to undermine these 
important objectives. It is simply not 
in our interest to allow weapons to 
flow freely into countries who abuse 
the rights of their citizens or who are 
engaged in conflict or destabilizing 
arms races. 

International restraint in arms ex-
ports is important to U.S. national se-
curity interests, as well as for the fur-
therance of democracy and human 
rights. The June 1996 ‘‘Report of the 
Presidential Advisory Board on Arms 
Proliferation Policy’’ concluded that 
U.S. and international security are 
threatened by the proliferation of ad-
vanced conventional weapons. Accord-
ing to the Report, ‘‘The world struggles 
today with the implications of ad-
vanced conventional weapons. It will in 
the future be confronted with yet an-
other generation of weapons, whose de-
structive power, size, cost, and avail-
ability can raise many more problems 
even than their predecessors today. 
These challenges will require a new 
culture among nations, one that ac-
cepts increased responsibility for con-
trol and restraint, despite short-term 
economic and political factors pulling 
in other directions.’’ An international 
Code of Conduct is a step toward that 
new culture. 

The United States is far-and-away 
the world’s biggest arms merchant, and 
we must lead the way for the rest of 
the world in addressing this issue. But 
we cannot do it alone. A unilateral de-
cision by the United States to limit 
conventional arms transfers would be 
an important signal of our commit-
ment to this issue, but it would not 
stop the flow of weapons into the coun-
tries about whom we are most con-
cerned. We should be under no illusion 
about the ability or willingness of 
other arms-producing nations to rush 
in and fill any gap we might create. 
This amendment will require the Presi-
dent to expand international efforts to 
curb worldwide arms sales through the 
United Nations and other fora, such as 
the Wassenaar Agreement, and to re-
port to the Congress on progress made 
during these negotiations. 

The United States should lead the 
way to establishing a multilateral re-
gime to prevent nations that ignore 
the rights of their citizens or bully 
their neighbors from obtaining the 
weapons that support these nefarious 
activities. This legislation can be the 
vehicle to accomplish this important 
objective. I thank the managers of this 
bill for accepting my amendment.

AMENDMENT NO. 1168

Purpose: To restrict U.S. aid to Cambodia 
On page 13, strike lines 2 through the colon 

on line 14, and insert in lieu the following: 
‘‘None of the funds appropriated by 

this Act may be made available for ac-
tivities or programs for the Central 
Government of Cambodia until the 
Secretary of State determines and re-
ports to the Committee on Appropria-

tions and the Committee on Foreign 
Relations that the Government of 
Cambodia has established a tribunal 
consistent with the requirements of 
international law and justice including 
the participation of international ju-
rists and prosecutors for the trial of 
those who committed genocide or 
crimes against humanity and that the 
Government of Cambodia is making 
significant progress in establishing an 
independent and accountable judicial 
system, a professional military subor-
dinate to civilian control, and a neu-
tral and accountable police force:’’ 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, the pend-
ing bill prohibits the Administration 
from providing aid to the central gov-
ernment of Cambodia pending certifi-
cation by the Secretary of State that 
Cambodia has held free and fair elec-
tions, that the Central Election Com-
mission was comprised of representa-
tives from all parties, and that the 
Cambodian government has established 
an international panel of jurists to try 
individuals who have committed geno-
cide against the Cambodian people. 

I share the Committee’s view that 
aid can be a source of leverage in deal-
ing with the new Cambodian govern-
ment, and I agree that we should use 
our aid to encourage the Cambodian 
government to establish a credible, 
internationally acceptable genocide 
tribunal. However, I do not believe that 
the conditions in the bill provide us 
with effective leverage because they 
are outdated and irrelevant to the re-
alities on the ground in Cambodia 
today. 

All of us who are involved with Cam-
bodia recognize full well that the elec-
tions held last July in Cambodia were 
a mixed bag at best. The process lead-
ing up to the elections had flaws. The 
elections themselves were quite suc-
cessful in terms of large voter turnout, 
lack of intimidation, international 
monitoring, and lack of violence. But 
they were less than perfect. 

Cambodians know this, but they have 
moved on. They have formed a new co-
alition government with what appears 
to be a workable power sharing ar-
rangement between the two major par-
ties. They have an effective opposition 
party. The Khmer Rouge is no longer a 
military or political player, looming as 
a threat to the new government. The 
climate of political intimidation and 
violence that has so often character-
ized Cambodia is no longer prevalent. 
The new Cambodian government has 
put forth a policy platform which, if 
implemented, would enable Cambodia 
to make real strides toward the estab-
lishment of democratic institutions 
and processes. 

In light of these realities, it makes 
no sense to put restrictions on our aid 
that simply cut off the aid and prevent 
us from using US aid as an incentive to 
move the Cambodian government to 
deal with the serious problems that are 

on the table now—building an inde-
pendent judiciary, reforming the mili-
tary and the policy so that they are 
professional, neutral and accountable, 
providing health care and schooling, 
and tackling the overwhelming prob-
lem of poverty. 

The amendment that I am offering 
with Senator MCCAIN replaces the con-
ditions in the bill with new conditions 
designed to promote the building of 
democratic institutions and to encour-
age the Cambodian government to es-
tablish a tribunal consistent with the 
requirements of international law and 
justice to try those guilty of genocide 
and crimes against humanity. 

Specifically, this amendment pro-
hibits aid to the central government 
pending a certification by the Sec-
retary of State that Cambodia is mak-
ing significant progress in establishing 
an independent and accountable judi-
cial system, a professional military 
subordinate to civilian control, and a 
neutral and accountable police force. 
The amendment also requires the Sec-
retary to certify that the Cambodian 
government has established a tribunal 
consistent with the requirements of 
international law and justice and in-
cluding the participation of inter-
national jurists and prosecutors for the 
trial of those who committed genocide 
or crimes against humanity. 

Let me say a word about the condi-
tion related to the tribunal. When I 
was in Cambodia in April, I had exten-
sive discussions with Prime Minister 
Hun Sen, National Assembly Chairman 
Prince Ranarridh, King Sihanouk, and 
others about the issues related to the 
constitution of a genocide tribunal. 
While the Prime Minister insisted that 
the tribunal be in Cambodia, he agreed 
with my proposal that international 
judges, prosecutors and investigators 
actively participate in the process. He 
also indicated that he would support 
changes in Cambodian law to allow 
these individuals to actively operate 
within the Cambodian judicial system. 
Prince Ranariddh and King Sihanouk 
also were supportive of this concept. 

I believe that this kind of tribunal, 
with meaningful international partici-
pation, could provide a credible and ac-
countable process, consistent with 
international law and standards, for 
trying those who committed genocide 
and crimes against humanity. The car-
rot of US aid can serve as an important 
incentive for the Cambodian govern-
ment to follow through on this process. 

Mr. President, I believe this is a good 
amendment and I thank the managers 
for accepting it. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I rise to 
join with Senator KERRY in offering an 
amendment to the foreign operations 
appropriations bill that would replace 
language currently in the bill per-
taining to Cambodia with language 
that I firmly believe will prove far 
more productive in accomplishing our 
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goals in that strife-torn nation. The 
amendment would replace the current 
prohibition on assistance pending unre-
alistic and counterproductive certifi-
cations with attainable goals con-
sistent with the positive developments 
that have occurred in Cambodia since 
its elections last July. 

Few countries in the entire world 
have experienced the scale of suffering 
since the Second World War that was 
inflicted upon the people of Cambodia 
between 1975 and 1979. A phrase that 
has become a part of our normal lexi-
con in discussions of tragedies of great 
proportion in foreign countries origi-
nated in descriptions of the killing 
fields of Cambodia. What transpired in 
that country during the rule of the 
Khmer Rouge defies comprehension. It 
is a history, however, that must not be 
forgotten. 

After decades of struggling with po-
litical events in Cambodia, we have an 
opportunity to finally help it move in a 
positive direction. We have an oppor-
tunity to help the people of that beau-
tiful nation to begin to put their pain-
ful past behind them, and to join the 
community of nations in good stand-
ing. We cannot accomplish that objec-
tive, however, with the language cur-
rently in the bill before us today. That 
language prohibits all direct U.S. as-
sistance to the central government of 
Cambodia until the Secretary of State 
certifies that the July 1998 elections 
were free and fair, with emphasis on 
the period leading up to election day. 

Few would argue that numerous 
irregularities occurred in the months 
leading up to the election of July 26, 
1998. I wish that had not been the case. 
But those irregularities took place, and 
we cannot change the past. The ques-
tion, however, becomes where we go 
from here. The election itself was, by 
and large, a free and fair election, and 
it is unlikely that the pre-election 
irregularities fundamentally altered 
its outcome. Since the election, the 
main competing factions have agreed 
at an amicable arrangement, and Cam-
bodia today stands its best chance of 
making significant political and eco-
nomic progress. A U.S. role, which is 
currently limited to support of non-
governmental organizations anyway, 
can be instrumental in facilitating 
greater levels of liberalization. The 
Central Government of Cambodia 
shows every sign of wanting to move in 
that direction. That is why the lan-
guage in this bill is so troubling. It 
fails to account for a far more positive 
political atmosphere in Cambodia than 
has existed in decades. 

We can help Cambodia to move for-
ward, or we can stand aside and see an 
opportunity to act productively in 
Southeast Asia squandered. I am under 
no illusions about the scale of problems 
that continue to plague that troubled 
nation. The government of Phnom 
Penh must move forward on the issue 

of establishing an international tri-
bunal for the prosecution of Khmer 
Rouge officials, it must continue to ad-
dress pressing issues like deforestation, 
and it must carry out needed political 
and economic reforms. But we must 
not let an important opportunity to 
help such reforms move forward by re-
stricting aid unless the State Depart-
ment certifies to something all parties 
know cannot be certified. We can predi-
cate our policy toward Cambodia on 
the past, or we can remember the past 
but look to the future. The Kerry-
McCain amendment provides an oppor-
tunity to do the latter. I urge its sup-
port.

AMENDMENT 1173

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing section: 
SEC. . EXPANDED THREAT REDUCTION INITIA-

TIVE. 
It is the sense of the Senate that the pro-

grams contained in the Expanded Threat Re-
duction Initiative are vital to the national 
security of the United States and that fund-
ing for those programs should be restored in 
conference to the levels requested in the 
President’s budget. 

AMENDMENT 1174

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following: 

SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING 
U.S. COMMITMENTS UNDER THE U.S.-NORTH 
KOREAN AGREED FRAMEWORK.—It is the 
Sense of the Senate that, as long as North 
Korea meets its obligations under the U.S.-
North Korean nuclear Agreed Framework of 
1994, the U.S. should meet its commitments 
under the Agreed Framework, including re-
quired deliveries of heavy fuel oil to North 
Korea and support of the Korean Peninsula 
Energy Development Organization (KEDO).

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I wish to 
comment on the foreign operations ap-
propriations bill being considered by 
the Senate. There is one area of this 
bill that I believe deserves particular 
attention, and that is the series of pro-
visions relating to U.S. funding for the 
Korean Peninsula Energy Development 
Organization, or KEDO. This is the or-
ganization that is implementing cer-
tain provisions of the U.S.-North Ko-
rean nuclear Agreed Framework of 
1994. U.S. funds for KEDO pay for the 
heavy fuel oil that the U.S. is com-
mitted to provide to North Korea in ex-
change for its agreement to freeze and 
eventually dismantle its plutonium 
production program that could be used 
for nuclear weapons. 

Mr. President, that Agreed Frame-
work is working in our national secu-
rity interests now. Under that agree-
ment, North Korea has frozen its pluto-
nium production facilities and canned 
almost all of the spent nuclear reactor 
fuel from its graphite-moderated reac-
tor in Yongbyon, all under the watch-
ful eye of International Atomic Energy 
Agency (IAEA) personnel and moni-
toring instruments. 

As recent Secretaries of Defense and 
Chairmen of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
have repeatedly and consistently testi-

fied to Congress, it is clearly in our se-
curity interest that North Korea not 
produced any more plutonium and that 
its spend reactor fuel be canned and re-
moved from North Korea. In addition, 
it is important for North Korea to ac-
count for all its past plutonium pro-
duction to the satisfaction of the 
IAEA. If, and only if, North Korea sat-
isfies all those requirements of the 
Agreed Framework, then KEDO, will 
provide two lightwater nuclear power 
production reactors to North Korea, 
with South Korea and Japan paying 
the overwhelming majority of the cost 
of those reactors. 

The U.S. is required to provide heavy 
fuel oil to North Korea on an agreed 
schedule, and we have had a spotty 
record so far, largely because of Con-
gressional funding reductions and re-
strictions. But we have managed to de-
liver the required oil, albeit sometimes 
late. 

This bill would reduce the Adminis-
tration’s funding request for heavy fuel 
oil from $55 million to $40 million dol-
lars, a decrease of $15 million. This re-
duction would prevent the U.S. from 
purchasing and delivering the required 
heavy fuel oil to North Korea. In my 
view, what would be a serious mistake. 

If we do not provide the required 
heavy fuel oil under the Agreed Frame-
work, we would be failing to meet our 
commitments under the Agreed Frame-
work. This would provide North Korea 
with a ready-made excuse to withdraw 
from or violate the Agreed Framework, 
something we should all recognize 
would be contrary to our national in-
terests and bad for U.S. security.

As long as North Korea meets its ob-
ligations under the Agreed Framework, 
we should meet our commitments and 
obligations under the Agreed Frame-
work, including providing the funds 
necessary to deliver all the required 
heavy fuel oil to North Korea. 

Mr. President, this bill also places 
unnecessary and unworkable restric-
tions on the obligation of the $40 mil-
lion that is provided for KEDO. These 
are contained in certifications required 
before the funds can be obligated. Two 
of these certifications go beyond the 
terms of the Agreed Framework and 
would make it very hard for the U.S. to 
provide funds to KEDO, unless the 
President uses a waiver. 

I believe it is important that we 
work in good faith to keep North Korea 
in compliance with its obligations 
under the Agreed Framework, and that 
includes our obligation to provide the 
necessary funds to deliver the required 
heavy fuel oil to North Korea. 

When the Armed Services Committee 
and the Foreign Relations Committee 
members met recently with Former 
Defense Secretary William Perry, the 
President’s Special Advisor on North 
Korea, one of my colleagues asked Dr. 
Perry what Congress could do to help 
move North Korea in a more peaceful 
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and cooperative direction. Dr. Perry in-
dicated that the most important Con-
gressional action would be to provide 
full funding for KEDO. I believe Dr. 
Perry is correct. 

Mr. President, for these reasons I 
offer an amendment to the bill that 
states the sense of the Senate that, ‘‘as 
long as North Korea meets its obliga-
tions under the U.S.-North Korean nu-
clear Agreed Framework of 1994, the 
U.S. should meet its commitments 
under the Agreed Framework, includ-
ing required deliveries of heavy fuel oil 
to North Korea and support of the Ko-
rean Peninsula Energy Development 
Organization (KEDO).’’

This amendment puts the Senate on 
record as stating its view that the 
United States should meet its commit-
ments under the Agreed Framework, 
including the heavy fuel oil and KEDO 
commitments. 

Mr. President, I believe this amend-
ment improves the bill and makes it 
clear that the Senate wants the U.S. to 
uphold its end of the Agreed Frame-
work, and I hope that the bill’s provi-
sions relating to KEDO can be modified 
in conference and that the Administra-
tion’s requested funding will be re-
stored in conference, to reflect the 
view of the Senate as expressed in my 
amendment. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1175

(Purpose: To provide Tibetan refugee relief) 

On page 17, line 10, before the period insert 
the following: 

‘‘That of the amounts appropriated under 
this heading, $1.5 million shall be made 
available to Habitat for Humanity Inter-
national for the purchase of 14 acres of land 
on behalf of Tibetan refugees living in north-
ern India, and the construction of multi-unit 
development.’’

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I rise 
today to offer an amendment that 
would provide Habitat for Humanity 
$1.5 million for construction of a multi-
unit development for Tibetan refugees 
living in Northern India. 

These refugees were forcibly driven 
from their homes by the Chinese com-
munists. They are living in the 
Dehradun area and are among the poor-
est people on earth. They are without 
citizenship rights and cannot own land. 
As such, they exist as squatters in 
burned out homes and shacks remain-
ing after the Hindu-Moslem conflicts of 
a few years ago. The conditions are de-
plorable; soaking wet in the monsoon 
season and freezing in the winter. 

Many Americans are aware of the 
plight of these Tibetan refugees and 
have started taking actions to help 
them. The Dalai Lama is a full partner 
in this project and has put the full 
weight of his friends and government 
behind this. 

