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to get involved in peacekeeping mis-
sions abroad. Our men and women in 
uniform and their families deserve to 
understand the dangers of proposed 
missions and to be given a good-faith 
estimate of their length. 

As my colleagues know, I oppose our 
continuing involvement in the Bal-
kans. The Administration argued that 
our action against the Federal Repub-
lic of Yugoslavia was necessary for hu-
manitarian reasons. The trouble I have 
with our operations in Kosovo is that 
we have not shown the same willing-
ness to intervene outside of our hemi-
sphere to places like Rwanda and East 
Timor. What constitutes a humani-
tarian tragedy that warrants involve-
ment by the United States military? 
The answer to that questions seems to 
change frequently under the current 
policy. I am affraid we really have no 
policy framework to address this cru-
cial question. But the question will 
continue to arise and will do so with 
increasing frequency. 

In my view, the legal case for inter-
national intervention in East Timor is 
more compelling than the situation in 
Kosovo because of the long-standing 
legal disputes over the political status 
of the territory, as well as the clear ex-
pression for self-determination by the 
people of East Timor on August 30. The 
people of East Timor cast their votes 
in a ballot sanctioned by the Indo-
nesian government and supervised by 
the United Nations. 

The East Timorese were promised a 
secure environment in which to express 
their honest views about the political 
future of their homeland. Instead, they 
had to endure intimidation by armed 
thugs supported by the army and by 
elements of the government that had 
sworn to protect them and to respect 
their wishes. Yet miraculously almost 
99 percent of registered voters went to 
the polls, bringing along their courage 
and a commitment to freedom. And 
then when the militias began a mur-
derous rampage, the government did 
nothing. They would not grant the 
international community the power to 
act.

So again, Mr. President, let me reit-
erate my view of the next crucial steps 
that must be taken in East Timor. 

An international peacekeeping force 
must be deployed as rapidly as pos-
sible.

We must quickly and concisely define 
the scope of a limited U.S. role in the 
peacekeeping mission. 

The international community must 
keep the pressure on the Indonesian 
government, and the peacekeepers, hu-
manitarian workers, and war crimes 
investigators must be allowed full ac-
cess to East Timor. And it all must 
happen as soon as possible. Thousands 
of lives and the legitimate hopes of a 
people hang in the balance. 

I ask unanimous consent that an edi-
torial from today’s New York Times 

entitled ‘‘Effective Force for East 
Timor’’ be printed in the RECORD.

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

AN EFFECTIVE FORCE FOR EAST TIMOR

‘‘We cannot wait any longer,’’ Indonesia’s 
President, B.J. Habibie, said on Sunday. ‘‘We 
have to stop the suffering and mourning im-
mediately.’’ With those words, Mr. Habibie 
bowed to world opinion and agreed to allow 
international peacekeepers into East Timor. 
But important, questions remain about 
when—and with what powers—the force will 
go in. The international community needs to 
maintain political and financial pressure on 
Indonesia to accept a force large and power-
ful enough to protect East Timor’s people— 
and to do so immediately, before thousands 
more are killed. 

Militias created and backed by Indonesia’s 
military have been rampaging in East Timor 
for months, but the violence dramatically 
worsened after an Aug. 30 vote that over-
whelmingly supported independence for the 
disputed province, which Indonesia invaded 
and swallowed in 1975. The militias have set 
fire to much of the territory and killed per-
haps thousands of people, many of them the 
pro-independence intelligentsia. Others have 
been rounded up and taken to West Timor, 
and tens of thousands have fled to the moun-
tains, where they are in danger of starving. 

Mr. Habibie’s announcement that he would 
accept an international force took consider-
able political courage, as the idea is hugely 
unpopular with Indonesians and especially 
with its powerful military establishment. He 
agreed after several countries began to cut 
off joint training exercises, as well as mili-
tary aid and sales, and important donors and 
the International Monetary Fund and World 
Bank suggested that they would condition 
further assistance on Indonesia’s perform-
ance in East Timor. 

The peacekeeping force, which requires the 
blessing of the United Nations Security 
Council, would be organized and led by Aus-
tralia. Australian officials say they will pro-
vide about 4,500 of the anticipated 7,000 
troops needed if Indonesia’s military in East 
Timor is cooperative. They say they can get 
2,000 troops to East Timor within 72 hours of 
United Nations approval. 

