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parents, I replied that our public school re-
forms were moving too slowly and some-
times even lurching backwards with the re-
sults that large numbers of parents have lost
hope.

Mr. President, the trip was much too short
and when we ended our brief exchange you
invited me to forward a more thorough
statement of views and vision on the edu-
cation challenge. Although I have had the
pleasure of speaking to you in group meet-
ings since that discussion, I have not until
now attempted to offer a thorough summary
of my position on the need for an over-
whelming campaign to greatly improve pub-
lic education in America. A massive school
construction initiative must be placed at the
core of this campaign for a CYBER-CIVILI-
ZATION Education Program.

Sincerely Yours,
MAJOR R. OWENS,
Member of Congress.

————

CONVICTED MURDERER SEEKS
EXECUTIVE CLEMENCY

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
TANCREDO). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 6, 1999, the
gentleman from Colorado (Mr.
MCcINNIS) is recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, a couple
of days ago I was moved by an article
that I read about an individual by the
name of Leonard Peltier. Mr. Peltier is
currently in the penitentiary, Federal
penitentiary, for the assassination of
two FBI agents. He has been in prison
for 25 years.

I need to be fair to all of my col-
leagues here and give you some disclo-
sures. First of all, T used to be a police
officer. As a result of being a police of-
ficer, over the years and especially dur-
ing the time of my tenure as a police
officer, I developed a very close rela-
tionship with agents of the Federal Bu-
reau of Investigation. Over the years, I
have also developed a great deal of re-
spect for the Federal Bureau of Inves-
tigation. But I must also tell my col-
leagues that over these years I have
also had an opportunity to carefully
scrutinize the Federal Bureau of Inves-
tigation, because, you see, I think it is
a very important agency for our coun-
try. But I think the integrity of the
agency is also very, very important.

In the past, I have been very critical
of the Federal Bureau of Investigation
when they messed up. I can give you an
excellent example, Ruby Ridge. The
agents involved at Ruby Ridge in my
opinion should have been immediately
terminated. What happened at Ruby
Ridge I will not repeat this evening but
I will tell you that the command offi-
cer from the Federal Bureau of Inves-
tigation was not terminated, in fact
the command officer was put on a paid
leave of absence for 1 or 2 years and re-
tired and received in my opinion no
punishment at all.

I am also looking with a very careful
eye at the Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tion’s role at the Waco, Texas goof-up.
That, too, is a very tragic situation in
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the history of our country, and I think
unfortunately, there will be revealed
within the report about the incident at
Waco, Texas, that the Federal Bureau
of Investigation misstated their role,
understated their contribution, so to
speak, or their involvement in the situ-
ation at Waco, Texas.

So I am not necessarily in lockstep
with the Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tion. But I can tell you, when I look at
all of the law enforcement agencies I
have seen over the years, and as a
former law enforcement officer, I have
had the opportunity to be involved
with many of them, at the very high-
est, when you look at the picture as an
average, the Federal Bureau of Inves-
tigation comes out at the very top.
And I think it is incumbent, Mr.
Speaker, colleagues, of every one of us
when we see an attack launched
against the Federal Bureau of Inves-
tigation that is launched without jus-
tification, or when we see an action
being taken against the Federal Bu-
reau of Investigation without justifica-
tion, we have a commitment to step
forward and say something about it.

As I mentioned at the beginning of
my comments, I saw an article the
other day about this individual. This
gentleman’s name is Leonard Peltier. I
saw today in fact an article in the USA
Today. The article is Indians, FBI Face
Off in Washington. First of all, I am
not sure why the author of the USA
Today article uses the word Indians in
a broad or general descriptive form. In
my particular district, which is the
Third Congressional District of the
State of Colorado, we have the Indian
tribal lands, and I have yet to hear
from any of the leaders of those Indian
tribes, of which I work with very close-
ly on projects such as the Animus
LaPlata, the kind of appeal that may
be suggested by all Indians as a result
of this particular article. It is my opin-
ion that the Native American involve-
ment in this case is limited. And it is
also my opinion that if you sit down
with the average Native American in
this country and you look at the facts
of this case, that there will be very few
Native Americans who would step for-
ward and say that this particular con-
vict is a political prisoner.

I think this is a stage being set by
the defense attorneys for this convict.
Actually using the word convict is
somewhat gentle. He is not a convict,
he is a murderer, and he is a cold-
blooded murderer. He killed two FBI
agents in cold blood. Now, 25 years ago,
as one defense attorney would suggest,
is something that enough time has
passed by that perhaps he has served
his time for this violent and horrible
crime. I will quote exactly from the
USA Today.