This money will fund a plan to pur-
chase 14 acres of land on behalf of the 
Tibetans and provide for the construc-
tion of a multi-unit development for 
160 of the poorest families. An Amer-

ican architect has volunteered his time 
to visit the site, direct the preliminary 
clearing, and draw the plans for the vil-
lage. 

General Mick Kicklighter, U.S. 
Army, Ret., serves as President of 
Habitat for Humanity International 
and will oversee the direction of re-
sources for this project. The President 
of the Arundel County, Maryland, 
Habitat for Humanity affiliate is work-
ing to lay out detailed building time 
and cost management for the village. 
The property has been obtained, build-
ing permits secured and the land has 
been cleared by the hand effort of the 
refugees. 

I ask my colleagues to join me and 
the cosponsors to this amendment to 
support funding in the amount of $1.5 
million to directed to Habitat for Hu-
manity International for completion of 
this project. The creation of this vil-
lage with U.S. assistance will serve as 
a model for the international aid com-
munity. I firmly believe that the im-
pact of this modest sum will be felt 
globally. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1176

On page 33, line 6, before the colon, insert 
the following: ‘‘, of which no less than 
$1,000,000 shall be available for the Defense 
Institute of International Studies to enhance 
its mission, functioning and performance by 
providing for its fixed costs of operation’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1177

At the appropriate place, insert: 
It is the sense of the Senate that: 
The Senate finds, that: The proposed pro-

grams under the Expanded Threat Reduction 
Initiative (ETRI) are critical and essential 
to preserving U.S. national security. 

The Department of State programs under 
the ETRI be funded at or near the full re-
quest of $250 million in the Foreign Oper-
ations Appropriations Bill for Fiscal Year 
2000 prior to final passage.

Mr. MCCONNELL. These amend-
ments have been cleared on both sides, 
and I ask they be considered and 
agreed to en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ments en bloc. 

The amendments (Nos. 1125, 1146, 
1150, 1151, 1158, 1162, 1163, 1167, 1168, and 
1173 through 1177) were agreed to. 

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

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENTS NOS. 1159 AND 1170 THROUGH 1172, 
EN BLOC, AS MODIFIED 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I send the fol-
lowing modifications to amendments 
that are at the desk: 

No. 1159, Senator LANDRIEU on or-
phans; No. 1170, Senator BROWNBACK, 
the Sudan; No. 1171, Senator DEWINE 
on Colombia; and No. 1172, Senator 
REID on Iraq. 

The amendment (No. 1170), as modi-
fied, is as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following: 
SEC. ll. INTERNATIONAL DISASTER ASSIST-

ANCE FOR OPPOSITION-CON-
TROLLED AREAS OF SUDAN. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, of the funds made available under chap-
ter 9 of part I of the Foreign Assistance Act 
of 1961 (relating to international disaster as-
sistance) for fiscal year 2000, up to $4,000,000 
should be made available for rehabilitation 
and economic recovery in opposition-con-
trolled areas of Sudan. Such funds are to be 
used to improve economic governance, pri-
mary education, agriculture, and other lo-
cally-determined priorities. Such funds are 
to be programmed and implemented jointly 
by the United States Agency for Inter-
national Development and the Department 
of Agriculture, and may be utilized for ac-
tivities which can be implemented for a pe-
riod of up to two years. 
SEC. ll. HUMANITARIAN ASSISTANCE FOR SU-

DANESE INDIGENOUS GROUPS. 
The President, acting through the appro-

priate Federal agencies, is authorized to pro-
vide humanitarian assistance, including 
food, directly to the National Democratic Al-
liance participants and the Sudanese Peo-
ple’s Liberation Movement operating outside 
of the Operation Lifeline Sudan structure. 
SEC. ll. DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE FOR OP-

POSITION-CONTROLLED AREAS OF 
SUDAN. 

(a) INCREASE IN DEVELOPMENT ASSIST-
ANCE.—The President, acting through the 
United States Agency for International De-
velopment, is authorized to increase substan-
tially the amount of development assistance 
for capacity building, democracy promotion, 
civil administration, judiciary, and infra-
structure support in opposition-controlled 
areas of Sudan. 

(b) QUARTERLY REPORT.—The President 
shall submit a report on a quarterly basis to 
the Congress on progress made in carrying 
out subsection (a).

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I 
rise in support of the amendment that 
has been cleared, I understand, by both 
sides. I would like to submit into the 
RECORD a clarification regarding the 
distribution of humanitarian assist-
ance, including food, directly to the 
National Democratic Alliance partici-
pants operating outside of the Oper-
ation Lifeline Sudan structure. Name-
ly, the intent and expectation of the 
Senate through this language is for the 
Sudanese People’s Liberation Move-
ment to be a recipient as a leading 
member participant in the National 
Democratic Alliance. 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, it is im-
portant to view this amendment in the 
greater context of the current humani-
tarian situation in southern Sudan. 

The situation is dire, to say the 
least: the famine of last year took the 
lives of hundreds of thousands as 
flights of relief were banned by Khar-
toum from large areas outside their 
control, an act which triggered famine 
and starvation. The regime in Khar-
toum is allowed to halt U.N. relief 
flights at will because of the terms of 
the 1989 agreement which establish Op-
eration Lifeline Sudan—the U.N. relief 
organization. As I noted in an op-ed in 
The Washington Post on July 19, 1998, 
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the ‘‘practice starves combatants and 
noncombatants alike and compromises 
the integrity and effectiveness of relief 
groups desperately trying to fend off 
famine.’’

I ask unanimous consent that op-ed 
be printed in the RECORD.

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

[From the Washington Post, July 19, 1998] 
SUDAN’S MERCILESS WAR ON ITS OWN PEOPLE 

(By Bill Frist) 
When the United Nations World Food Pro-

gram announced last week that up to 2.6 mil-
lion people in southern Sudan are in immi-
nent danger of starvation, the news was re-
ceived with surprising nonchalance. Such 
news is becoming almost routine from mis-
ery-plagued East Africa, but what is unfold-
ing in southern Sudan is at least the fourth 
widespread, large-scale humanitarian dis-
aster in the region in the past 15 years. 

In all cases, the United States’ record is 
not one of success. Ethiopia in 1984, a disas-
trous military involvement in Somalia in 
1993 and shameful neglect in Rwanda in 1994 
have left the public bitter toward the pros-
pect of yet more involvement. But again, as 
famine hovers over the region, we face a dis-
concertingly similar quandary on the nature 
of our response. 

In January I worked in southern Sudan as 
a medical missionary, and I have seen first-
hand the terrible effects of the continuing 
civil war and how that war came to help cre-
ate this situation. As a United States sen-
ator, however, I fear that by failing to make 
necessary changes in our response, American 
policy toward Sudan may be a contributing 
factor in the horrendous prospect of wide-
spread starvation. 

The radical Islamic regime in Khartoum is 
unmatched in its barbarity toward the sub-
Saharan or ‘‘black African’’ Christians of the 
country’s South. It is largely responsible for 
creating this impending disaster through a 
concerted and sustained war on its own peo-
ple, in which calculated starvation, bombing 
of hospitals, slavery and the killing of inno-
cent women and children are standard proce-
dure. 

Our policy toward Khartoum looks tough 
on paper, but it has yet to pose a serious 
challenge to the Islamic dictatorship. Nei-
ther has our wavering and inconsistent com-
mitment to sanctions affected its behavior 
or its ability to finance the war. 

Khartoum is set to gain billions of dollars 
in oil revenues from fields it is preparing to 
exploit in areas of rebel activity. The U.S. 
sanctions prohibit any American invest-
ment, but recent evidence indicates that en-
forcement is lax. Additionally, relief groups 
operating there report that new weapons are 
flowing in as part of a deal with one of the 
partners—a government-owned petroleum 
company in China. 

It is our policy toward southern Sudan 
that is of more immediate importance to the 
potential humanitarian disaster. From my 
own experience operating in areas where U.S. 
government relief is rarely distributed, I fear 
that both unilaterally and as a member of 
the United Nations, the United States unnec-
essarily restricts our own policy in odd def-
erence to the regime in Khartoum. 

In southern Sudan our humanitarian relief 
contributions to the starving are largely fun-
neled through nongovernmental relief orga-
nizations that participate in Operation Life-
line Sudan. All of our contributions to the 

United Nations efforts are distributed 
through this flawed deal. 

In this political arrangement the Khar-
toum regime has veto power over all deci-
sions as to where food can be sent. That 
which is needed in the areas outside their 
control is often used as an instrument of 
war, with Khartoum routinely denying per-
mission for a flight to land in an area of 
rebel activity, especially during times when 
international attention lacks its current 
focus. This practice starves combatants and 
noncombatants alike and compromises the 
integrity and effectiveness of relief groups 
desperately trying to fend off famine. 

Despite associated risks, some relief 
groups operate successfully outside the ar-
rangement’s umbrella, getting good and 
medicine to areas that the regime in Khar-
toum would rather see starve. Out of concern 
that the Khartoum regime would be pro-
voked into prohibiting all relief deliveries 
under the scheme, the U.S. Agency for Inter-
national Development and its Office of For-
eign Disaster Assistance do not regularly 
funnel famine relief through outside organi-
zations, and thus our relief supplies are only 
selectively distributed—a decision that un-
necessarily abets Khartoum’s agenda. 

The U.S. policy in Sudan does not seek an 
immediate rebel victory and the fragmenting 
of Sudan that could follow. Because the 
splintered rebel groups could not provide a 
functioning government or civil society at 
this time, that policy cannot be thrown out 
wholesale. Yet our failure to separate this 
policy from the action necessary to save 
these people from starvation result in ab-
surdity. 

Thus even while generously increasing the 
amount of aid, for political reasons we seek 
the permission of the ‘‘host government’’ in 
Khartoum to distribute it and feed the very 
people they are attempting to kill through 
starvation and war. A second reason for this 
posture is, presumably, a fear that even mod-
est, calculated food aid would allow the 
rebels to mobilize instead of foraging for 
their families—a factor that could turn the 
outcome on the battlefield in their favor. 

The prospect of widespread starvation in 
southern Sudan does not necessitate that the 
United States seek a quick solution on the 
battlefield. Military victory and an end to 
hostilities are not a substitute for food. How-
ever, the administration should make an im-
mediate and necessary distinction between 
the policy principle and the humanitarian 
challenge. It should articulate a response 
without political limitations, which, frank-
ly, are trivial in comparison to the human 
lives at stake, and it should press the United 
Nations to do the same. 

We can no longer afford to dance around 
the issues of sovereignty and political prin-
ciples while restraining our response to a 
looming disaster that Khartoum helped cre-
ate. Such academic debates and diplomatic 
concerns are for the well fed, but offer no 
solace to the starving.

Mr. FRIST. The Government of 
Sudan continues to prosecute the war 
against the south, including the bomb-
ing of hospitals and churches, and a 
campaign of terror, including slavery. 
Nearly 2 million have died since 1983, 
with over 4 million displaced from 
their homes. 

In January of last year, I worked in 
southern Sudan as a medical mis-
sionary, in areas outside of government 
control, and in ‘‘hospitals’’ and clinics 
where I treated people who had never 

seen a doctor. What I saw was the prod-
uct of an indiscriminate and savage 
war. 

Since that time I have worked with 
other Senators, relief organizations, 
and the administration in trying to 
make our humanitarian policy as effec-
tive as it possibly can be. It must be a 
policy which does more than meet the 
immediate food needs of those who 
hover on the brink of starvation. It 
must be a policy which seeks to elimi-
nate the root causes. The inability of 
the populations in areas outside of the 
control of the Government of Sudan to 
protect themselves is at the root of 
their vulnerability to starvation and 
famine. 

That is not a politically or 
logistically easy task. It does not have 
a single solution which can simply be 
enacted. It requires that we constantly 
push the policy to adapt and become 
more effective, rather than simply be-
come an amount for which we simply 
write a check each fiscal year. This 
amendment does not represent the so-
lution to the root causes of the human 
tragedy in Sudan, but it is one critical 
piece which we must consider. 

The authorization in this amendment 
will open this issue and place it at the 
top of the list of issues which we con-
tinue to work through with the admin-
istration. That process of Congress and 
the administration jointly working on 
a more effective Sudan policy has had 
its moments of disagreement, but it 
has been largely productive and one 
where our shared goals have never been 
compromised. 

Additionally, it is worth noting that, 
beyond the traditional chiefdoms, the 
groups designated in this amendment 
are really the only organizations func-
tioning in areas outside of the control 
of the government of Sudan. As a con-
sequence, these are the only organiza-
tions which are defending these popu-
lations against the heinous attacks by 
the Government of Sudan and, increas-
ingly, by irregular or paramilitary or-
ganizations sponsored by Khartoum—
including slaving parties.

The more than 1 million dollars’ 
worth of relief distributed in Sudan on 
a daily basis is done so in such a way 
that it is purposefully steered away 
from combatants. From the relief orga-
nizations’ view point, that is essential 
to maintain some level of insulation 
from the political aspects of the war. 
They see themselves as strictly human-
itarian organizations. 

However, from a practical stand-
point, that practice has an unintended, 
but not surprising consequence. Be-
cause the members of the resistance 
groups have to eat too—for they suffer 
from starvation as much as women and 
children—they regularly divert food 
donations to their own use. 
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Possibly more important than that is 

the effect on these organizations them-
selves and their ability to provide pro-
tection for the populations they de-
fend. Because their food supply is er-
ratic and dependent on diversions of 
other aid, they are often forced to de-
mobilize to either collect food on their 
own, to steal food, or to leave to plant 
their crops. The practical effect of that 
is that they cannot stay mobilized and 
cannot provide any reliable or cohesive 
defense. 

It is important to remember then 
that this amendment should not be 
seen as a reward to the resistance 
groups. Yet I remind my colleagues 
that they are the only line of defense 
between those people and the regime in 
Khartoum which seeks to subdue or ex-
terminate them in a sustained effort of 
low-level ethnic cleansing. 

The timing of presenting this author-
ity to the President is critically impor-
tant. The government of Sudan is 
poised to begin receiving billions of 
dollars in hard currency from the sale 
of newly exploited oil in contested 
areas. The regime in Khartoum has re-
peatedly and publically said their in-
tention is to convert that hard cur-
rency straight into an renewed effort 
to subdue or eradicate the people in 
areas outside their control. The ability 
of the resistance groups to stay mobi-
lized and coherent is arguably more 
important now than since the begin-
ning of the war. A predictable supply of 
food is the key to realizing that de-
fense. Again, more so than the weapons 
Khartoum is purchasing or receiving 
from the outside world, it is food which 
most devastating. 

Besides the obvious human cost of an 
ineffective defense against Khartoum 
and their proxies, is the potential cost 
to the renewed effort to bring the com-
batants into an effective peace process. 
As I noted in a further piece in The 
Washington Post, we must use all 
available tools to bring the combatants 
to the table. 

I ask unanimous consent that be 
printed in the RECORD.

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

[From the Washington Post, June 9, 1999] 
AN END TO THE SUDAN TRAGEDY 

(By Bill Frist) 
The Post’s May 7 editorial ‘‘Sudan: The 

Unending War’’ brought to light two critical 
points about that barbaric war of ‘‘ethnic 
cleansing.’’ One is that our actions in Kosovo 
emphasize our failure to act in the much 
larger war in Sudan. Without Kosovo, the 
war in Sudan would continue in obscurity. 
The other is that it is time for the United 
States to redouble its efforts toward bring-
ing the war to a conclusion. As bad as the 
situation has become and intractable as the 
conflict may seem, we may have a small 
chance for peace. 

But the United States must redouble its ef-
forts strategically with a realistic under-
standing of our strengths and limitations. 

What may seem like minor differences 
among our options actually can represent 
fundamental differences between success and 
failure. The appointment of a special envoy 
may bring needed attention and diplomatic 
weight to that effort, but it would represent 
neither a clear understanding of our limita-
tions nor a strategy that can maximize our 
effectiveness. 

A strategy that does so requires three 
basic steps in the coming months: 

We must recognize the conflict for what it 
is: a calculated and sustained effort by the 
regime in Khartoum to subdue, eradicate or 
forcibly convert to Islam large segments of 
their own population. The fact that it is not 
exclusively a Muslim against Christian or 
Arab against black African war must not dis-
tract us from its barbarity. Even without a 
clear ‘‘good guy,’’ the war is indiscriminate 
and patently evil. As the editorial pointed 
out, it already has claimed more lives than 
the wars in Bosnia, Kosovo, Chechnya and 
Somalia combined. 

We must conduct our relief operations so 
they address the roots of the humanitarian 
disaster, not just the symptoms. We must 
continue to change our operations so they do 
not inadvertently abet the agenda of Khar-
toum by allowing the government to use our 
food donations as a weapon—as it dose with 
its calculated denial of access to relief 
flights that carry out contributions through 
the United Nations. 