President Clinton says that Washington 
does not anticipate providing ground troops 
for the mission, but that American support 
forces would assist with logistics, intel-
ligence, airlift and coordination. Australia 
has maintained that American expertise is 
needed for these tasks, and this is an appro-
priate role for the United States. 

Yesterday the Security Council met to 
hear a chilling report from a delegation of 
U.N. ambassadors that had just returned 
from East Timor, and to begin to negotiate 
the details of the force. Happily, Indonesia 
has retreated from earlier statements that 
the unit should contain only Asians. The 
world needs to keep up the economic and dip-
lomatic pressure to convince Mr. Habibie 
that the force must be able to detain militia 
members or Indonesian soldiers who ter-
rorize the population or menace peace-
keepers.

President Habibie has already agreed to a 
commission to look into human rights viola-
tions. Those investigators must be able to 
work freely. Most crucial, Mr. Habibie can-
not be permitted to stall. There will soon be 
nothing left of East Timor to save. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. I, again, thank the 
majority leader for the opportunity to 

address this matter at this time, and I 
yield the floor. 

f 

DEPLORING THE ACTIONS OF 
PRESIDENT CLINTON REGARD-
ING GRANTING CLEMENCY TO 
FALN TERRORISTS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the clerk will re-
port S.J. Res. 33. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A joint resolution (S.J. Res. 33), as modi-

fied, deploring the actions of President Clin-
ton regarding granting clemency to FALN 
terrorists.

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
joint resolution. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll.

Mr. COVERDELL. 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. COVERDELL. Mr. President, 
parliamentary inquiry. It is my under-
standing that we are now on S.J. Res. 
33.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes. By 
unanimous consent, there are 2 hours 
of debate on S.J. Res. 33 equally di-
vided between the two leaders or their 
designees.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
want to read the resolution to open 
this discussion. It is a joint resolution 
deploring the actions of President Clin-
ton regarding granting clemency to 
FALN terrorists: 

Whereas the Armed Forces of National Lib-
eration (the FALN) is a militant terrorist or-
ganization that claims responsibility for the 
bombings of approximately 130 civilian, po-
litical, and military sites throughout the 
United States; 

Whereas its reign of terror resulted in 6 
deaths and the permanent maiming of dozens 
of others, including law enforcement offi-
cials;

Whereas 16 members of the FALN were 
tried for numerous felonies against the 
United States, including seditious con-
spiracy;

Whereas at their trials, none of the 16 de-
fendants contested any of the evidence pre-
sented by the United States; 

Whereas at their trials none expressed re-
morse for their actions; 

I am going to repeat that clause, Mr. 
President:

Whereas at their trials none expressed re-
morse for their actions; 

Whereas all were subsequently convicted 
and sentenced to prison for terms up to 90 
years;

Whereas not a single act of terrorism has 
been attributed to the FALN since the im-
prisonment of the 16 terrorists; 

Whereas no petitions for clemency were 
made by these terrorists, but other persons 
sought such clemency for them; 

Whereas on August 11, 1999, President Wil-
liam Jefferson Clinton offered conditional 
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clemency to these 16 terrorists, all of whom 
have served less than 20 years in prison; 

Whereas the Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tion, the Federal Bureau of Prisons, and 2 
United States Attorneys all reportedly ad-
vised the President not to grant leniency to 
the 16 terrorists; 

Whereas the State Department in 1998 reit-
erated two long-standing tenets of counter 
terrorism policy that the United States will: 
‘‘(1) make no concessions to terrorists and 
strike no deals’’; and ‘‘(2) bring terrorists to 
justice for their crimes’’; 

Whereas the President’s offer of clemency 
to the FALN terrorists violates longstanding 
tenets of United States counterterrorism 
policy; and 

Whereas the release of terrorists is an af-
front to the rule of law, the victims and 
their families, and every American who be-
lieves that violent acts must be punished to 
the fullest extent of the law: Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That making concessions 
to terrorists is deplorable and that President 
Clinton should not have granted clemency to 
the FALN terrorists. 