Peltier, that is the convict, the mur-
derer that I am talking about, has been
in prison as long as anyone responsible
for similar crimes should be in, attor-
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ney Carl Nadler says. Can you believe
this? Let me repeat what this defense
attorney says. Peltier has been in pris-
on as long as anyone responsible for
similar crimes should be in prison.
What he is suggesting is that 25 years
is enough time for somebody to serve
that goes out and in cold blood assas-
sinates two officers of the Federal Bu-
reau of Investigation.

Well, I stand here tonight, col-
leagues, in deep disagreement with this
defense attorney. And I urge that all of
my colleagues on the floor take time to
review what is going on in the month
of November in regard to this case.
Now, why have I suggested the month
of November? Well, apparently this
murderer’s defense team has put to-
gether a little political show and tell,
and they call November the month of
publicity or the month to get reprieve
for this convicted murderer. What I
mean by that, it is this month that
they are submitting papers to the
President of the United States request-
ing that clemency be granted to Leon-
ard Peltier, a convicted murderer.

A couple of days ago, I read an open
letter. This open letter is a joint letter
authored by the Federal Bureau of In-
vestigation Agents Association located
in New Rochelle, New York and the So-
ciety of Former Special agents of the
Federal Bureau of Investigation Ilo-
cated in Quantico, Virginia. The above
organizations, which are professional,
nongovernmental associations, rep-
resent over 20,000 active duty and
former FBI agents. I was so moved by
this letter that I ask my colleagues to
follow me closely this evening as I read
verbatim that open letter to the Amer-
ican people.

As many of you know, I do not often
read from notes when I speak from this
podium, but I am going to be very care-
ful this evening that I read this letter
verbatim, because I think it is impor-
tant that every one of us in this room
have a clear understanding of the facts
of this case before Peltier’s defense at-
torney arrives here in Washington,
D.C., sets up this political show and
tell, and tries to convince through
propaganda that for some reason this
convicted murderer deserves clemency
from the President of the TUnited
States.

We should not take this lightly. We
had a very difficult situation about 1
month ago when clemency was given to
the Puerto Rican terrorists.
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As I pointed out from this House
floor, you can look right up in the roof
of this fine room and you can see the
bullet hole, or I could walk over here
to this desk drawer and show you the
bullet holes through that desk from
the Puerto Rican terrorists who en-
tered this floor many years ago firing
weapons.

Well, this case is somewhat similar,
except in this case we know, we have
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the person who conducted two savage,
cold blooded murders on these FBI
agents.

Let me begin the letter.

June 26, 1975, was a hot, dusty Thursday on
the Pine Ridge Indian Reservation in South-
western South Dakota when two FBI agents
arrived from their office in Rapid City. It
was about noon when Special Agents Ronald
A. Williams, age 27, and Jack R. Coler, age
28, pulled into the Jumping Bull compound
area of the remote reservation seeking to ar-
rest a young man in connection with the re-
cent abduction and assault of two young
ranchers.

Observing their suspect Peltier’s vehicle,
the agents pursued it. Unknown to Special
Agent Coler and Special Agent Williams, one
of the three men in the vehicle was Leonard
Peltier, a violent man with a violent past.
He was a fugitive, wanted for attempted
murder of an off duty Milwaukee police offi-
cer.

Knowing that the two vehicles pursuing
him were occupied by FBI agents and believ-
ing they were seeking to arrest him on that
attempted murder case, Peltier and his asso-
ciates abruptly stopped their vehicle and
began firing rifles at the agents. Surprised
by the sudden violence, outmanned,
outgunned, and at an extreme tactical dis-
advantage, Coler and Williams were both
wounded and defenseless within minutes.

Coler sustained a severe wound, the force
of the bullet nearly tearing his right arm off.
Williams, wounded in the left shoulder and
the right foot, removed his shirt during the
hail of incoming rifle fire, and fashioned a
tourniquet around the arm of Coler, who had
by then fallen unconscious.

Agents Coler and Williams were then at
the mercy of Leonard Peltier and his associ-
ates. But there was to be no mercy for these
fine young law enforcement officers.

Not satisfied with the terrible injuries that
they had inflicted, Peltier and the two other
men walked down the hill towards the am-
bushed agents. Three shots were fired from
Peltier’s rifle. Williams, kneeling and appar-
ently surrendering, was shot in the face di-
rectly through his out extended shielding
handled. He died instantly. Coler, who was
still unconscious, was shot twice in the head
at close-range. He died instantly from those
shots.

The crime scene examination testified to
the brutality of the ambush. Coler and Wil-
liams had little chance to defend themselves.
They had fired only five shots. In contrast,
over 125 bullet holes were found in into the
car.