We also must change the nature of our gen-
erous contributions, moving away from sim-
ply food, literally falling from the sky into 
starving villages, to one where we seek to 
help establish the most basic civil and eco-
nomic institutions in the areas outside the 
government’s control. It is the near absence 
of those institutions in some areas that pre-
vents the Sudanese from sustaining them-
selves. I plan to introduce legislation that 
will address those shortcomings, both in our 
own programs and in the United Nations. 
Congress can urge the president to continue 
implementing those changes, but we also 
must be prepared to support him fully as he 
does. 

We must work harder to reinvigorate the 
existing multilateral peace process and bring 
significant pressure to bear on the warring 
parties and supporters to come to the peace 
table. Khartoum uses seductive diversions—
‘‘confessions’’ of war-weariness and other 
hints that a ‘‘breakthrough’’ is at hand—to 
avoid a process in which it would actually 
have to produce results. 

The rebels continue to be fractious on 
their endgame. A strong peace process based 
on an airtight list of principles and measures 
of success can encourage both to deliver tan-
gible results. A special envoy alone, secret 
‘‘diplomatic missions’’ or any other effort 
that does not bring the combatants and their 
supporters to the table cannot provide three 
essential elements: the elimination of a 
scapegoat for a failed process, sustained 
pressure on all parties to show progress and 
a healthy dose of embarrassment for the 
world regarding the situation. 

The tragedy of Sudan has been perpetuated 
by shameful, worldwide neglect and a stun-
ning lack of resolve. Until Khartoum suc-
ceeds in its goal of ethnic cleansing, the war 
will never go away on its own. Short of mili-
tary intervention or comprehensive U.N. 
sanctions, for which there is no political 
will, a coherent, cooperative and realistic 
strategy offers the best chance for progress—
albeit 16 years late.

Mr. FRIST. The most important tool 
to bring them to the table is to con-

tinue to highlight the fact that neither 
side will win this war outright on the 
battlefield. If Khartoum believes they 
can not win the war on the battlefield 
because of their new found source of 
hard currency, they have absolutely no 
reason to come to the table and work 
for real peace. Short of military inter-
vention on our own, the best way we 
can disabuse them of that notion and 
continue to press them to commit to a 
peace process is to clearly eliminate 
the greatest weaknesses which they 
will exploit. The greatest weakness is 
not so much the southern Sudanese’s 
vulnerability to attack, but their in-
ability to defend. That inability is not 
caused by a lack of weaponry, but a 
lack of calories. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Kentucky [Mr. MCCON-

NELL] proposes amendments Nos. 1159, 1171 
and 1172, as modified, en bloc.

The amendments are as follows:
AMENDMENT NO. 1159, AS MODIFIED 

On page 21, line 22, before the period insert 
the following: ‘‘Provided further; That of the 
amount appropriated under this heading, not 
to exceed $2,000,000 shall be available for 
grants to nongovernmental organization 
that work with orphans who are 
transitioning out of institutions to teach life 
skills and job skills’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1171, AS MODIFIED 
At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 

the following new section: 
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING CO-

LOMBIA. 
(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-

lowing findings: 
(1) Colombia is a democratic country fight-

ing multiple wars: 
(A) a war against the Colombian Revolu-

tionary Armed Forces (FARC); 
(B) a war against the National Liberation 

Army (ELN); 
(C) a war against paramilitary organiza-

tions; and 
(C) a war against drug lords who traffic in 

deadly cocaine and heroin. 
(3)Colombia is the world’s third most dan-

gerous country in terms of political violence 
with 34 percent of world terrorist acts com-
mitted there. 

(4) Colombia is the world’s kidnaping cap-
ital of the world with 2,609 kidnapings re-
ported in 1998 and 513 reported in the first 
three months of 1999. 

(5) In 1998 alone, 308,000 Colombians were 
internally displaced in Colombia. Over the 
last decade, 35,000 Colombians have been 
killed. 

(6) The FARC and ELN are the two main 
guerrilla groups which have waged the long-
est-running anti-government insurgency in 
Latin America. 

(7) The Colombian rebels have a combined 
strength of 10,00 to 20,000 full-time guerrillas; 
they have initiated armed action in nearly 
700 of the country’s 1073 municipalities, and 
control or influence roughly 60 percent of 
rural Colombia including a demilitarized 
zone using their armed stranglehold to abuse 
Colombian citizens. 

(8) Although the Colombian Army has 
122,000 soldiers, there are roughly only 20,000 
soldiers available for offensive combat oper-
ations. 
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(9) Colombia faces the threat of the armed 

paramilitaries, 5,000 strong, who are con-
stantly driving a wedge in the peace process 
by their insistence in participating in the 
peace talks. 

(10) More than 75 percent of the world’s co-
caine HCL and 75 percent of the heroin seized 
in the northeast United States is of Colom-
bian origin. 

(11) The conflicts in Colombia are creating 
spillovers to the border countries of Ven-
ezuela, Panama and Equador: Venezuela has 
sent 30,000 troops to its border the Ecuador is 
sending 10,000 troops to its border. 

(12) Venezuela is our number one supplier 
of oil. 

(13) By the end of 1999, all U.S. military 
troops will have departed from Panama, 
leaving the Panama Canal unprotected. 

(14) In 1998, two-way trade between the 
United States and Colombia was more than 
$11 billion, making the United States Colom-
bia’s number one trading partner and Colom-
bia the fifth largest market for U.S. exports 
in the region. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that—

(1) the United States should recognize the 
crisis in Colombia and play a more pro-ac-
tive role in its resolution; 

(2) the United States should mobilize the 
international community to pro-actively en-
gaged in resolving Colombian wars; and 

(3) pledge or political support to help Co-
lombia with the peace process. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1172, AS MODIFIED 
At the appropriate place, add the fol-

lowing: 
It is the sense of the Senate that the Presi-

dent and the Secretary of State should—
(1) raise the need for accountability of Sad-

dam Hussein and several key members of his 
regime at the International Criminal Court 
Preparatory Commission, which will meet in 
New York on July 26, 1999, through August 
13, 1999; 

(2) continue to push for the creation of a 
commission under the auspices of the United 
Nations to establish an international record 
of the criminal culpability of Saddam Hus-
sein and other Iraqi officials; 

(3) continue to push for the United Nations 
to form an international criminal tribunal 
for the purpose of indicting, prosecuting, and 
imprisoning Saddam Hussein and any other 
Iraqi officials who may be found responsible 
for crimes against humanity, genocide, and 
other violations of international humani-
tarian law; and 

(4) upon the creation of a commission and 
international criminal tribunal, take steps 
necessary, including the reprogramming of 
funds, to ensure United States support for ef-
forts to bring Saddam Hussein and other 
Iraqi officials to justice. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I ask unanimous 
consent that these amendments, as 
modified, be agreed to en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ments en bloc, as modified. 

The amendments (Nos. 1159, and 1171 
and 1172) as modified, were agreed to. 

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

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. There are six 
amendments at the desk that will not 

be proposed. I ask unanimous consent 
the following amendments not be pro-
posed: 

No. 1120, Senator BROWNBACK on the 
Sudan; No. 1147, Senator BROWNBACK on 
the Sudan; No. 1149, Senator GRASSLEY 
on narcotics; No. 1156, Senator BIDEN 
on Iraq; No. 1169, Senator KERRY of 
Massachusetts, code of conduct; No. 
1155, Senator BIDEN on Iraq. 

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

Mr. MCCONNELL. We approved ear-
lier in the day 19 amendments in the 
managers’ package. We just approved 
18 more from a list compiled at 1 p.m., 
the deadline for getting amendments to 
the desk. 

There are 5 more amendments we 
withdrew that will not be offered. That 
leaves 12 amendments, I say to my 
friend from Vermont, that remain to be 
addressed. 

We are working on paring that list 
down further. 

Mr. DODD. I ask unanimous consent 
to set aside the pending amendment. 

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

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I call up 
an amendment at the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has two amendments? 

Mr. DODD. One amendment. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. One 

amendment. 
AMENDMENT NO. 1157 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows:

The Senator from Connecticut [Mr. DODD], 
for himself and Mr. LEAHY, proposes an 
amendment numbered 1157.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I 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:
At the appropriate place in the bill at the 

following new section: 
SEC. . TERMINATION OF PROHIBITIONS AND RE-

STRICTIONS ON TRAVEL TO CUBA. 
(a) TRAVEL TO CUBA.—
(1) FREEDOM OF TRAVEL FOR UNITED STATES 

CITIZENS AND LEGAL RESIDENTS.—Subject to 
subsection (b), the President shall not regu-
late or prohibit, directly or indirectly, travel 
to or from Cuba by United States citizens or 
legal residents, or any of the transactions in-
cident to such travel that are set forth in 
paragraph (2). 

(2) TRANSACTIONS INCIDENT TO TRAVEL.—
The transactions referred paragraph (1) are—

(A) any transaction ordinarily incident to 
travel to or from Cuba, including the impor-
tation into Cuba or the United States of ac-
companied baggage for personal use only: 

(B) any transaction ordinarily incident to 
travel or maintenance within Cuba, includ-
ing the payment of living expenses and the 
acquisition of goods or services for personal 
use; 

(C) any transaction ordinarily incident to 
the arrangement, promotion, or facilitation 
of travel to, from, or within Cuba; 

(D) any transaction incident to non-sched-
uled air, sea, or land voyages, except that 
this subparagraph does not authorize the 
carriage of articles into Cuba or the United 
States except accompanied baggage; and 

(E) any normal banking transaction inci-
dent to any activity described in any of the 
preceding subparagraphs, including the 
issuance, clearing, processing, or payment of 
checks, drafts, travelers checks, credit or 
debit card instruments, or similar instru-
ments; except that this paragraph does not 
authorize the importation into the United 
States of any goods for personal consump-
tion acquired in Cuba. 

(b) EXCEPTIONS.—The restrictions on au-
thority contained in subsection (a)(1) do not 
apply in a case in which—

(1) the United States is at war with Cuba; 
or 

(2) armed hostilities between the two coun-
tries are in progress. 

(c) APPLICABILITY.—This section applies to 
actions taken by the President before the 
date of the enactment of this Act which are 
in effect on such date, and to action taken 
on or after such date. 

(d) SUPERSEDES OTHER PROVISIONS.—This 
section supersedes any other provision of 
law, including section 102(h) of the Cuban 
Liberty and Democratic Solidarity 
(LIBERTAD) Act of 1996. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1182 TO AMENDMENT NO. 1157 
(Purpose: To terminate prohibitions and 

restrictions on travel to Cuba) 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I send to 

the desk an amendment in the second 
degree and ask for its immediate con-
sideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows:

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. LEAHY] 
proposes an amendment numbered 1182 to 
amendment No. 1157.

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

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

The amendment is as follows:
Strike everything after ‘‘SEClll.’’ and 

insert in lieu thereof the following: 
RELAXATION OF RESTRICTIONS ON TRAVEL BY 

AMERICAN CITIZENS TO CUBA. 
(a) TRAVEL TO CUBA.—
(1) FREEDOM OF TRAVEL FOR UNITED STATES 

CITIZENS AND LEGAL RESIDENTS.—Subject to 
subsection (b), the President shall not regu-
late or prohibit, directly or indirectly, travel 
to or from Cuba by United States citizens or 
legal residents, or any of the transactions in-
cident to such travel that are set forth in 
paragraph (2). 

(2) TRANSACTIONS INCIDENT TO TRAVEL.—
The transactions referred to in paragraph (1) 
are—

(A) any transaction ordinarily incident to 
travel to or from Cuba, including the impor-
tation into Cuba or the United States of ac-
companied baggage for personal use only; 

(B) any transaction ordinarily incident to 
travel or maintenance within Cuba, includ-
ing the payment of living expenses and the 
acquisition of goods or services for personal 
use; 

(C) any transaction ordinarily incident to 
the arrangement, promotion, or facilitation 
of travel to, from, or within Cuba; 
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(D) any transaction incident to non-

scheduled air, sea, or land voyages, except 
that this subparagraph does not authorize 
the carriage of articles into Cuba or the 
United States except accompanied baggage; 
and 

(E) any normal banking transaction inci-
dent to any activity described in any of the 
preceding subparagraphs, including the 
issuance, clearing, processing, or payment of 
checks, drafts, travelers checks, credit or 
debit card instruments, or similar instru-
ments; 
except that this paragraph does not author-
ize the importation into the United States of 
any goods for personal consumption acquired 
in Cuba. 

(b) EXCEPTIONS.—The restrictions on au-
thority contained in subsection (a)(1) do not 
apply in a case in which—

(1) the United States is at war with Cuba; 
(2) armed hostilities between the two coun-

tries are in progress; or 
(3) there is imminent danger to the public 

health or the physical safety of United 
States travelers. 

(c) APPLICABILITY.—This section applies to 
actions taken by the President before the 
date of the enactment of this Act which are 
in effect on such date, and to actions taken 
on or after such date. 

(d) SUPERSEDES OTHER PROVISIONS.—This 
section supersedes any other provision of 
law, including section 102(h) of the Cuban 
Liberty and Democratic Solidarity 
(LIBERTAD) Act of 1996. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays on the Dodd amend-
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to it being in order to request 
the yeas and nays on the first-degree 
amendment? 

Mr. DODD. On the Dodd amendment. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
Is there a sufficient second? 
There is not a sufficient second. 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I suggest 

the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative assistant proceeded 

to call the roll. 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, as I un-
derstand it, the second-degree amend-
ment is what is pending before the Sen-
ate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays on that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second on the second-degree 
amendment? There is not. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative assistant proceeded 
to call the roll. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. LOTT. I believe the Senator 
would like to renew his request for the 
yeas and nays. 

Mr. LEAHY. I renew the request on 
the second-degree amendment, Mr. 
President. 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 Sen-

ator from Connecticut.
Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I thank my 

colleague from Vermont for his second-
degree proposal. We will take a very 
short amount of time. It is not our in-
tention to spend a great deal of time on 
this particular proposal. We have pro-
posed the pending amendments because 
we believe the time has come to lift 
the very archaic, counterproductive, 
and ill-conceived ban on Americans 
traveling to Cuba. Not only does this 
ban hinder rather than help our effort 
to spread democracy, it unnecessarily 
abridges the rights of ordinary Ameri-
cans. 

The United States was founded on 
the principles of liberty and freedom. 
Yet when it comes to Cuba, our Gov-
ernment abridges these rights with no 
greater rationale than political and 
rhetorical gain. 

Cuba lies just 90 miles from Amer-
ica’s shore. Yet those 90 miles of water 
might as well be an entire ocean. We 
have made a land ripe for American in-
fluence forbidden territory. In doing so, 
we have enabled Fidel Castro’s regime 
to hold onto power longer and contrib-
uted to the continued oppression of the 
Cuban people. 

Surely we do not ban travel to Cuba 
out of concern for the safety of Ameri-
cans who might visit that island na-
tion. Today Americans are free to trav-
el to Iran, Sudan, Burma, Yugoslavia, 
North Korea—but not to Cuba. You can 
fly to North Korea; you can fly to Iran; 
you can travel freely. Yet it seems to 
me if you can go to those countries, 
you ought not be denied the right to go 
to Cuba. If the Cubans want to stop 
Americans from visiting that country, 
that ought to be their business. But to 
say to an American citizen that you 
can travel to Iran, where they held hos-
tages for months on end, to North 
Korea, which has declared us to be an 
enemy of theirs completely, but not to 
travel 90 miles off our shore to Cuba I 
think is a mistake. 

To this day, some Iranian politicians 
believe the United States to be ‘‘the 
Great Satan.’’ We hear it all the time. 
Just two decades ago, Iran occupied 
our Embassy and took innocent Amer-
ican diplomats hostage. To this day, 
protesters in Tehran burn the Amer-
ican flag with the encouragement of 
the members of their Government. 
Those few Americans who venture into 
such inhospitable surroundings often 

find themselves pelted by rocks and ac-
costed by the public. 

Similarly, we do not ban travel to 
Sudan, a nation we attacked with 
cruise missiles last summer for its sup-
port of terrorism; to Burma, a nation 
with one of the most oppressive re-
gimes in the world today; to North 
Korea, whose soldiers have peered at 
American servicemen through gun 
sights for decades; or Syria, which has 
one of the most egregious human 
rights records and is one of the fore-
most sponsors of terrorism. 

I can go to Iran, but I cannot go to 
Cuba. There is an inconsistency here 
that I think we ought to undo. We ban 
travel to Cuba, a nation which is nei-
ther at war with the United States nor 
a sponsor of terrorism. I fail to see how 
isolating the Cuban people from demo-
cratic values and ideals will foster the 
transition to democracy in that coun-
try. 