I commend the House of Representa-
tives. It has already passed House Con-
gressional Resolution 180: 311 voting 
aye, 41 voting no, and, in an unprece-
dented act, 72 voting ‘‘present.’’ 

I conducted a hearing this morning, 
the witnesses of which were former 
New York Detective Senft, former New 
York Detective Pastorella, the presi-
dent of the Fraternal Order of Police, 
Mr. Gallegos, and a son of one of the 
victims of the New York bombing at a 
restaurant, Fraunces Tavern, in New 
York, Mr. Connor. 

It was a very moving hearing. The 
two detectives, one of whom, in the 
bombing in New York by this organiza-
tion, has lost permanent sight in one 
eye, some 60 percent of his hearing, and 
has gone through, I guess, some 16 re-
constructive operations. The other de-
tective is permanently blind and has 
lost the majority of his right hand. 
They made rather poignant state-
ments. They said that there would be 
no pardon for what they had suffered; 
there would be no clemency; that 
theirs were life sentences. Both nearly 
lost their lives. One still has metal par-
ticles in his stomach and shoulders 
from the bombing. 

Mr. Connor, very movingly, talked 
about the notice that he and his moth-
er received on his 9th birthday that 
their father, an innocent 33-year-old, 
who had taken a client to lunch, had 
died in the bombing. 

It was sort of interesting; Detective 
Senft, 2 years ago, began writing the 
President about this matter, to which 
there has been no response. Several of 
the witnesses talked about having 
written the Attorney General and the 
White House, with no response. To me, 
it is hard to imagine that such a letter 
would come to the White House or to 
the Attorney General and not be re-
sponded to. 

Lieutenant Senft over 2 years ago 
wrote and has yet to receive a re-

sponse. Mr. Connor cited current law 
which requires that victims are to be 
notified of the release of prisoners in 
cases in which they were involved. 

None—neither of the detectives nor 
the Connor family—have been notified 
at all. 

One of the concerns that came out of 
the hearing was to embrace these ques-
tions so our committee, and the Judici-
ary Committee, can make appropriate 
inquiries as to what was done to advise 
these individuals. In the hearing they 
pointed out that the clemency advo-
cates have had numerous meetings 
with the Attorney General’s Office and 
others in the Government, but those 
who would oppose it have had none, 
and requests to have these meetings 
have gone without response. 

The representative of the Federal Bu-
reau of Investigation, who was to have 
testified on behalf of the Government 
to try to explain how this policy would 
not be incongruous with Federal policy 
with regard to the handling of terror-
ists, at 9:30 last night, notified the 
committee they would not testify, that 
they had been instructed not to testify 
by the White House. 

So the inquiries over the last 2 weeks 
to give the administration an oppor-
tunity to air their view of this cir-
cumstance and how it interacted with 
U.S. policy with regard to terrorism 
went unheeded, and neither the State 
Department nor the Justice Depart-
ment nor the Federal Bureau of Inves-
tigation would even make a witness 
available on behalf of the committee to 
air the Government’s view with regard 
to this act on the part of the President. 

No one is challenging the President’s 
right and power to grant the clemency. 
To the extent they say, well, it is a 
constitutional power, et cetera, that is 
a smokescreen. What we are trying to 
understand is what its effect is on U.S. 
policy with regard to terrorism. 

Interestingly—to comment just a 
moment or two more on the hearing— 
I posed the question to the witnesses 
that the President has endeavored, in 
his clemency finding, to draw a distinc-
tion for these 16 terrorists, indicating 
they themselves did not actually throw 
or place the bomb. 

These were conspirators. These were 
planners. Senator SESSIONS so elo-
quently stated the other day that one 
of the reasons they did not get to do 
that is they were caught with all these 
weapons in their van. In other words, if 
you are an unsuccessful terrorist, you 
have a higher standing under U.S. law 
than if you are a successful terrorist. 

But when the question was posed to 
the panel, Mr. Gallegos, who is presi-
dent of the Fraternal Order of Police, 
said: Wait a minute. What kind of ques-
tion are we introducing to the adju-
dication of criminal activity? He said: 
For example, if you are the get-away 
driver in a bank robbery—you did not 
actually rob the bank—under U.S. law 

you are as guilty and subject to as 
much of a punishment as the man who 
walked into the bank. 