I fail to see how isolating the Cuban 
people from democratic values and 
from the influence of Americans when 
they go to that country to help bring 
about the change we all seek serves our 
own interests. 

Before I go on, let me be perfectly 
clear: I strongly support effective 
measures to bring democratic values 
and rule to all people, including Cuba. 
No one, certainly not Cubans, should 
have to live under a dictator’s fist. Cu-
bans cannot travel freely to the United 
States. That is because Fidel Castro 
does not allow them to do so. Those of 
us who watched our television screens 
last night and saw those Cubans trying 
to escape the dictatorial regime in 
Cuba, picked up by Cuban boats were 
horrified by that kind of activity. 

Because Fidel Castro does not permit 
Cubans to leave Cuba and come to this 
country is not justification for adopt-
ing a similar principle in this country 
that says Americans cannot travel 
freely. We have a Bill of Rights. We 
have fundamental rights that we em-
brace as American citizens. Travel is 
one of them. If other countries want to 
prohibit us from going there, then that 
is their business. But for us to say that 
citizens of Connecticut or Alabama 
cannot go where they like is not the 
kind of restraint we ought to put on 
people. 

If I can travel to North Korea, if I 
can travel to the Sudan, if I can travel 
to Iran, I do not understand the jus-
tification for saying I cannot travel to 
Cuba. I happen to believe that by al-
lowing Americans to travel there, we 
can begin to have the influence in Cuba 
that can begin to change the demo-
graphics politically to make a dif-
ference in bringing about the change 
we all seek in that country. 

Today, every single country in the 
Western Hemisphere is a democracy, 
with one exception: Cuba. American in-
fluence through person-to-person and 
cultural exchanges was a prime factor 
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in this evolution from a hemisphere 
ruled predominantly by authoritarian 
or military regimes to one where de-
mocracy is the rule, with one excep-
tion: Cuba. 

Our policy toward Cuba blocks these 
exchanges and prevents the United 
States from using our most potent 
weapon in our effort to combat totali-
tarian regimes, and that is our own 
people. They are the best ambassadors 
we have. 

Most totalitarian regimes bar Ameri-
cans from coming into their countries 
for the very reasons I just mentioned. 
They are afraid the gospel of freedom 
will motivate their citizens to over-
throw dictators, as they have done in 
dozens of nations over the last half 
century. Isn’t it ironic that when it 
comes to Cuba we do the dictator’s bid-
ding for him in a sense? Cuba does not 
have to worry about spreading democ-
racy. Our own Government stops us 
from doing so. 

The current state of regulations gov-
erning who can and cannot travel to 
Cuba is a complex and subjective mo-
rass. My colleague, Senator LEAHY, has 
first-hand experience in attempting to 
navigate the sea of bureaucracy. 

When he attempted to travel to Cuba 
earlier this year with his wife 
Marcelle, he discovered that while his 
travel was exempt from certain licens-
ing requirements, his wife’s travel was 
not. Ultimately, she was able to ac-
company her husband after applying 
for a license based on her work as a 
registered nurse. 

The fact is, the entire process is a 
farce and everyone knows it. Other 
couples, not a U.S. Senator and his 
wife, would probably not fare as well in 
gaining a license to travel to Cuba. 

Let me review for my colleagues who 
may travel to Cuba under current Gov-
ernment regulations and under what 
circumstances. The following cat-
egories of people may travel to Cuba 
without applying to the Treasury De-
partment for a specific license to trav-
el. They are deemed to be authorized to 
travel under so-called general license: 
Government officials, regularly em-
ployed journalists, professional re-
searchers who are ‘‘full time profes-
sionals who travel to Cuba to conduct 
professional research in their profes-
sional areas,’’ Cuban Americans who 
have relatives in Cuba who are ill but 
only once a year they can go back. 

There are other categories of individ-
uals who theoretically are eligible to 
travel to Cuba as well, but they must 
apply for a license from the Depart-
ment of the Treasury and prove they 
fit a category in which travel to Cuba 
is permissible. 

What are these categories? 
One, freelance journalists, provided 

they can prove they are journalists; 
they must also submit their itinerary 
for the proposed research. 

Two, Cuban Americans who are un-
fortunate enough to have more than 

one humanitarian emergency in a 12-
month period and therefore cannot 
travel under a general license. 

Three, students and faculty from 
U.S. academic institutions that are ac-
credited by an appropriate national or 
regional educational accrediting asso-
ciation who are participating in a 
‘‘structural education program.’’ 

Four, members of U.S. religious orga-
nizations. 

Five, individuals participating in 
public performances, clinics, work-
shops, athletic and other competitions 
and exhibitions. 

Just because you think you may fall 
into one of the above enumerated cat-
egories does not necessarily mean you 
will actually be licensed by the U.S. 
Government to travel to Cuba. 

Who decides whether a researcher’s 
work is legitimate? Who decides 
whether a freelance journalist is really 
conducting journalistic activities? Who 
decides whether or not a professor or 
student is participating in a ‘‘struc-
tured educational program’’? Who de-
cides whether a religious person is real-
ly going to conduct religious activi-
ties? 

I will tell you who does. Some Gov-
ernment bureaucrats are making those 
decisions about those personal rights of 
American citizens. 

It is truly unsettling, to put it mild-
ly, when you think about it, and prob-
ably unconstitutional at its core. It is 
a real intrusion on the fundamental 
rights of American citizens. 

It also says something about what we 
as a Government think about our own 
people. Do we really believe that a 
journalist, a Government official, a 
Senator, a Congressman, a baseball 
player, a ballerina, a college professor 
or minister are somehow superior to 
other citizens who do not fall into 
those categories; that only these cat-
egories of people are ‘‘good examples’’ 
for the Cuban people to observe in 
order to understand American values? 

I do not think so. I find such a notion 
insulting. There is no better way to 
communicate America’s values and 
ideals than by unleashing average 
American men and women to dem-
onstrate by daily living what our great 
country stands for and the contrasts 
between what we stand for and what 
exists in Cuba today. 

I do not believe there was ever a sen-
sible rationale for restricting Ameri-
cans’ right to travel to Cuba. With the 
collapse of the Soviet Union and an end 
to the cold war, I do not think an ex-
cuse remains today to ban this kind of 
travel. 

This argument that dollars and tour-
ism will be used to prop up the regime 
is specious. The regime seems to have 
survived 38 years despite the Draconian 
U.S. embargo during that entire period. 
The notion that allowing Americans to 
spend a few dollars in Cuba is somehow 
going to give major aid and comfort to 

the Cuban regime is without basis, in 
my view. 

This spring, we got a taste of what 
people-to-people exchanges between 
the United States and Cuba might 
mean when the Baltimore Orioles and 
the Cuban National Team played a 
home-and-home series. The game 
brought players from two nations with 
the greatest love of baseball together 
for the first time in generations. It is 
time to bring the fans together. It is 
time to let Americans and Cubans meet 
in the baseball stands and on the 
streets of Havana. 

Political rhetoric is not sufficient 
reason to abridge the freedoms of 
American citizens. Nor is it sufficient 
reason to stand by a law which coun-
teracts one of the basic premises of 
American foreign policy; namely, the 
spread of democracy. The time has 
come to allow Americans—average 
Americans—to travel freely to Cuba. I 
urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment. 

Again, I make this point to my col-
leagues: There are no restrictions on 
you if you want to travel to the Com-
munist Government of North Korea, to 
the Communist Government of the 
People’s Republic of China, to the Com-
munist Government of Vietnam, to the 
terrorist-supported Government of 
Iran, or to travel to the Sudan. This is 
a completely uneven standard we are 
applying in order to satisfy some polit-
ical rhetoric. 

If you really want to create some 
change in Cuba, then unleash the flood 
of U.S. citizens going down there and 
talking to average Cubans on the 
streets of Havana and Santiago and the 
small communities. Give the 11 million 
people in Cuba a chance to interface 
and interact with American citizens. If 
Fidel Castro wants to say, ‘‘No, you 
can’t come here,’’ let him say that, but 
let not us do his bidding by saying to 
average citizens: You cannot go there. 
That is a denial, in my view, of a fun-
damental right and freedom, unless 
there is an overriding national interest 
which would preclude and prohibit 
American citizens from traveling to a 
given country. That case has not been 
made. It cannot be made when it comes 
to Cuba. 

Senator LEAHY and I urge the adop-
tion of this amendment to begin to cre-
ate the change we all want to see on 
this island nation 90 miles off our 
shore. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

ABRAHAM). The Senator from Vermont. 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, the dis-

tinguished senior Senator from Con-
necticut has stated the arguments so 
very well. Like he, I have traveled to 
Cuba. I visited Cuba 3 months ago with 
the distinguished senior Senator from 
Rhode Island, Mr. REED. 

We were able to go there because we 
are U.S. Government officials. If we 
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had been private citizens, as the distin-
guished Senator from Connecticut has 
said, we would have had some prob-
lems. 

My friend from Connecticut men-
tioned the problems that my wife 
Marcelle faced when she went to Cuba. 
He and I have discussed that because of 
the absurdity of it. 

My wife Marcelle has accompanied 
me on many foreign trips. We have 
gone abroad representing our country, 
at the request of the Senate, at the re-
quest of the President; and sometimes 
we have traveled on our own just to 
visit friends abroad. 

So we did not think there was much 
of a difference that time. Our passports 
were in order. We were going to a Car-
ibbean country, having traveled in that 
area often, so we didn’t need any spe-
cial shots or anything. 

We were about to go. But a few days 
before we were to leave —this is what 
the Senator from Connecticut ref-
erenced—we received a call from the 
State Department saying they were 
not sure they could approve my wife’s 
travel to Cuba. 

I cannot speak for other Senators, 
but I suspect that most Senators would 
react the same way I did if they were 
told that a State Department bureau-
crat had the authority to prevent their 
spouse or their children from traveling 
with them to a country with which we 
are not at war and which, according to 
the Defense Department, and prac-
tically every other American, poses no 
threat to our national security. 

At first I thought it was a joke. They 
said no. My wife is not a Government 
official. She is not a journalist. They 
did not think she could go. She is, and 
has been, a practicing, registered nurse 
throughout her professional life. In the 
end, she was able to join me because an 
American nurses association asked her 
to report on an aspect of current 
health in Cuba, and she agreed to re-
port back to them. 

Actually she has visited, with me, 
other parts of the world where we have 
used the Leahy War Victims Fund or 
where we have gone to visit landmine 
victims or looked at health care. I have 
always relied on her knowledge and ex-
pertise and did on this trip. 

But I thought, how many Senators 
realize that if they wanted to take 
their spouse or their children with 
them to Cuba, they could be prevented 
from doing so by U.S. authorities. They 
can take them anywhere else in the 
world, any other country that would 
allow them in, but here it is not that 
the other country would not allow 
them in. Our country is saying: We’re 
not going to allow you to leave if that 
is where you’re going. 

The authors who put that law to-
gether knew the blanket prohibition on 
travel by American citizens would be 
unconstitutional, so they came up with 
a nifty way to avoid that problem 

while still having the same result. 
They said: Well, Americans could trav-
el to Cuba; they just cannot spend any 
money there. 

Think of it. You can go to Cuba but 
you can’t stay anywhere if it is going 
to cost you money to stay; you can’t 
eat anything if it is going to cost you 
money for the food; you can’t take a 
cab, or anything, from the airport if it 
is going to cost you money. 

Well, come on. Almost a decade has 
passed since the collapse of the former 
Soviet Union. But even before that 
Americans went there. Now they freely 
travel to Russia by the thousands 
every year, as they did before the col-
lapse of the Soviet Union. 

Eight years have passed since the 
Russians cut their $3 billion subsidy a 
year to Cuba, and we now give hun-
dreds of millions of dollars in aid to 
Russia, even though that was our great 
enemy during the cold war. 

Americans, as the Senator from Con-
necticut has said, can travel to North 
Korea. There are no restrictions on the 
right of Americans to travel there or to 
spend money there. 

I ask a question of my colleagues: 
Which country poses a greater threat 
to the United States or world stability? 
North Korea or Cuba? I think the an-
swer, especially if you watch the news 
at all, is North Korea, for it is in South 
Korea where we have tens of thousands 
of U.S. troops poised to defend it. 

Americans can travel to Iran, a coun-
try that is in total, gross violation of 
all international law. They took over 
our embassy, held our diplomats hos-
tage, broke every single possible inter-
national law there was—they still hold 
our property that they confiscated 
from us—but we can travel freely 
there; we can spend money there. 

The same goes for Sudan. These are 
countries that are on our own terrorist 
list, but we can travel there. 

Americans travel to China and Viet-
nam, countries that have had abysmal 
human rights records. We not only 
travel there, we actively promote 
American investment there. 

So our Cuban policy is hypocritical, 
inconsistent, self-defeating, and con-
trary to our values—to give it the ben-
efit of the doubt. We are a nation that 
prides itself on our tradition of encour-
aging the free flow of people and ideas. 
It is simply impossible to make a ra-
tional argument that Americans 
should be able to travel freely to North 
Korea or Iran but not to Cuba. You 
cannot make that argument. 

I cannot believe that Members of 
Congress want the State Department 
or the Treasury Department deciding 
where their family members or con-
stituents can travel, unless we are at 
war or there is a national emergency to 
justify it. But that is what is hap-
pening. 

So because it is happening, it should 
not be surprising to anybody in this 

Chamber that the law is being violated 
by tens of thousands of Americans who 
are traveling to Cuba every year, and 
almost none of them are prosecuted. I 
kept running into people on the streets 
of Havana from the United States. I 
said: Do you have licenses or anything? 
No. We just came down. 

I know people from my own State 
who drive an hour’s drive away to Mon-
treal and then fly to Cuba; people who 
go to the Hemingway Marina in their 
boats and then spend time in Cuba. 

Mr. DODD. Will my colleague yield 
on that point? 

Mr. LEAHY. Certainly. 
Mr. DODD. I think it is an important 

point you are making. But I think in 
almost every single case, what these 
citizens are doing is flying through 
Canada or Cancun and in a sense vio-
lating the law; they are acting ille-
gally. 

Mr. LEAHY. That is right. 
Mr. DODD. So in a sense we are pro-

moting, by this particular provision in 
our existing law, illegal travel. 

Mr. LEAHY. And also promoting a 
complete disrespect for our laws be-
cause everybody knows they are not 
going to be prosecuted. It is a ridicu-
lous thing. Why have this significant 
law on the books and then not pros-
ecute it? Yet if it was being prosecuted, 
maybe we would hear more of a hue 
and cry to change it. 

It is demeaning to the American peo-
ple. It is damaging to the rule of law. 
We have been stuck with this absurd 
policy for years, even though almost 
everybody knows—and most say pri-
vately—that it makes absolutely no 
sense. It is beneath the dignity of a 
great country. 

But I also say it not only helps 
strengthen Fidel Castro’s grip on 
America, it has a huge advantage for 
our European competitors who are 
building relationships and establishing 
a base for future investment in a post-
Castro Cuba. 

When the Castro era ends is any-
body’s guess. I was a student in law 
school here in Washington shortly 
after the Bay of Pigs. I remember peo-
ple talking: It will be any minute 
now—any minute now—Castro is out. 

Well, I graduated in 1964, 35 years 
ago, and he is still there. President 
Castro is not a democratic leader; he is 
not going to become one. But maybe it 
is time we start pursuing a policy that 
is in our interest, not in a lobbyist’s in-
terest or somebody else’s interest. I 
should be clear about this amendment. 
It does not—I repeat and underscore 
that—lift the U.S. embargo. It is nar-
rowly worded so it does not do that. It 
permits travelers to go there but to 
carry only their personal belongings. 
We are not opening up a floodgate for 
imports to Cuba. 

It limits the value of what Americans 
can bring home from Cuba to the cur-
rent amount that we Government offi-
cials could bring back. That is $100. 
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You are not going to start a huge trade 
in Cuban goods of whatever sort for 
$100, especially some of the more pop-
ular Cuban goods. 

It reaffirms the President’s authority 
to prohibit travel in times of war, 
armed hostilities, or if there is immi-
nent danger to the health or safety of 
Americans. 

Those who oppose this amendment, 
who want to prevent Americans from 
traveling to Cuba, will argue that 
spending dollars there helps prop up 
the Castro government. To some extent 
that is true, because the Cuban Gov-
ernment does run the economy. It also 
runs the schools, the hospitals, main-
tains roads. As is the U.S. Government, 
it is responsible for a full range of so-
cial services. Any money that goes into 
the Cuban economy supports the pro-
grams that support ordinary Cubans. 

There is a black market in Cuba be-
cause no one can survive on their mea-
ger Government salary. So the income 
from tourism also fuels that informal 
sector and goes in the pockets of ordi-
nary Cubans. 