I mentioned the other day on the 
floor, under this theory of separation 
of degree, why is Bin Laden a No. 1 fu-
gitive for the United States? He didn’t 
drop the bombs in Kenya and Tanzania. 
He was a conspirator, as these people 
were. I asked the question—and I will 
turn to my colleague—what this did to 
the morale, and New York Detective 
Senft said it undermines every active- 
duty law enforcement officer. He said, 
as damaged as he is permanently in 
life, he took solace that the perpetra-
tors who attacked him were in prison. 
It has been a devastating fact for him 
to know that clemency can be granted 
for that kind of activity. All of the law 
enforcement officials said these deci-
sions were particularly devastating to 
men and women on America’s front 
line protecting citizens day in and day 
out from these kinds of hostilities and 
violence.

With that, I yield up to 15 minutes of 
our time to the Senator from Texas, 
Mr. GRAMM.

Mr. DURBIN. May I inquire of the 
Senator from Georgia? 

Mr. COVERDELL. Yes. 
Mr. DURBIN. May we have some un-

derstanding of how the time will be al-
located? It is my understanding that, 
generally speaking, we have an equal 
amount of time on a side, and 1 hour is 
allocated to this debate. Senator 
CONRAD is here on the Democratic side; 
he would like to speak for 10 minutes. 
I see the Senator from Georgia has at 
least two colleagues interested in 
speaking. Could we reach some kind of 
agreement as to how we will proceed? 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, in 
response to the Senator from Illinois, 
that is a perfectly legitimate question. 
My idea is to go to the Senator from 
Texas, back to your side, and then 
back to our side. After the Senator 
from Texas has 15 minutes, of course, 
which will be counted against our side, 
it will be about 10 minutes and 10 min-
utes back and forth. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, how 
much time of the Republican side has 
been used to this point? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Fifteen 
minutes.

Mr. DURBIN. Another 15 minutes 
from your side will mean you have con-
sumed 30 minutes of your 1 hour of de-
bate before we have spoken. So can we 
agree that after 15 minutes we would 
have the remaining time until 12:30? 

Mr. COVERDELL. With one excep-
tion. Senator KYL has come to the 
floor and asks that we give him some 
opportunity in that timeframe. I ask 
the Senator from Texas if he might 
limit his remarks to 10 minutes so we 
can accommodate Senator KYL.

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I have the 
obligation of chairing a nominations 
hearing in the Judiciary Committee at 
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2 o’clock, which I am sure my col-
leagues on the other side would like to 
move forward on, since all of the nomi-
nees appear quite qualified and pre-
sumably could move forward. 

I ask unanimous consent that I may 
take 30 seconds to express my support 
for what the chairman is doing and 
then put a statement in the RECORD.
That would be satisfactory from my 
standpoint.

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

The Senator from Arizona. 
Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I have had 

the pleasure of attending the sub-
committee meeting this morning, and I 
heard witnesses who are victims of the 
terrorists who were given clemency. It 
was a heartbreaking experience, frank-
ly, because at the conclusion of it one 
understands that we haven’t closed a 
chapter by doing this. In fact, the 
President has probably opened a new 
chapter. I believe there will be addi-
tional terrorism as a result of the 
clemency that he ordered. I hope that 
will be addressed by this Senate, work-
ing together with the administration, 
so we can continue a policy which has 
been effective heretofore, and that is 
making certain that terrorists are 
hunted down, prosecuted, and incarcer-
ated so they can’t commit terrorist 
acts again. 

To the extent the President’s actions 
in this case were different from that 
past policy, they should be condemned, 
and we as a Senate should make sure it 
doesn’t continue in the future. So I 
commend the chairman of the sub-
committee for holding his hearing. I 
indicate again that the Judiciary Com-
mittee will have its hearing tomorrow 
and will have more to say about this. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous agreement, Senator 
GRAMM is recognized. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I wasn’t 
aware that there was an agreement. 
Can we restate it so there is a clear un-
derstanding? The Senator from Texas 
will speak up to 15 minutes; is that cor-
rect?

Mr. GRAMM. I have been recognized 
for 15 minutes, as I understand it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Then the 
Senator’s side will have the remaining 
time.

Mr. DURBIN. We will try to maintain 
the floor until 12:30, which I understand 
we have agreed to. 