It is also worth mentioning that 
while the average Cuban cannot sur-
vive on his or her Government salary, 
you do not see the kind of abject pov-
erty in Cuba that is so common else-
where in Latin America. In Brazil, 
Panama, Mexico, or Peru, all countries 
we support openly, there are children 
searching through garbage in the 
street for scraps of food next to gleam-
ing highrise hotels with limousines 
lined up outside. 

In Cuba, with the exception of a tiny 
elite consisting of the President and 
his friends, everyone is poor. They do 
have access to some basics: A literacy 
rate of 95 percent; their life expectancy 
is about the same as that of Ameri-
cans, even though the health system is 
focused on preventive care. 

The point is that while there are ob-
viously parts of the Cuban economy we 
would prefer not to support, as there is 
in North Korea, where we are sending 
aid, or China or Sudan or any country 
the government of which we disagree, 
much of the Cuban Government’s budg-
et benefits ordinary Cubans. So when 
opponents of this amendment argue 
that we cannot let Americans travel to 
Cuba because the money they spend 
there will prop up Castro, remember 
what they are not saying: The same 
dollars also help the Cuban people. 

We are not going to weaken Presi-
dent Castro’s grip on power by keeping 
Americans from traveling to Cuba. His-
tory has proven that. He is as firmly in 
control now as he was 40 years ago. So 
let us put a little sense into our rela-
tionship with Cuba. Let’s have a little 
more faith in the power of ideas. 

I would rather have U.S. citizens 
down there speaking about democracy 
than to have the only voice being the 
Government’s voice speaking about our 
embargo. Let’s have the courage to 

admit the cold war is over, but let’s 
also get the State Department out of 
the business of telling our spouses and 
our children and our constituents 
where they can travel and spend their 
own money, especially in a tiny coun-
try where most people are too poor to 
own an extra pair of shoes or clothes, a 
country that poses no security threat 
to us. 

This amendment will do far more to 
win the hearts and minds of the Cuban 
people than the shortsighted approach 
of those who continue to pretend that 
nothing has changed since 1959. 

I am not one who supports the non-
democratic actions of the Castro gov-
ernment. I have spoken very critically 
both here and in Cuba, of the trials and 
arrests of those who dared to speak out 
for a different government. But I was 
struck over and over again by Cubans 
of all walks of life basically saying, 
what are we afraid of? Do we deny our 
people, U.S. citizens, the ability to 
travel in other countries around the 
world? When I say no, we don’t stop 
them from going to Iran, North Korea, 
China, Russia, Sudan, elsewhere, coun-
tries that are even on our terrorist list, 
but we do here, they shake their heads 
in disbelief—this in a country where, 
during the baseball game down there, 
when the United States flag was car-
ried out on to the baseball field, the 
Cubans stood and cheered. We ought to 
think about that. 

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

ator from Alabama. 
Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I un-

derstand the remarks the Senators 
have made. It has been suggested ear-
lier that we have had an absurd policy 
for years and that Cuba is not a real 
threat to us, certainly not as much of 
a threat as North Korea. I suggest if 
that is so—and it certainly has not 
been so for very long; I suggest Cuba 
could in the future be a threat to the 
United States—it is because we stood 
up to them. We contained them. We ba-
sically defeated them and stopped 
them when they had a systematic de-
termination to subvert the Western 
Hemisphere and even sent troops into 
Africa on behalf of Russia, when there 
was a Soviet Union to subvert Africa 
for totalitarian communism. 

That is what it was about. We have 
done some things that I think were 
necessary and have preserved democ-
racy for this hemisphere. It is some-
thing we ought to be proud of. 

As for Castro, it is time for him to 
retire. It is time for him to give it up. 
It is time for him to put his people 
above his own personal aggrandizement 
and lust for power. If he cares about his 
people, he ought to give it up. He can 
go to North Korea, if he wants to go to 
a Communist nation. 

I don’t have any sympathy for the 
man. I do not know why people want to 
go to Cuba. All the time: I want to go 

to Cuba, go to Cuba. Well, I would sug-
gest maybe Honduras. Those people 
have suffered terrifically. There are 
people in Haiti we could help. I do not 
know why everybody wants to help a 
nation that is oppressing its people so 
much. 

Be that as it may, there are provi-
sions now for people to gain exemp-
tions, if they have a just cause to do 
so, to go to Cuba. Those who have a le-
gitimate reason can find a way to go 
there, as the Senator noted. I think we 
have an appropriate policy. I will op-
pose changing it. 

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

ator from New Jersey. 
Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. President, a 

case has been made that Americans 
cannot travel to Cuba. Indeed, the facts 
reveal that Americans travel to Cuba 
by the thousands. The policy that this 
Congress has endorsed, President 
Reagan, President Bush, and President 
Clinton have supported. 

There has been a calculated policy of 
American contacts in travel to Cuba. 
Today American students, journalists, 
people with archeological interests, 
cultural interests, travel to Cuba by 
the thousands. Cuban Americans travel 
to visit family members who have 
problems, medical emergencies, by the 
thousands. The restriction of the U.S. 
Government is not about travel. 

We are using travel as a weapon to 
help convince the Cuban people to put 
pressure on the Cuban Government, 
support for democracy, free markets, 
that their contact with Americans is 
helpful in changing the politics of the 
repression of Cuba. Restrictions in 
travel is not about denying Americans 
the right to go to Cuba. It is about de-
nying Fidel Castro the economic bene-
fits of American tourism. Travel that 
enhances knowledge, causes political 
difficulties, we not only allow but we 
have encouraged. 

Travel that simply provides Fidel 
Castro with millions of dollars to sup-
port his regime, his military, his secu-
rity forces, we are denying, and appro-
priately so. Nor is it a static policy. 

On January 9 of this year, President 
Clinton revised the policy again, for 
the second time in 2 years, to add new 
remittances by American citizens to 
Cuba, so that people can send money 
and support their families at appro-
priate levels that are humanitarian, to 
help with medical or food emergencies 
but not so much that it would allow 
Fidel Castro to profit by it. President 
Clinton has allowed charter passenger 
flights to cities other than Havana for 
the first time, and the measure permits 
direct mail service to Cuba. The meas-
ure also authorizes the sale of food and 
agricultural inputs to independent non-
government entities. 

New regulations for all of this were 
issued on May 10—flights, new author-
ity for travel, food and medicine—as 
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part of a calculated policy to always 
test Castro: When you are ready to 
talk about democracy, to respect 
human rights, American policy will 
begin to change. Several days after 
President Clinton announced these new 
initiatives, the Cuban Government re-
sponded and Castro announced that it 
constituted a policy of ‘‘aggression.’’ 
Once again, as President Carter found, 
as did Presidents Reagan, Bush, and 
Clinton, every time you make an act of 
concession—in this case, a legitimate 
concession—to test Fidel Castro to see 
whether he is interested in a bilateral 
relationship, we are denounced for re-
dressing the Cuban nation by dis-
allowing travel. 

My colleagues offer an amendment 
now to remove these restrictions and 
open travel and allow Fidel Castro to 
get the full economic benefit of mil-
lions, potentially hundreds of millions 
of dollars worth of travel. 

What kind of regime is it that they 
will be visiting? If Castro is to receive 
the benefit of our tourist dollars, what 
is it he would be doing with this 
money? It is worth taking a look at 
Cuba, not of 1961 when the cold war 
brought us to sanctions, but the Cuba 
of 1999. It is suggested by my friend and 
colleague from Vermont that the cold 
war is over, implying that perhaps we 
have no argument with this regime. 

Our argument with Cuba is about 
more than the cold war. It is about all 
the things that have always motivated 
the United States: human rights, 
human decency, the nature of the re-
gime itself. Our argument with Fidel 
Castro is not over. The causes of that 
argument still endure. 

While the United States has been 
seeking to ease sanctions, look at the 
record in the last 24 months in re-
sponse to our review and change of pol-
icy. In February, Fidel Castro 
criminalized all forms of cooperation 
or participation in any prodemocracy 
efforts—not a fine, not an arrest, but 20 
years in jail if you participate in a pro-
democracy effort. This is the Cuba you 
will be visiting. He imposes a 30-year 
jail term on anybody who cooperates 
with an agency of the U.S. Govern-
ment. That includes Radio Marti, dis-
tribution of food or medicine by a gov-
ernment agency, or anyone acting on 
behalf of anyone associating with this 
Government. 

On March 1, the law was tested. Four 
prominent human rights dissidents 
were tried in secrecy for their criticism 
of the Communist Party of Cuba. Inter-
national diplomats who traveled to 
Cuba to witness the trial were barred 
from attending any of the proceedings. 
After being held without charges for 1 
year—no foreign press, no foreign visi-
tors, no diplomats, held in secrecy for 
1 year—they were found guilty and sen-
tenced for up to 5 years in jail. This is 
the Cuba of 1999. 

Amnesty International, in its recent 
report, concludes that there are now 

350 political prisoners in Cuba. Ten un-
armed civilians, in the meantime, have 
been shot by Cuban security officials 
on the streets of Havana. 

I do not ask the Senate to do any-
thing it has not done before. Just on 
March 25, the Senate voted 98–0, stat-
ing that the United States should 
make all efforts to criticize Cuba and 
condemn its human rights record. 
What is the price of this conduct? They 
hold hundreds of political prisoners, 
people are shot in the streets, people 
are held in secret trials, and our re-
sponse is: Let’s go for a visit. Let’s go 
see how they are doing and have a good 
meal in Havana. No. My colleague is 
right. There is no cold war, but there is 
a great deal at issue that this country 
cares a great deal about. 

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

Mr. TORRICELLI. Yes. 
Mr. LEAHY. People have been shot in 

the streets in China, and held in pris-
ons in China, and tortured and exe-
cuted in China; are we allowed to go 
and visit there without having to get a 
license from our country to do so? 

Mr. TORRICELLI. Let me, in my 
time, answer the Senator’s question 
with a question. Do you believe that 
travel restrictions on China would 
change Chinese policy? 

Mr. LEAHY. I don’t think it would 
change the policy any more than it 
would change the policy with Cuba. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. That is where we 
agree. 

Mr. LEAHY. I have a further ques-
tion. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. I will answer the 
question first and continue my re-
marks. I don’t think travel restrictions 
on China would change Chinese policy. 
I oppose those restrictions. I do believe 
travel restrictions on Cuba will change 
Cuban policy. That is why I support 
them. I do believe that continued inter-
national resolve—for the first time, the 
Senator’s amendment would weaken 
America’s policy. We have gotten Euro-
peans and Latins so outraged by the 
jailing of these dissidents and these se-
cret trials that European and Latin na-
tions that have voted against us for 20 
years have joined with us this year in 
Europe in voting to condemn the 
Cuban Government. Just as they are 
joining the fight for human rights, the 
United States would abandon it. 

There is one other thing that is im-
portant. I will finish making my case 
and I will be glad to yield. There is one 
other change. This isn’t just about 
what Cuba does internally anymore. 
This is also about what they are doing 
to our country. The government that 
you would have us now visit, in lifting 
these restrictions, is a Cuba that has 
crossed a very important threshold. 

Just this last year, indicted by the 
government of Cuba on May 7, were 14 
Cubans captured in Miami. Let me sug-
gest to you the nature of that indict-

ment to see whether it makes an im-
pression on the Senator and see wheth-
er or not he thinks this is an appro-
priate time to ease restrictions on 
travel to Cuba. The indictment of 
Cuban agents in Miami last fall was for 
attempting to penetrate the U.S. 
Southern Command and planning ‘‘ter-
rorist acts against U.S. military instal-
lations.’’ The indictment was further 
revised to include 2 of the 14 with con-
spiracy to murder 4 American citizens 
by shooting down their aircraft over 
the Straits of Florida. 

Let me suggest that I, as all of my 
colleagues, am prepared to respond to 
initiatives from Havana. The day there 
are elections, the day there are open 
trials, the day there is a free press, the 
day they respond to a request for ex-
tradition of people who murder Amer-
ican citizens, I will join you with my 
colleagues on that day on this floor 
matching the Cuban Government 2-to-
1, 3-to-1, 1 of their initiatives to 3 of 
ours, 10 of ours, or 20 of ours. We will 
meet them 95 percent of the way down 
the field. 

But, my friends, to ask this Senate 
to respond to the record of the last 
year of jailing dissidents, secret trials, 
shooting people on the streets, the in-
dictment of 14 Cuban agents pene-
trating the United States military in-
stallations to commit terrorist acts 
against the United States, and the in-
dictment of Cubans for murdering 
American citizens—this, my col-
leagues, would not appear to me to be 
the best time to suggest that it is time 
to forgive and forget, and have thou-
sands—maybe tens of thousands—of 
Americans visit Cuba to rescue the 
Cuban economy from its current posi-
tion of collapse, and provide Fidel Cas-
tro with the revenue to strengthen his 
regime. 

These sanctions are having an effect. 
Fidel Castro has had to reduce his mili-
tary by one-half. He cannot afford to 
keep them in uniform. The secret po-
lice have been reduced by nearly a 
third in their size. We are causing the 
collapse of the Communist Party of 
Cuba—not in a timely way, not as I 
would like it to be, but it is having an 
impact. 

Why, given this record of indictments 
and terrorism and murder against 
American citizens, would we choose 
this moment? 

Those in the world who have been the 
most critical of our policy—the Holy 
Father in the Vatican, who led an ini-
tiative himself to ease restrictions on 
Cuba, has now joined the chorus of 
those. Fidel Castro broke his promise 
about priests. The Holy Father ap-
pealed to him not to proceed with these 
jail terms, and he did it anyway. The 
Vatican is now joining the criticism. 

The states of Latin America for the 
first time are voting against his human 
rights record. And we in the United 
States who led this effort for all of 
these years are about to change sides. 
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This Senate has been resolute on this 

issue in the past. 
I will join with my friend from Ken-

tucky, Senator MCCONNELL, I hope in a 
motion to table this amendment. 

I think the debate has been worth-
while. 

My friend from Connecticut and my 
friend from Vermont have made it very 
clear to the Cuban Government that we 
are ready, willing, and able to change 
our policy if they change theirs. But I 
believe the motion to table is the right 
way to proceed in the Senate at the 
moment. 

I would be glad to yield to the Sen-
ator from Vermont. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, let’s be 
clear where we are. My friend from 
New Jersey speaks of the trial of the 
dissidents. Many who have spoken on 
the floor were critical of that. 

I sat 10 feet across the table from 
Fidel Castro and strongly and harshly 
criticized the trial of the dissidents. I 
went to visit each of their families and 
strongly and harshly criticized that 
trial and spoke also on the floor. With 
my reputation on free speech issues, I 
would be the last person to yield to 
anybody on the question of criticism of 
those who try cases against dissidents 
and those who spoke out against the 
Government. 

I was very pleased to see our Euro-
pean allies speak out about it. But I 
note for the RECORD that while they 
spoke out on that, not one of those Eu-
ropean allies that the Senator from 
New Jersey says now come over to our 
side—not one of those countries—has 
put limits on the travel of their people 
to Cuba as we have—not one. 

The United States, the most power-
ful, wealthiest nation on Earth, limits 
its population in traveling only to this 
country. 

The distinguished Senator from New 
Jersey said quite correctly that we 
limited travel of our people to China. It 
might not make much difference in 
what they did. I suspect it made some, 
but probably not much. I say that it 
probably wouldn’t make any more dif-
ference in that Government than it 
does in the Government of Cuba. But 
we see a huge market there, so we are 
not going to do that anyway. 

I suggest that during the cold war 
the fact was that we encouraged travel 
to places like the Soviet Union and 
China, and we got a diversity of views. 
Our thoughts and our views were heard 
more and more, not as much as we 
would like but more and more. 

The Holy Father spoke out, as did 
most of us in this body, about the trial 
of the dissidents. But I point out that 
the Holy Father has never withdrawn 
his very strong criticism of the United 
States. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. May I reclaim my 
time for the moment? I yielded to the 
Senator——

Mr. LEAHY. I thought the Senator 
had yielded the floor. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. Please conclude. 
Mr. LEAHY. That is my mistake. I 

assumed the Senator had yielded the 
floor. 

One last thing: We indicted, and we 
are using our criminal justice system 
to try, Cuban spies, just as we have 
Russian spies, Chinese spies, Japanese 
spies, Israeli spies, and spies from even 
our NATO allies. We have done that. 
We have not broken our relationships 
with any one of those countries when 
we have done that, and some of the 
things some of those countries have 
done to us have been very serious 
crimes, indeed. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. I recognize that. I 
thank the Senator from Vermont. 

Let me further present the case, in 
case the Senator misunderstood me, 
that this is not a case that Cuba spied 
against the United States. That we ex-
pect. This is a case where the President 
of the United States, in my judgment, 
rightfully sought to ease restrictions 
on travel to Cuba and did so in allow-
ing charter flights, the expansion of 
flights throughout Cuba, the easing of 
restrictions on travel to Cuba, and the 
response that he received is that we 
now have 14 Cubans under indictment, 
not for responding but for attempting 
to infiltrate an American military in-
stallation and committing a terrorist 
act. 

What I want the Senator from 
Vermont to do is put himself in the po-
sition of Fidel Castro. The United 
States makes concessions to allow 
greater travel, which we have now done 
twice in 24 months. The Cuban Govern-
ment attacks those concessions with 
acts of aggression and attempts to 
commit terrorist acts against the 
United States. The human rights situa-
tion further deteriorates. People are 
jailed. Contact with the U.S. Govern-
ment is criminalized. And now this 
Senate returns not in outrage but says, 
Mr. President, we don’t think you went 
far enough; let’s go further and further 
and liberalize trade. 

That is my concern, recognizing how 
this will be seen in Havana. 

I agree with the Senator’s analysis. 
The United States allows travel to 
many places. But the Senator has to 
concede to me that travel has often 
been an effective tool in altering inter-
national conduct. 

This country participated in prohib-
iting flights to Libya after it shot 
down the Pan Am flight over 
Lockerbie, Scotland. We prohibited 
flights. After a period of 10 years, the 
Libyan Government relented and al-
lowed extradition to an international 
court those who are responsible for the 
act. I don’t ask anything with regard 
to the victims of Lockerbie that we are 
not asking now of those in the Cuban 
Government. 

What is the difference? How do you 
look at the families of the young men 

shot down over the Straits of Florida 
and murdered by the Cuban Govern-
ment, and tell them, well, we will over-
look this, though we will resolve it 
with Libya? 

When Americans have been in jeop-
ardy, whether it was in Iran, or in 
Libya, or years ago in Vietnam, when 
they were arresting people and putting 
them in concentration camps, we pro-
hibited travel. I suggest to the Senator 
that that prohibition is still an effec-
tive mechanism of policy. 

In any case, I yield the floor to allow 
my friend from Connecticut to speak. 

I urge my colleagues to join with 
Senator MCCONNELL on a motion to 
table. This is the wrong judgment with 
the wrong signal at the wrong mo-
ment—not undermining the historic 
American policy, but it is undermining 
the policy of the Clinton administra-
tion which has been well calibrated and 
very well defined. 

This is not a partisan matter. It is bi-
partisan against the leadership of the 
Foreign Relations Committee in the 
Senate led by Senator HELMS and by 
President Clinton. It counters both 
policies. 

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

ator from Connecticut. 
Mr. DODD. Mr. President, very brief-

ly, if I may, I will not take much time, 
because my colleague from Florida 
wants to be heard, as well as others. 

Let me say to my friend and col-
league from New Jersey, I admire his 
rhetorical skills immensely. He made a 
valiant effort to shift the argument 
and debate implying we are doing a 
favor, this is somehow a great act of 
generosity and kindness, that those 
who are proposing lifting a restraint on 
travel to Cuba are trying to help out 
Fidel Castro. 

It is a good, clever argument. I hope 
it is not a persuasive argument. 

We are talking here not about what 
we are trying to do to help Fidel Castro 
but a right that American citizens 
ought to have to travel freely. 

My colleague from New Jersey and 
others have pointed out the dastardly 
deeds that go on in Cuba. I don’t dis-
agree at all. I am outraged by it and 
condemn it. 

I point out, if that is the basis upon 
which we restrict Americans to travel 
freely, we would have bans on travel all 
over the world. It goes on every day. 
We don’t say to a single American cit-
izen: You can’t travel to the People’s 
Republic of China. Every day, that gov-
ernment abuses its own people far more 
egregiously than occurs in Cuba. We 
see it in Vietnam, Sudan, Yugoslavia, 
Iran, North Korea. Is there any more 
oppressive government on the face of 
this Earth than the Republic of North 
Korea? Yet any citizen in this country 
tomorrow or tonight can get on a plane 
and fly there without having to get 
permission from the State Department 
or the Treasury. 
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My point is, we are applying a stand-

ard that is not being applied equally or 
fairly. I subscribe to the notion that by 
opening up access you begin to create 
change. I argue that in Poland, Hun-
gary, and Czechoslovakia it was the ac-
cess and the interchange between citi-
zens of the free world and those coun-
tries which helped create the kind of 
change that caused communism in 
those nations to fall. It wasn’t isola-
tion that did it; it was contact that did 
it. 

I have watched for 40 years a policy 
in Cuba that has not produced the 
change that the Senator from North 
Carolina and I both want. We disagree 
how to get there, but I agree with the 
conclusion he seeks. I believe he agrees 
with the conclusion I seek. 

Why don’t we try a different tactic? 
What is the point of further isolation 
after 40 years if there is no change? If 
I can say to a citizen of my State: You 
can fly to the North Korea, you can fly 
to the People’s Republic of China, you 
can fly to Iran—countries that have 
done far worse than the incidents that 
have occurred in Cuba, far more egre-
gious—we have understood we don’t 
deny citizens of our own country the 
right to travel. 

Let Fidel Castro shut the door and 
say to my constituents: You can’t 
come to my country. I don’t want to sit 
in the Senate and do his bidding. I 
don’t think I ought to be saying to the 
citizens of New Jersey, North Carolina, 
or Florida that you can’t travel there. 
Let them say that. 

To tell Cuban Americans: You can go 
back to your country once a year, and 
if someone is sick, apply for an applica-
tion, a license, and maybe we will let 
you go see your family, maybe we will 
let you go, that is not my view of the 
way we ought to be conducting our for-
eign policy. 

This is about American rights. We 
provide in the Leahy amendment that 
unless we are involved in a state of 
war, hostilities, or public health rea-
sons or good reasons why the Govern-
ment may restrain the travel of its 
citizens—we are not in that condition 
here. 

If you want to create change in Cuba, 
let good, honest, average American 
citizens interface with these people. 
They are the best ambassadors in the 
world. They do more good on an hourly 
basis on behalf of our country than all 
the diplomats combined. Give them a 
chance to make that difference and go 
to the country 90 miles off our shore. 

I yield to my colleague from Massa-
chusetts 1 minute for a question. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator may yield for a question. 

Mr. KERRY. I congratulate my col-
league on his leadership with respect to 
this. In the years that the Senator 
served on the Foreign Affairs Com-
mittee, in all those years with the vis-
its of Lech Walesa, the visits of Vaclav 

Havel, and we have all shared wonder-
ful moments with leaders of countries 
where the curtain fell—I think I recall 
each of those leaders saying it was the 
ability of people to come in during the 
time things were shut, to share with 
them the sense of what was happening 
elsewhere, the possibilities, bringing 
information, to bring them hope; that, 
indeed, was one of the great sustaining 
values and empowerments that brought 
them ultimately to the point of shar-
ing the freedom that we have. 

I wonder if the Senator wouldn’t 
agree that it is almost totally con-
tradictory with a Stalinist, tight police 
structure. In fact, by not having inter-
course with other people elsewhere—
the discussion, the movement of peo-
ple, the discourse, the exchange of 
ideas that comes with it—you are, in 
fact, empowering the capacity of that 
secrecy and of that closed society to 
keep the hammer down on people, and 
that flies directly contrary to all of the 
experience we have learned from those 
wonderful visits we have had. 

Mr. DODD. I say in response to my 
colleague from Massachusetts, he 
makes an excellent point. I think the 
observation he has drawn is correct. No 
one can grant with any certainty 
whether or not we will create change 
overnight. 

I look down the list of the people who 
can get licenses to go to Cuba. Mem-
bers of Congress can; journalists can; 
people who are involved in some cul-
tural exchanges. Ballerinas can go 
through a licensing process to get 
there. 

I like the idea that an average citizen 
in my State, in Massachusetts, in Flor-
ida, can go into Cuba and walk those 
streets, talk to people in the market-
places, and share with them what we 
stand for as a nation. Every time we 
have allowed that to occur, we have 
created change—maybe not in the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China. We did in Po-
land. We did in Czechoslovakia. We did 
in Hungary. We did throughout the So-
viet bloc when we had a constant flow 
of people; that opening up, that en-
gagement, that creates change. 

It seems to me after 38 years of say-
ing no one can go there, this might be 
worth trying. Then Fidel Castro can 
say: I’m not going to allow these peo-
ple in. 

Let him be the one who shuts the 
door to U.S. citizens traveling there. 
Let us not deny our own citizens the 
right to try and make a difference, if 
that is what they want to do, without 
going through some bureaucratic li-
censing process. Even the wife of a dis-
tinguished colleague had to go through 
this process, as a registered nurse, to 
qualify under the regulations. The 
spouse of a Senator. She can go to 
North Korea, China, abusive govern-
ments, but she cannot go 90 miles off 
the shore with her husband, a Senator. 
If that woman were not the wife of a 

Senator, she would have been denied 
that license. We all know that. 

I bet there are nurses all across this 
country who might go to Cuba and 
make a difference through their en-
gagement in conversation, interfacing 
with the people of that country, and to 
begin to create the kind of change we 
seek. 

It is absurd. As my colleague from 
Massachusetts has suggested by his 
question, it is absurd. We are 185 days 
away from the millennium and we sit 
in this Chamber and tell American citi-
zens that because we disagree, strongly 
disagree, with the Government of Cuba, 
we are going to deny them the right to 
travel there and put it in the same bas-
ket as Iraq and Libya. 

That doesn’t make sense. 
I yield. 
Mr. KERRY. I ask my colleague if, in 

fact, by denying that exchange, those 
people the right to travel and connect 
with relatives and others within the 
country, if we don’t provide Fidel Cas-
tro with the selectivity and greater ca-
pacity to restrict what information 
they get, when they get it, how they 
get it, and if, in fact, we aren’t playing 
right into his capacity to keep a stran-
glehold—which is the very thing we are 
trying to undo. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, again, my 
colleague from Massachusetts makes 
an excellent point. When you restrict 
the ability of average citizens to trav-
el, you then restrict the ability of in-
formation exchanges about what is 
going on around the world to actually 
reach the average citizen in the 
streets. It can make a difference. So in 
a sense you empower Mr. Castro and 
those who support him by giving them 
the ability to restrain the amount of 
information people in the streets ought 
to be able to get about what is going on 
in the rest of the world. As a matter of 
fact, we become a coconspirator, if you 
will, in sustaining this man in power, 
in my view. But by opening up this 
process, given the examples we can 
cite—there are concrete examples all 
over the world where, when we allowed 
that travel and that contact to occur, 
we have made a difference; we created 
change. The only place there has been 
no change that I know of is in Cuba, 
and it is the only place where we have 
not changed our policy. 

There seems to be some logic in that 
argument. If you want to follow other 
examples, and those who argue against 
this resolution who simultaneously 
argue they want Castro to go, it seems 
to me our best formulation is to give 
this a chance to see if we cannot create 
the kind of change the Senator from 
Massachusetts and I strongly support. I 
thank him for his questions. I yield the 
floor. 

Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky. 
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Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 

know this is spirited debate but we 
need to wrap up a couple of items. Let 
me notify the Senate, before returning 
to the debate on this amendment, we 
are just about to completion. So let me 
ask unanimous consent the Dodd-
Leahy amendments be temporarily laid 
aside. We will come back to them in 
just a moment. 

Mr. KERRY. Reserving the right to 
object, could I ask a question? I in-
quire, I ask the Senator, where we are 
with respect to the Brownback amend-
ment? 

Mr. MCCONNELL. The Brownback 
amendment is yet to be disposed of. 
There are a couple of amendments 
upon which we are going to have to 
have rollcall votes. I would like to pro-
ceed, if I may. 

Mr. KERRY. If I can ask, will there 
be time to speak to that amendment? 

Mr. MCCONNELL. We are trying to 
wrap the bill up. I would very much 
like the Senator from Massachusetts to 
say a few words on that amendment, 
knowing full well where he stands. But 
if he will just suspend for a minute and 
let us wrap up a few housekeeping 
items here? 

Mr. KERRY. Fine. 
AMENDMENT NO. 1165 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I understand there 
is a Bingaman amendment still at the 
desk that has now been cleared on both 
sides. I ask unanimous consent we re-
turn to the Bingaman amendment. 

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

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. The amendment is agreed 
to. 

The amendment (No. 1165) was agreed 
to. 

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

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
have an amendment by the Senate ma-
jority leader that has been cleared on 
both sides. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1183 
(Purpose: To require annual reports on arms 

sales to Taiwan) 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Kentucky [Mr. MCCON-

NELL], for Mr. LOTT, proposes an amendment 
numbered 1183.

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

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

The amendment is as follows:
At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 

the following new section: 

SEC. . CONSULTATIONS ON ARMS SALES TO TAI-
WAN. 

Consistent with the intent of Congress ex-
pressed in the enactment of section (3)(b) of 
the Taiwan Relations Act the Secretary of 
State shall consult with the appropriate 
committees and leadership of Congress to de-
vise a mechanism to provide for congres-
sional input prior to making any determina-
tion on the nature of quantity of defense ar-
ticles and services to be made available to 
Taiwan.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to offer this amendment that 
would require that the Congress be no-
tified in a timely fashion of any report 
or list submitted by the Taiwanese 
Government for the potential purchase 
or other acquisition of any defense ar-
ticle or defense service. 

This amendment would remedy a 
long-festering situation whereby the 
Congress has ceded virtually all deci-
sionmaking authority to the executive 
branch with respect to arms sales to 
Taiwan. This situation is contrary to 
the letter and spirit of the Taiwan Re-
lations Act of 1979, which established 
that arms sales decisions regarding 
Taiwan must be made jointly between 
the legislative and executive branches 
of government. 

Specifically, the relevant sections of 
Public Law 96–8, the ‘‘Taiwan Rela-
tions Act’’ of April 10, 1979, are as fol-
lows: Section 3(a) states, ‘‘. . . the 
United States will make available to 
Taiwan such defense articles and de-
fense services in such quantity as may 
be necessary to enable Taiwan to main-
tain a sufficient self-defense capa-
bility.’’ And Section 3(b) states, ‘‘The 
President and the Congress shall deter-
mine the nature and quantity of such 
defense articles and services based 
solely upon their judgment of the needs 
of Taiwan, in accordance with proce-
dures established by law. Such deter-
mination of Taiwan’s defense needs 
shall include review by United States 
military authorities in connection with 
recommendations to the President and 
the Congress.’’

When Congress passed the Taiwan 
Relations Act in 1979, it was in re-
sponse to the Carter administration’s 
abrupt efforts to curtail long-standing 
defense ties between Washington and 
Taipei. At the time of the adoption of 
the Taiwan Relations Act, Congress 
wanted to make clear that the endur-
ing ties between the American people 
and the people of Taiwan included a 
clear and sustained commitment to en-
suring that the people of Taiwan had 
the means to defend themselves. Tai-
wan’s ability to maintain a credible de-
terrent, qualitatively superior to that 
of the mainland’s forces across the nar-
row Taiwan Strait, has been crucial in 
keeping peace in East Asia. 

The central tenet of the Taiwan Re-
lations Act was stated very clearly in 
section 3, namely, that the President 
and Congress together would determine 
what Taiwan required for its legiti-

mate self defense without regard to 
pressures imposed by any third party 
nation. This provision was written in 
the law to ensure that executive 
branch officials would not become ex-
cessively concerned with the protesta-
tions of the PRC whenever the United 
States proposed to provide Taiwan de-
fense articles and services needed for 
Taiwan’s self-defense. Unique among 
laws governing United States defense 
ties with other nations, the Taiwan Re-
lations Act explicitly requires in law 
that Congress and President together 
decide what Taiwan’s military defenses 
require.

The first year after the TRA’s enact-
ment, this provision was sorely tested 
when the executive branch failed to in-
form Congress fully and currently on 
what Taiwan needed for its defense. 
The Foreign Relations Committee 
under the leadership of Senator Frank 
Church lambasted executive branch of-
ficials. Together with Senator Glenn, 
Senator Javits, and others, Chairman 
Church insisted that the administra-
tion provide full details on those weap-
on systems Taiwan had requested. 

This practice of involving Congress 
in reviewing procurement decisions—as 
required by law—lapsed since that 
time. In recent years, the executive 
branch has met with representatives of 
Taiwan in secret and has refused to 
share with Congress the complete list 
of those defense articles and services 
requested formally or informally by 
Taiwan. 

In this regard, on May 11 of this year 
I wrote to Secretary of State Mad-
eleine Albright requesting a copy of 
the list of defense articles and services 
sought by Taiwan in the most recent 
round of annual arms procurement 
talks. Those talks ended on April 21. I 
received a reply to my letter on May 
21, signed by Assistant Secretary of 
State for Legislative Affairs Barbara 
Larkin. Mrs. Larkin’s reply asserted 
that the Department would only pro-
vide information on ‘‘the systems for 
which we [the Administration] have 
given Taiwan a positive response.’’