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

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, let me 
remind everyone how we came to this 
point under the leadership of Senator 
COVERDELL. A resolution was intro-
duced condemning the President’s deci-
sion to grant clemency to 16 terrorists 
who were part of a wave of violence and 
death across the country that started 
in the mid-1970s and ended when these 
terrorists were incarcerated. We sought 
to bring that resolution to a vote on 

the floor of the Senate. Our Democrat 
colleagues, using their rights under the 
rules of the Senate, objected. We were 
forced to file cloture to force the con-
sideration of this resolution, and that 
cloture motion carried. Now we are in 
the process of debating a resolution 
where Congress, in this instance, takes 
the strongest action it can under the 
Constitution, and that is condemn the 
President’s actions. 

The President is given, under the 
Constitution, the power of pardon. 
There is nothing we can do that would 
override that constitutional preroga-
tive. But while the President has the 
right to pardon, I believe the President 
is profoundly wrong in pardoning these 
terrorists.

Now, I wish I had the ability of our 
President to articulate so clearly and 
to put a human face on so many of the 
public policy issues he discusses be-
cause there is a very real human issue 
involved here. It started with a bomb-
ing of historic Fraunces Tavern in 
Manhattan.

This is the front page of the New 
York Times from Saturday, January 
25, 1975. In this article, in excruciat-
ingly painful and bloody detail, it out-
lines how a bomb was set the day be-
fore, how it decimated this restaurant, 
injured 44 people, killed 4 people, de-
capitated 1 person. These were inno-
cent people who just had the bad luck 
to go to lunch at this place, at that 
time on Friday, January 24, 1975. 

Some of my colleagues may have 
read a recent article in the Wall Street 
Journal, written by two sons of a man 
who had the bad luck of going to lunch 
that day in that tavern. Basically, they 
put a human face on that one brutal 
murder. The picture they drew was 
that of a young man who grew up in a 
very poor family. Actually, he grew up 
in a Puerto Rican neighborhood in New 
York and worked his way up to be suc-
cessful. Today, both of his sons are in-
vestment bankers. So in that sense, he 
was successful. But he died—and he 
was 33 years old—because a group of 
brutal murderers, calling themselves a 
‘‘liberation army,’’ planted a bomb 
that day in New York that took this 
man’s life, took him away from his 
family. The FALN—this terrorist 
group—claimed responsibility and, in 
fact, left a note near the bomb scene 
outlining their grievances. 

They said they had grievances. So 
they injured 44 people and brutally 
murdered four people. 

That started a reign of terror—the 
greatest terrorist assault in the his-
tory of the United States of America in 
our homeland among our people, inno-
cent people. This reign of terror con-
tinued until these terrorists, now par-
doned by the President, were arrested 
and incarcerated. 

Our President says, and I quote, talk-
ing about these terrorists: 

They had served very long sentences for of-
fenses that did not involve bodily harm to 
other people. 

It is true that while they are the 
core, or were the core, of this terrorist 
organization, while they were its lead-
ership, and while they were arrested 
and convicted for engaging in terrorist 
activities—they were convicted of 
things such as unlawful storage of ex-
plosive materials—it is also true that 
the terrorist attacks ended when they 
went to jail. 

So you can say they weren’t con-
victed of these specific, brutal tavern 
murders in New York. They weren’t 
convicted of the bombing on New 
Year’s Eve in 1982 when a New York 
City police headquarters and other 
sites were bombed, and in the process 
you had victims who were blinded in 
both eyes, who lost five fingers on their 
right hand, who lost hearing, who re-
quired 13 major surgical operations on 
their face alone, and had 20 titanium 
screws put in place to hold their face 
together. They weren’t convicted of 
those particular crimes, but they were 
leadership, the core, of the organiza-
tion that claimed credit. Those crimes 
ended when they went to prison. 

They were part of the leadership of 
that organization. They were acces-
sories whether they were there and 
planted the bomb or not; we do not 
know, we may never know, but they 
were accessories before and after the 
fact as part of FALN. Yet the Presi-
dent says they were nonviolent. 

If you are going to put a human face 
on it, you would have to go back and 
talk to these police officers who have 
been blinded, and who have had their 
faces destroyed. You would have to 
talk to the children and grandchildren 
of these people who were murdered in 
the tavern in New York. 