In other words, the State Depart-
ment refused my legitimate request to 
be informed in writing of Taiwan’s re-
quest for potential purchase or other 
acquisition of defense articles and serv-
ices. Frankly, I was shocked and dis-
mayed by this response, especially 
given the fact the most recent round of 
talks had already been concluded and 
given the clear intent of Section 3 of 
the Taiwan Relations Act. Instead, 
Mrs. Larkin’s letter provided informa-
tion only on those portions of Taiwan’s 
request that the administration unilat-
erally had decided to approve. 

I understand that a similar, written 
request by the chairman of the House 
International Relations Committee 
Representative BENJAMIN GILMAN, and 
others, have received the same unsatis-
factory response from the administra-
tion. 
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Mr. President, the current situation 

is intolerable and must be changed. 
The law of the land requires that Con-
gress be involved in decisions regarding 
Taiwan’s legitimate defense needs. The 
President and future administrations 
should know that the American peo-
ple’s representatives in Congress will 
meet our obligations under the law to 
be involved in this decisionmaking 
process. 

Toward this end, my amendment re-
quires that Taiwan’s procurement re-
quest be furnished, on an appropriate 
basis and in a timely fashion, to the 
appropriate committees of Congress. I 
believe this is a necessary step in en-
suring that there is a meaningful dia-
logue between the legislative and exec-
utive branches of government and that 
the decisionmaking process regarding 
what Taiwan legitimately needs for its 
self defense, proceeds on a basis that is 
fully consistent with the letter and 
spirit of the Taiwan Relations Act. 

THE PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
is no further debate, the question is on 
agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 1183) was agreed 
to. 

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

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask Senator MACK be added as a co-
sponsor to amendment No. 1136. 

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

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, the 
following amendments will not be of-
fered. They are at the desk. They will 
not be offered: amendment No. 1121 by 
Senator THOMAS; amendment No. 1122, 
amendment No. 1152, and amendment 
No. 1153, all three by Senator 
ASHCROFT; amendment No. 1154 by Sen-
ator CRAIG; amendment No. 1148 by 
Senator GRASSLEY; amendment No. 
1164 by Senator CLELAND. 

I ask unanimous consent those 
amendments no longer be in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. Those 
amendments will not be proposed. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, we 
are down to a precious few. 

What we are considering doing is pro-
pounding an agreement, and I am going 
to go on and propound it even though I 
know there may be some objection, but 
to give a sense of what the roadmap 
here is to completion. We believe we 
are down to the amendment we have 
been discussing all day, the Brownback 
amendment, as second-degreed by my-
self and Senator ABRAHAM regarding 
section 907, and the amendment we are 
in the process of debating, the Leahy-
Dodd amendment with regard to travel 
restrictions to Cuba. And final passage. 
That is where I believe we are at this 
moment—with the need to wrap up the 

debate on the Dodd-Leahy amendment, 
the need to give Senator KERRY an op-
portunity to speak on the 907 issue and 
Senator TORRICELLI an opportunity to 
speak to the 907 issue. 

Mr. DODD. I would also like to be 
heard on 907. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Also, Senator 
DODD on the 907 issue and Senator 
BINGAMAN for a couple of minutes on 
Cuba. 

That is about where we are. Senator 
GRAHAM, obviously, is going to speak 
on the Cuba issue as well. 

At that point we should be able to 
move ahead. Does my colleague from 
Vermont think we should go ahead and 
propound this unanimous consent 
agreement or go on with the debate 
and just move on through it? 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I see the 
Senator from Florida on the floor. I 
was wondering about how much time 
does he think he will need? 

Mr. GRAHAM. I will need 15 minutes. 
Mr. LEAHY. That will make it im-

possible to get the unanimous consent 
agreement that might get us out of 
here at a decent hour. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that Senator 
GRAHAM of Florida be allowed 15 min-
utes to speak to the Dodd-Leahy 
amendment; Senator BINGAMAN, 3 min-
utes on the Cuba amendment; Senator 
KERRY, 5 minutes on the 907 amend-
ment; Senator TORRICELLI on the 907 
amendment, 5 minutes; Senator DODD, 
2 minutes on the 907 amendment; Sen-
ator BROWNBACK, 3 minutes to wrap up 
on 907; myself 3 minutes to yield on 907. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I under-
stand the distinguished Senator from 
Maryland would have an objection on a 
time agreement. Maybe we should start 
on our debate and urge people to be as 
brief as we can because I still think we 
could and should vote on all these. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. The objection of 
the Senator from Maryland is to the 
Brownback amendment, I gather? 

Mr. LEAHY. That is correct. 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Why don’t we pro-

ceed to complete debate on the Dodd-
Leahy matter and see if we can dispose 
of that? Let’s proceed on it. 

Mr. DODD. That is fine. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Florida. 
AMENDMENT NO. 1157 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I want 
all to know that there is no disagree-
ment with the objectives, the end goals 
being sought by the advocates of this 
amendment and those of us who oppose 
it. I believe we are all Americans of 
good conscience and we seek for the 
Cuban people what we seek for our-
selves. We seek a nation that lives with 
the freedoms associated with democ-
racy. We seek a nation that respects 
the basic human rights of its people. 
We seek a nation which will encourage 
an economy that offers hope to the 
people of Cuba. 

We have had a long association with 
Cuba. It is an association which runs 
almost to the first Spanish exploration 
of our two nations. We were a major 
participant in the freedom of Cuba in 
1898. In fact, we had celebrations with-
in the last few months of our participa-
tion in the independence of Cuba. 

So our goals for those people, our 
feeling for the people of Cuba, is a 
shared one. The question is, What is 
the appropriate course of U.S. policy to 
achieve those goals? I believe, as with 
every other question of what U.S. for-
eign policy should be, it should be a 
mixture of a consideration of our na-
tional interests and a consideration of 
the universal values for which America 
has stood since those words in the Dec-
laration of Independence that declared 
that we saw that all men—not just 
American men, not just men, but 
women—that all persons had certain 
inalienable rights. Those have been an 
important factor in our relationships 
with other peoples of other nations. 

On the specific issue of the use of 
travel restrictions as a part of that 
U.S. foreign policy, Senator TORRICELLI 
has talked about the way in which 
travel restrictions were imposed on 
Libya and the fact that those restric-
tions had certain objectives and have 
had certain consequences. 

The Presiding Officer and I have been 
interested in the issue of Lebanon for a 
long time. The United States had trav-
el restrictions on Americans visiting 
Lebanon. The purpose of those travel 
restrictions was to encourage changes 
that would create a greater sense of se-
curity. While there are still tense days, 
as we have seen in the very recent past, 
it is now considered appropriate to 
allow Americans to begin again to visit 
Lebanon. 

We have used travel restrictions as a 
means of achieving goals that were 
considered to be important to the 
United States in the past. 

Yes, we are using a restriction on 
travel to Cuba as part of the larger, 
comprehensive restriction on relation-
ships with the Government of Cuba 
while we attempt to achieve increased 
contacts with the people of Cuba. 

There is an assumption that if the 
United States does not open up its 
travel restrictions, the Cuban people 
are going to walk down sidewalks that 
are barren of foreign travelers and the 
Cuban people will not have contact 
with the outside world. In fact, almost 
100,000 Americans visited Cuba last 
year under the various provisions of 
our existing law. In addition to that, 
some of the major nations of the world, 
nations with which we have the closest 
relationship, such as Spain and Can-
ada, have an open policy, in terms of 
travel to Cuba, for their citizens. 

When you ask Spaniards or Cana-
dians, what effect has your open policy 
towards Cuba had? what effect have the 
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relationships you have had in these in-
stances for decades with the Castro re-
gime had? have you seen a change in 
the commitment to democracy? have 
you seen, as a result of your openness 
towards Cuba, a greater degree of re-
spect for human rights? the answer is a 
sad no. These democracies, these na-
tions which share our values and which 
have taken the course of action that is 
being advocated by the proponents of 
this amendment, have seen no effect in 
achieving the goals we share for Cuba—
democracy, human rights, and an open 
economy. 

What gives us reason to believe that 
adopting an unconsidered, undebated—
other than the words we speak this 
afternoon—major change in our policy 
toward Cuba would have any different 
result? Recent events, in fact, are to 
the contrary. 

In January of last year, 1998, a sig-
nificant, what many hoped would be a 
historic, turning point event occurred 
in Cuba. The Pope visited that island. 
Many hoped, prayed, believed that it 
would lead to fundamental change in 
Cuba. 

We reinforced the momentum of the 
papal visit by a number of initiatives 
towards Cuba. On March 20, 1998, just a 
few weeks after the Pope had departed, 
in an attempt to build goodwill to-
wards Cuba, President Clinton an-
nounced the resumption of licensing 
for direct humanitarian flights to 
Cuba. 

The President announced the re-
sumption of cash remittances to Cuba. 

The President asked for the develop-
ment of licensing procedures to 
streamline and expedite the commer-
cial sale of medicine, medical supplies, 
and medical equipment to Cuba. 

Continuing in that vein, on January 9 
of this year the President authorized 
additional steps to reach out to the 
Cuban people. The new measures ex-
panded remittances by allowing any 
United States citizens, not just family 
members, to send limited funds to the 
people of Cuba. The President expanded 
people-to-people contacts. The Presi-
dent allowed charter passenger flights 
to cities other than Havana and to ini-
tiate from cities other than Miami. 

The measures also permitted an ef-
fort to establish direct mail service to 
Cuba. The measures also authorized 
the sale of food and agricultural inputs 
to independent, nongovernmental enti-
ties, including religious groups, family 
restaurants, and farmers. 

All of those are initiatives which the 
United States has taken since January 
of 1998 in hopes that it would result in 
a reciprocal response of some loosening 
of the police state that is Cuba today. 

What happened to all of those initia-
tives the United States took? What 
happened to the initiatives that were 
hoped to flow from the papal visit? 

The Cuban Government responded to 
our United States initiatives by calling 

these actions acts of aggression. That 
is what the Cuban Government labeled 
the opening of additional flights, of di-
rect mail, of allowing greater remit-
tances to the people of Cuba. Fidel Cas-
tro called all of those actions acts of 
aggression. 

What did Fidel Castro do in the con-
text of the visit by the Pope? Almost 
exactly a year after the Pope departed 
Cuba, the Cuban Government passed a 
new security law. That law 
criminalized any form of cooperation 
or participation in prodemocracy ef-
forts. That law imposed penalties rang-
ing from 20 to 30 years for those who 
were found to be cooperating with the 
U.S. Government. Those are the re-
sponses of Fidel Castro to the papal 
visit. 

On March 1, four prominent human 
rights dissidents were tried in secrecy 
for their peaceful criticism of the Com-
munist Party. Diplomats were barred 
from attendance at the trial. These 
four human rights and prodemocracy 
dissidents were held for over 1 year 
without charges. They were found 
guilty. They were sentenced to jail 
terms, for advocating human rights 
and democracy, of 31⁄2 to 5 years. 

This did not happen 40 years ago. 
This happened in March of 1999. The 
Cuban Government ignored calls from 
the Vatican and the international com-
munity for release. Canada, the Euro-
pean Union, and several Latin Amer-
ican countries criticized the Cuban 
Government and stated their intention 
to reassess their relationship with the 
Government. The King of Spain had a 
scheduled visit to Cuba which he has 
deferred, in large part because of the 
treatment of these four dissidents. 

Cuba’s human rights record in 1999 
reflects a continued policy of repres-
sion, a policy which has been recog-
nized not just by the United States, not 
just by the people of Cuba who suffer 
under the yoke of oppression, but by 
the international community. 

In its annual report on human rights, 
which was released earlier this year, 
Amnesty International states that at 
least 350 political prisoners remained 
imprisoned in Cuban cells in 1998. Am-
nesty International reports that 10 un-
armed civilians were shot, executed by 
Cuban authorities, in 1998. 

As we know, the Senate passed a res-
olution by a vote of 98–0 on March 25 of 
this year stating that the United 
States would make all efforts nec-
essary to pass a resolution criticizing 
Cuba for its human rights records be-
fore the U.N. Commission on Human 
Rights. We were very pleased when the 
United Nations Commission on Human 
Rights, with support of nations which 
just in the last 2 years had opposed 
such a resolution, passed a resolution 
on April 23 condemning Cuba for its 
human rights abuses. 

Finally, the State Department coun-
try report on human rights practices 

detailed the same human rights abuses 
as last year and the year before. 

We have made an effort to reach out 
to Cuba. We have made an effort to 
send a signal that we were looking for 
some reciprocity, some demonstration 
of a wavering in the steel-hard police 
state which has been Cuba for 40 years. 

One is hard pressed to see even the 
faintest breeze of a positive response to 
our efforts. The examples of human 
rights violations in all of these reports 
are numerous, brutal, and startling. 
Human rights activists are beaten in 
their homes. People are arbitrarily de-
tained and arrested. Political prisoners 
are denied food and medicine brought 
by their own families. Children are 
made to stand in the rain chanting slo-
gans against democracy. 

In the United States, on May 7 of this 
year, the U.S. Government revised in-
dictments against 14 Cuban spies cap-
tured in Miami last fall while attempt-
ing to penetrate the U.S. Southern 
Command, the United States Naval Air 
Station at Boca Chica Key near Key 
West, and planning terrorist acts 
against military installations. The re-
vised indictments also charge 2 of the 
14 with conspiracy to commit murder 
in the 1996 shoot down of the Brothers 
to the Rescue fliers. 

It is at this point that I must become 
personal. I know the families of the 
four fliers who were shot down over 
international waters, now we know, at 
the direct command of the highest offi-
cials of the Cuban Government. If 
homicide is defined as the intentional 
taking of a human life, four acts of 
homicide occurred over the Straits of 
Florida against three U.S. citizens and 
one U.S. resident. 

This is the nature of the response 
that Fidel Castro has given to the ef-
forts by the Pope, by the international 
community, and by the United States 
to try to ask, to plead for some relief 
for the people of Cuba. 

As these examples show, as the con-
tinuing reign of repression flows from 
week to week, from day to day in Cuba 
this is not the time for lifting any of 
the sanctions on Cuba. This is the time 
for us to hold the line on our policy, to 
continue to reach out to the people of 
Cuba in hopes that someday they will 
breathe the free air of democracy but 
to give no quarter to the oppressive 
Government of Fidel Castro. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. GRAHAM. I will be pleased to 
yield. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. I congratulate the 
Senator from Florida on his statement 
and his extraordinary leadership on 
this issue through the years and simply 
inquire of him, through this decade, 
American policy towards Cuba has 
largely been defined by the Cuban De-
mocracy Act that the Senator from 
Florida joined with me in writing, the 
Helms–Burton Act that the chairman 
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of the Foreign Relations Committee of 
the Senate, Senator HELMS, wrote, and 
now under the leadership of President 
Clinton. 

This amendment would largely un-
dermine the policies outlined in that 
legislation and by President Clinton. 
Indeed, the President recently has re-
defined his own policy of travel to-
wards Cuba. But by a sweep of the pen, 
that bipartisan policy that the Sen-
ators and the President of the United 
States have written would largely be 
undermined, in my estimation. 

Is that the Senator’s conclusion? 
Mr. GRAHAM. That would certainly 

be one of the consequences. Another 
consequence, I say to my friend and 
colleague, would be that we would send 
a signal to Fidel Castro that we are 
prepared to do virtually anything with-
out expecting anything in response; 
that the same thing that has happened 
to the Canadians, the Spaniards, to 
other European and Latin American 
countries—attempts to reach out to 
Castro, which are rebuffed in terms of 
those things that are most important 
to the people of Cuba—that now we 
would become complicitous in that 
same process of unrequited love. 

The last thing we have to play, the 
last policy option that is available to 
us as we try to influence Castro is ex-
actly the embargo which, by this cas-
ual act tonight, we are being asked to 
begin to dismantle. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. If the Senator 
would continue to yield, I think what 
is important about your statement is 
you recognize this policy isn’t about 
travel; it is about money. It is about 
giving Fidel Castro millions of dollars 
of American tourist money to support 
his regime, his dictatorship, his armed 
forces, his security forces. That is what 
we are denying. 

But the frustration that the Senator 
from Florida may have—and you prob-
ably know more about the Cuban eco-
nomic experience and the travel experi-
ence than anyone in this institution by 
virtue of your constituency—and to 
rely upon your expertise for a moment, 
it is my understanding, contrary to 
what the Senate may be led to believe 
today, that when tourists go to Cuba 
from European countries, they are put 
into tourist compounds. Cubans are not 
allowed to visit those hotels. They can-
not talk to people in those hotels. So 
the notion that hundreds of thousands 
of American tourists are going to walk 
the streets of Cuba and democratize 
the island, spread the message of 
human rights—in fact, the average 
Cuban cannot get inside those com-
pounds. They are walled off. 

The Senator knows more about this, 
by far, than I do, but is that not the 
story of many of these beach-front ho-
tels? 

Mr. GRAHAM. That is the story. Un-
fortunately, the people who those tour-
ists will come in contact with will be 

the virtual serfs of the Castro regime 
because the hotels are required to pur-
chase their employees through the 
Cuban Government, not by direct nego-
tiation with the individual or through 
some organization representing those 
individuals. So by that walled-off en-
clave in which they are enjoying them-
selves, on an island of prosperity in a 
sea of despair—which is Cuba today 
—they are contributing to the mainte-
nance of a system of economic slavery 
that virtually has left the face of the 
Earth for the past century and a half. 

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

Mr. TORRICELLI. A final question. 
And I am very pleased the distin-
guished minority whip, Senator REID of 
Nevada, is going to join with us on a 
motion to table. 

But before I yield back, Senator 
KERRY of Massachusetts left a very ap-
pealing notion of the example of Presi-
dent Havel, that this exchange of vis-
iting and talking to people about 
democratic ideas would somehow 
change the Cuban political reality. 

Again, you know more about this 
than I do. It is my impression that 
under Cuban law, as Fidel Castro has 
now changed the law, if a would-be 
Havel walked up, in Havana, to an 
American tourist and talked to that 
tourist about democracy, he would be 
rewarded—not with information, a 
growth of knowledge—but he would go 
to jail because talking about democ-
racy in Cuba to an American tourist 
will guarantee one thing—you will be 
arrested, you will be indicted, and you 
will go to jail. 

Is that the reality of what a con-
versation about democracy with an 
American tourist is? 

Mr. GRAHAM. Yes. And under the 
law which I alluded to, which was 
passed just in February of this year, 
that Cuban citizen who was found to be 
engaging in that friendly discussion 
about democracy and the graces that 
liberty brings to the human spirit will 
be subject to spending 20 to 30 years, 
without his freedom, in a Cuban cell 
precisely because he engaged in that 
conversation. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. I thank the Sen-
ator from Florida. 

Mr. DODD. Will my colleague yield? 
Just very quickly, I want to raise the 

point—I do not know if my colleagues 
from New Jersey and Florida have been 
to Cuba at all recently. 

Has my colleague traveled to Cuba in 
the last several years? 

Mr. GRAHAM. Other than Guanta-
namo, I have not been to Cuba. 

Mr. DODD. I appreciate that. Just as 
a point of reference, I spent a week in 
Cuba in December, in fact, all over the 
area, all over Havana, and Varadero as 
well for a day. I point out to my col-
league that I saw Americans all over 
the streets of Havana. The idea you are 
confined to Varadero Beach is just not 

the case. There are people literally ev-
erywhere, right in the marketplaces, in 
the streets, in the restaurants, places 
they could go. The idea that you are 
restricted only to go to Varadero 
Beach is not the case. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. Cubans are re-
stricted. 

Mr. DODD. To Cuban Americans who 
want to travel to Cuba—many do—this 
is, in a sense, saying you can only go 
back to the country of your birth once 
during a year, unless you have a sick 
relative, and then you have to apply to 
some bureaucrat in the Treasury De-
partment to go down and see your fam-
ily. That is wrong. 

But the idea that Cuban Americans 
would be restricted to Varadero Beach 
is just not the case. You can talk with 
Cuban Americans who have been back 
to Cuba. They are not restrained on 
where they can travel in Cuba. 

Mr. GRAHAM. I think the point the 
Senator from New Jersey was raising 
in his question to me was that for 
many of those Europeans, Latin Ameri-
cans, and Americans who go to Cuba, 
the nature of the hotel arrangements 
in which they live does not lend itself 
to the sort of interplay that, for in-
stance, some of us experienced in 
places such as Prague and Budapest 
prior to the fall of the Berlin Wall. 

It also is the case that Cuban citizens 
who, in those rare instances, might 
have an opportunity to relate with an 
American, since February of this year, 
face the prospect of being charged with 
a criminal act of collaborating with a 
United States citizen and face the pros-
pect of spending 20 to 30 years in a 17th 
century cell. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. Will the Senator 
allow me to respond to the point? Will 
the Senator allow me to respond? 

Mr. GRAHAM. Yes. 
Mr. TORRICELLI. The point is, 

Americans clearly do in Cuba have the 
freedom to leave the hotels and wander 
around the island. As Senator GRAHAM 
has pointed out, nearly 100,000 Ameri-
cans went to Cuba last year. So this is 
not a question that many Americans 
cannot go. It has simply been the Clin-
ton administration’s view to restrict 
the number so as not to give Castro 
great financial rewards. One hundred 
thousand Americans go. 

The point I was making with Senator 
GRAHAM was not to give people the illu-
sion that Americans in a hotel on the 
beaches near Havana are going to re-
ceive Cuban visitors. The average 
Cuban is not allowed on the hotel 
grounds on these compounds. This is 
not going to be people visiting Presi-
dent Havel in his office. They are not 
allowed to go there. They can’t spend 
money there. They can’t be guests 
there. They are foreign compounds. 
You might as well be on a beach some-
where on a desert island in the Pacific. 
They are restricted. 

I thank the Senator from Florida for 
yielding. 
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Mr. DODD. As someone who has been 

there and spent the time and wandered 
without restraint and had conversa-
tions with people—I had a long con-
versation, as someone who speaks the 
language, speaks Spanish; I was able to 
have lengthy conversations with peo-
ple. I wasn’t being followed around. I 
had long discussions with people in 
marketplaces where they were highly 
critical of the Cuban Government. 

I had a lengthy discussion with a 
family down there about their objec-
tions and opposition to Fidel Castro 
with a group of people around. In my 
personal experience and that of others, 
just on the point of 100,000 U.S. citizens 
going, most of them are going illegally. 
It is not as if they have licenses to go. 
We all know what they do. They go to 
Montreal or Quebec or Cancun, and 
then they go in, because they don’t 
stamp their visas. You can meet them 
all in the airports down there. 

We are making them illegal, illegal 
activities of U.S. citizens. That is not 
something we ought to be condoning. 
But this isn’t licenses they receive; 
this is because they are using other 
means to go down and spend time 
there. But this is not permissible, visa-
stamped approved travel by these peo-
ple. 

Mr. KERRY. Will the Senator yield 
further? 

Mr. GRAHAM. Yes. 
Mr. KERRY. I just make the point to 

the Senator that, having spoken with a 
lot of people who have gone down there 
and made some of those trips, the fami-
lies aren’t restricted in that way. They 
meet with relations. They tell people 
what is going on in the United States. 
They talk about their feelings about 
Fidel Castro. 

What is amazing about this debate, 
what is absolutely stupefying, is that 
what the Senators seem to be defend-
ing is completely contrary now to the 
experience since 1959. We went through 
the whole 1960s, went through the Bay 
of Pigs, went through the 1970s. We 
went through the height of the Reagan 
opposition to the Iron Curtain and 
through all of the changes in Russia, 
the former Soviet Union, the former 
east bloc countries. We have seen the 
dynamics of that change. 

The one place where our policy re-
mains the same as it has throughout 
all of those years is the place where 
there has been the least change. One of 
the reasons they had the power to 
shoot down those four planes is that 
there is no movement in the relation-
ship, because they are as isolated. 

If you look at the experience of Cu-
bans, restricted, who go back to Cuba 
to visit their families, limited by the 
United States of America to one visit a 
year with their own family, you find 
that they are the ones saying to us 
today, we would like to have the right 
to travel to visit our families as fre-
quently as we can. I am confident that 

the same kinds of changes that swept 
over the rest of the world will sweep 
over that tiny island. 

Mr. GRAHAM. I will conclude by say-
ing that I ask those who think the 
United States changing its policy to-
wards Cuba will have these miraculous 
effects in terms of breaking waves of 
freedom to the people that will crush 
what is an East German police state 
today—I only ask them to tell us what 
is the evidence, based on the outreach 
which has been made by countries such 
as Canada and Spain and European and 
Latin American countries, which large-
ly share our values, which have been 
for 40 years in a continuous relation-
ship with Cuba? 

I think the answer to the question is, 
there are no such evidences that that 
outreach has had a positive effect on 
Cuba. We are dealing with a sui generis 
anachronism in Cuba. That degree of 
singularity requires the kind of sin-
gularity of foreign policy that we are 
directing towards it, with our hopes 
that soon the people of Cuba will be re-
leased from that hold and that our pol-
icy will have contributed to that re-
lease and will help to establish a basis 
for a transition to a Cuba that will be 
respectful of its people and with which 
the United States can have normal and 
peaceful and prosperous relationships. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. KERRY. Would the Senator like 

an answer to the question?
∑ Mr. MACK. Mr. President, I oppose 
this travel amendment in the strongest 
possible terms. This is the wrong lan-
guage at the wrong time. It represents 
a fundamental change in our Cuba pol-
icy—a change without proper consider-
ation. 

The Foreign Relations Committee 
has not considered this language; in 
fact, nobody has seen this language 
until it was introduced this afternoon. 
We should not rush this language 
through. 

We should not do this. This is a half-
baked approach, which makes for weak 
policy; it is not a mature effort to craft 
serious policy. 

Fidel responds to our positive ges-
tures with arrests, oppression, and 
crackdown. This effort is misguided 
and must be tabled.∑ 

Mr. MCCONNELL addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
move to table the underlying Dodd 
amendment No. 1157, and 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 ma-

jority leader is recognized. 
UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, as in exec-
utive session, I ask unanimous consent 

that immediately following this roll-
call vote about to begin, the Senate 
immediately proceed to executive ses-
sion and vote en bloc on the confirma-
tion of the following nominations on 
the Executive Calendar: Nos. 104 
through 108. I further ask unanimous 
consent that immediately following 
the vote, the President be notified of 
the Senate’s action and the Senate 
then return to legislative session. 

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

Mr. LOTT. I also ask unanimous con-
sent that it now be in order to ask for 
the yeas and nays on the nominations 
en bloc. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I don’t 
have any objection, but I ask unani-
mous consent that the majority leader 
may proceed in this way. A tabling mo-
tion has been made, and there is no de-
bate on a tabling motion. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that I be allowed to do 
this, even though the vote has been or-
dered on the tabling amendment, so 
that we can have this vote in this se-
quence. It is to have a vote on the con-
firmation of five judicial nominations. 
Both have been requested, but it will 
be one vote, and it will count as only 
one vote on all five nominations. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. LOTT. I thank Senator BYRD for 

that correction. 
I ask consent then that it now be in 

order to ask for the yeas and nays on 
the nominations en bloc. 

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

Mr. LOTT. 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 

clerk will call the roll on the motion to 
table. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that notwith-
standing the tabling motion——

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask for 
the regular order. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, is it out 
of order to ask for unanimous consent? 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, there is no 
debate following a motion to table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that, notwithstanding 
the rules that there be no debate, the 
Senator be allowed to make a unani-
mous consent. 

Mr. LEAHY. That is what I was ask-
ing. 

Mr. BYRD. The Chair should have the 
advice from the Parliamentarian to 
call this to the Senate’s attention. 
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Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, the dis-

tinguished Senator from West Virginia 
was making the exact same request 
that I was making. Let’s just vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
to table amendment No. 1157. The yeas 
and nays have been ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative assistant called the 

roll. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, House 

Members may not be in the Well. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The well 

will be cleared. 
The well will be cleared. 
The clerk will continue to call the 

roll. 
The legislative assistant resumed the 

call of the roll. 
Mr. BYRD addressed the chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from West Virginia. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask for 

order. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ate will be in order. 
Mr. BYRD. Now, Mr. President, I ask 

that House Members stay out of the 
well and stop lobbying Senators. I have 
had a number of Senators come to me 
and tell me that House Members are in 
the well lobbying them. The other 
Members didn’t speak up, but I shall. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order. 

Mr. BYRD. I hope the Sergeant at 
Arms will see to it that House Mem-
bers, who are our guests, will get out of 
the well. There are places in the back 
of the Chamber for them. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will resume the call of the roll. 

The legislative assistant resumed the 
call of the roll.

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 
Senator from Ohio (Mr. VOINOVICH) and 
the Senator from Florida (Mr. MACK), 
are necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 55, 
nays 43, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 189 Leg.] 

YEAS—55

Abraham 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Bayh 
Bennett 
Breaux 
Brownback 
Bryan 
Bunning 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Cochran 
Collins 
Coverdell 
Craig 
Crapo 
DeWine 
Domenici 

Edwards 
Fitzgerald 
Frist 
Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hollings 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Lieberman 
Lott 
McCain 

McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Reid 
Robb 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Torricelli 

NAYS—43

Akaka 
Baucus 

Biden 
Bingaman 

Bond 
Boxer 

Chafee 
Cleland 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Enzi 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Grams 
Hagel 
Harkin 

Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lincoln 
Lugar 
Mikulski 

Moynihan 
Murray 
Reed 
Roberts 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Specter 
Warner 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—2

Mack Voinovich 

The motion was agreed to. 
Mr. LEAHY. I move to reconsider the 

vote. 
Mr. MCCONNELL. I move to lay that 

motion on the table. 
The motion to lay on the table was 

agreed to. 

f 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

NOMINATION OF Keith P. Ellison, of 
Texas, to be United States District 
Judge for the Southern District of 
Texas. 

NOMINATION OF Gary Allen Feess, 
of California, to be United States 
District Judge for the Central Dis-
trict of California. 

NOMINATION OF Stefan R. 
Underhill, of Connecticut, to be 
United States District Judge for 
the District of Connecticut. 

NOMINATION OF W. Allen Pepper, 
Jr., of Mississippi, to be United 
States District Judge for the North-
ern District of Mississippi. 

NOMINATION OF Karen E. Schreier, 
of South Dakota, to be United 
States District Judge for the Dis-
trict of South Dakota. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is, Will the Senate advise and 
consent to the nominations? 

On this question the yeas and nays 
have been ordered, and the clerk will 
call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll.

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 
Senator from Ohio (Mr. VOINOVICH) and 
the Senator from Florida (Mr. MACK) 
are necessarily absent.

The result was announced—yeas 94, 
nays 4, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 190 Ex.] 

YEAS—94

Abraham 
Akaka 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bayh 

Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Breaux 

Brownback 
Bryan 
Bunning 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee 

Cleland 
Cochran 
Collins 
Conrad 
Coverdell 
Craig 
Crapo 
Daschle 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Edwards 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Fitzgerald 
Frist 
Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Harkin 

Hatch 
Hollings 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Lott 
Lugar 
McCain 
McConnell 
Mikulski 
Moynihan 
Murkowski 

Murray 
Nickles 
Reed 
Reid 
Robb 
Roberts 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Torricelli 
Warner 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NAYS—4

Burns 
Enzi 

Helms 
Smith (NH) 

NOT VOTING—2

Mack Voinovich 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote, the ayes are 94, the nays are 4. 
The Senate does hereby advise and con-
sent to the nominations of Keith B. 
Ellison of Texas, Gary Allen Feess of 
California, Stefan R. Underhill of Con-
necticut, W. Allen Pepper, Jr. of Mis-
sissippi, and Karen E. Schreier of 
South Dakota. 

The President will be immediately 
notified of the Senate’s action. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I am en-
couraged that the Senate confirmed 
five of the judicial nominees from the 
45 pending before us. I am glad that the 
District Courts in Mississippi, South 
Dakota, Texas, Connecticut, and Cali-
fornia will soon have additional judi-
cial resources. I only wish that were 
true for the 69 other vacancies around 
the country. 

In particular, I look forward to the 
Committee finally approving the nomi-
nation of Marsha Berzon to the Ninth 
Circuit Court of Appeals this week and 
would ask the Majority Leader to take 
up that long-delayed nomination with 
the same expedition that is being done 
for these nominations. Fully one-quar-
ter of the active judgeships authorized 
for that Court remain vacant, as they 
have been for several years. The Judi-
cial Conference recently requested that 
Ninth Circuit judgeships be increased 
in light of its workload by an addi-
tional five judges. That means that 
while Ms. Berzon’s nomination has 
been pending, and five other nomina-
tions are pending to the Ninth Circuit, 
that Court has been forced to struggle 
through its extraordinary workload 
with 12 fewer judges than it needs. 

Marsha Berzon is an outstanding 
nominee. By all accounts, she is an ex-
ceptional lawyer with extensive appel-
late experience, including a number of 
cases heard by the Supreme Court. She 
has the strong support of both Cali-
fornia Senators and a well-qualified 
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