I call that violence. I call that a fun-
damental assault on the American peo-
ple. This is not a violence where some-
one is selected for retribution, wrong 
as it may be, for an act they com-
mitted. This is violence against people 
who had nothing to do with this desire 
to see Puerto Rico an independent na-
tion. These were people living their 
lives, routinely going about their busi-
ness, who certainly didn’t know about 
this group, or if they knew, they 
weren’t in any way involved. 

So to say that these people were non-
violent, who were the core of this ter-
rorist organization that planted 130 
bombs that killed and maimed across 
America, is an outrage. 

While I know our President has no 
shame, he ought to be ashamed of that 
statement.

What are we doing? We are here be-
cause the President of the United 
States decided, based on pleas made by 
various individuals and groups around 
the country to grant a pardon—clem-
ency—to these people who were leader-
ship of a group that planted 130 bombs 
in America over a 7-year period and 
that brutally killed and maimed our 
fellow citizens. 
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I don’t understand the President’s ac-

tion. The FBI was reported to be op-
posed to it. The Justice Department 
and the prosecutors who were involved 
were opposed to it. Maybe I should 
take the Justice Department out. I 
don’t know. They probably have not 
heard about it yet. But the prosecutors 
who were involved were opposed to it. 
Law enforcement officials across the 
country were opposed to it. It was sup-
ported by some political leaders of the 
Puerto Rican community in New York. 

Quite frankly, I don’t understand 
that. Many of these terrorists weren’t 
even from Puerto Rico. They were born 
in the United States of America. 

Yet somehow, despite the fact that 
Americans were killed and maimed, 
these terrorists are given special sta-
tus, seemingly because they could iden-
tify a cause, a cause, interestingly 
enough supported by only 2.5 percent of 
the people who voted in the December 
1998 plebiscite in Puerto Rico. 

We will never know why the Presi-
dent did this. If he did it to court polit-
ical support for Mrs. Clinton running 
for the Senate in New York, it turned 
out to be a bad deal. It turned out to be 
something that probably was harmful 
and not helpful. 

But let me tell you why I am con-
cerned, which goes beyond politics. 

What the President did was lower the 
cost for committing acts of terrorism 
in America. He lowered the cost for 
committing acts of terrorism in Amer-
ica by pardoning people who partici-
pated in a reign of terror that, as far as 
I am aware, is unparalleled in Amer-
ica’s history. 

If we are going to pardon people who 
brutally murdered innocent citizens, 
who maimed and mutilated police offi-
cers, then what is the penalty for ter-
rorism?

The President says President Carter 
urged him to pardon them. 

It is very interesting to note when 
these acts of terrorism accelerated. In 
fact, the police headquarters in New 
York City was bombed 3 years after 
then-President Carter pardoned the 
Puerto Rican terrorists who came into 
this sacred temple of American democ-
racy—the Capitol Building—when there 
was a quorum call on in the House of 
Representatives and stood in the House 
balcony and shot and wounded Mem-
bers of the House of Representatives. 
In fact, there is still a bullet hole in 
the ceiling of the House of Representa-
tives. There is still a bullet hole in the 
drawer of the Republican leader’s desk 
from that day in 1954. 

President Carter decided in 1979, 4 
years after the Fraunces Tavern bomb-
ing, to pardon the Puerto Rican terror-
ists—which is an inaccurate media de-
scription because many of these people 
were born on the mainland of Amer-
ica—who in this great temple of democ-
racy assaulted civilization itself. He 
pardoned them and let them out of 
prison.

Three years later, this terrorist 
group bombed New York City police 
headquarters, the Manhattan office of 
the FBI, and the Metropolitan Correc-
tions Center in New York. 

Here is the point. Jimmy Carter, as 
President, lowered the cost of commit-
ting terrorist acts. Those terrorist acts 
accelerated after that pardon in 1979. 

Now the President has pardoned the 
members of the very group that 
claimed credit for those acts, and who 
were convicted, among other offenses, 
of storage of explosives and conspiracy 
to make bombs. So, obviously, they 
were planning more attacks and more 
bombing. They claimed credit for the 
bombings in New York—the bombing of 
the police headquarters, the killing of 
innocent citizens, the mutilation of po-
lice officers. 

Now the President has pardoned 
them. I would like to conclude with 
these points. 

The President and his spokesman on 
many occasions have said that fighting 
terrorism is the No. 1 objective of his 
administration, that the greatest 
threat we face in the world today is the 
threat of terrorists. Obviously, there is 
some other objective somewhere that is 
of a higher order because for some rea-
son the President pardoned these ter-
rorists.

I think it was a terrible mistake. I 
believe the American people will hold 
President Clinton accountable for it. I 
want to know how the process occurred 
and whether the process outlined in 
law was followed. Whatever the process 
was, the decision was wrong. I believe 
we should condemn it in the strongest 
possible language. 

I hope we get strong bipartisan sup-
port. I hope we don’t have in the Sen-
ate what we saw in the House when 
some Democrat Members of the House 
didn’t vote yes and didn’t vote no. The 
best they could do is to say they were 
there that day, and they voted 
‘‘present.’’ I don’t think this is an issue 
where Members want to vote 
‘‘present.’’

I want people to know I think it was 
an absolute outrage that the President 
did this. He ought to be ashamed of it. 
The American people ought to hold 
him accountable. The Congress, in the 
strongest action we can take in this 
matter, is deploring the President’s ac-
tion.

I thank our colleague from Georgia 
for his leadership on this issue. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair recognizes the Senator from 
North Dakota. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, on the 
subject that has been discussed by the 
Senator from Texas and the Senator 
from Georgia, I think the President did 
make a mistake. I don’t think it was 
appropriate to extend clemency to 
these people. I hope this is an issue 
that we can address by resolution and 

make clear where the Senate stands. 
We are going to have an opportunity to 
do that. 

f 

FISCAL YEAR 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, this 
morning I got up and, as is typically 
my habit, I opened up the Washington 
Post to see what was there. I turned 
first to the sports page to see how my 
Baltimore Orioles performed. I got 
good news there. That was a welcome 
addition to my morning. 

On the front page of the Washington 
Post I was very surprised to see this 
headline: ‘‘GOP Seeks to Ease Crunch 
with 13-month Fiscal Year.’’ 

I have heard of some gimmicks in my 
time. Now we see our friends on the 
other side, who are not able to meet 
the legal requirement that they pass 
the appropriations bills on time by Oc-
tober 1, have resorted to a new concept. 
Instead of having a 12-month year, we 
will have a 13-month year. 

I think our friends are going off on a 
tangent that should not be pursued. I 
think this would be a profound mis-
take. The last thing we need to do is 
solve our fiscal problems by creating a 
fiction of a 13-month year. That isn’t 
what we need to be doing. We need to 
address directly and forthrightly the 
problem we face in trying to avoid 
raiding the Social Security trust fund. 
Let’s do it honestly. Let’s do it di-
rectly. Let’s not engage in the fiction 
of creating a 13-month year in order to 
resolve the fiscal challenges facing this 
country and this Senate. 

That is what the Republicans have 
come up with. They point out in the 
story:

By creating this fictitious 13th month, 
lawmakers would be able to spend $12 billion 
to $16 billion more for labor, health, edu-
cation and social programs than they other-
wise would be permitted under budget rules. 

What are we doing? We are going to 
create a 13th month to deal with the 
fiscal problems of the country? I don’t 
think so. 

Senator SPECTER is apparently one of 
the backers of this idea. 

‘‘We all know we engage in a lot of smoke 
and mirrors,’’ said Senator ARLEN SPECTER,
chairman of the Senate Appropriations sub-
committee, ‘‘But we have to fund education, 
NIH, worker safety and other programs. It’s 
a question of how we do it.’’ 

I agree with it being a question of 
how we do it. The last thing we ought 
to do is create a 13-month year. If we 
want to cause a lack of respect of peo-
ple in the country for the Congress, 
this is the way: Adopt the Republican 
proposal that the way to solve our fis-
cal problem is to create a 13th month. 

I began looking at the calendar to 
try to figure out where we would add 
this 13th month, what we would call it. 
One thought that we had is that maybe 
we could have January, February, and 
then ‘‘Fictionary’’—kind of a fictional 
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