Following the murder, Peltier fled the res-
ervation. In November 1975 an Oregon state
trooper stopped a recreational vehicle in
which Peltier was hiding. Peltier fired at the
trooper and escaped. Coler, the FBI agent
who had been assassinated earlier on, his re-
volver which was stolen when he was mur-
dered, was found in a paper bag under the
front seat of the recreational vehicle.
Peltier’s thumb print was on that bag.

When arrested later in Canada by the
Royal Canadian Mounted Police, Peltier re-
marked that had he known the Royal Cana-
dian Mounted Police officers were there to
arrest him, he would have blown them out of
their shoes. These are not the comments of
an innocent man and they portray the true
character and the violent nature of Leonard
Peltier.

In April 1977 a jury convicted Peltier of the
murders of those two FBI agents, Coler and
Williams. A judge sentenced him to two con-
secutive life sentences. While incarcerated in
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the Lompoc, California, Federal prison, and,
with outside assistance, Peltier shot his way
out of jail using a smuggled rifle to make his
escape. Several days later, after assaulting a
rancher and stealing a pick up, Peltier was
captured. He was tried and convicted of es-
cape and of being a felon in possession of a
firearm.

Peltier has since appealed his various con-
victions numerous times. Each time the Fed-
eral courts have upheld earlier legal deci-
sions. The United States Supreme Court has
twice denied Peltier review without com-
ment.

The record is clear: There were no new
facts. There are no new facts. The old facts
have not changed, and Peltier is guilty as
charged.

Several times on national television
Peltier has admitted to firing at the two
agents. In his most recent public interview,
Peltier has even reluctantly conceded what
he had previously denied, that he had in fact
gone down to where the agents were exe-
cuted. Still, he openly states that he feels no
guilt, no remorse, nor even any regret for
the murders.

Leonard Peltier has lived a life of crime.
He has earned and deserves a lifetime of in-
carceration. Leonard Peltier is a murderer
without compassion or feeling towards his
fellow man. In turn, he deserves no compas-
sion.

Mr. President, there is no justification for
relieving Leonard Peltier from his punish-
ment. Our judicial system has spoken in this
case again, again, and again. Leonard Peltier
is a vicious, violent and cowardly criminal
that hides behind legitimate native Amer-
ican issues. Leonard Peltier was never a
leader in the Native American community.
He is simply a brute, thug and murderer with
no respect, no regard for human life. Our
citizens, on and off the reservations, must be
protected from predators like Peltier.

Mr. President, since Leonard Peltier could
not fool the Federal courts, he is now trying
to fool you, to fool the public. He is shading
and hiding the facts and playing on sym-
pathy. He and his advocates want to confuse
the fact of his guilt with matters completely
extraneous to that fact. Do not let him get
away with it, Mr. President. Sympathy is ap-
propriate only for dead heroes and surviving
families. Do not let their sacrifice be forgot-
ten.

Mr. Speaker, that was somewhat of a
lengthy letter, but as you can tell, it is
a subject that should be dear to every
one of our hearts in this room, to the
heart of every American out there that
believes in law and justice, to every
law enforcement family out there that
currently has someone in law enforce-
ment or has had a member of their
family in law enforcement.
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If we let, if we let this kind of violent
assassin out of prison after serving
only 24 years, it will in my opinion be
a crippling blow to the message that
we need to send to the law enforcement
in this country.

That message really is fairly simple.
That is that you work as a law enforce-
ment officer to provide, as your duty,
peace and justice in our system, and
that when peace and justice are at-
tacked in our system, our system has a
price, it has a consequence, it has a
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punishment. It is the only way we can
uphold the integrity of our system of
law enforcement is to have a zero toler-
ance or a limited tolerance of any type
of direct attack against our system of
peace and justice.

The assassination of two Federal Bu-
reau of Investigation agents, no matter
how many years ago, is a direct attack
against the legal and justice process in
this country.

Mr. Speaker, I urge all my colleagues
to join with me in attempting to be
persuasive with the President of the
United States and the American public
in saying how important it is that this
political charade being put on by the
defense attorneys for this convicted as-
sassin, that this kind of show be
stopped, that this kind of show be de-
nied their goal. Their goal, of course, is
to let this convicted assassin walk the
streets of America again.

Do not let him hide under the shield
of being a Native American. That is a
disgrace to the Native Americans. Do
not pull Native Americans down to the
level of this convicted killer. Do not af-
filiate this convicted killer with the
Native Americans in this country.
That is an insult, in my opinion, if we
do.

Do not forget the facts of the case.
Just so that I can remind the Members,
let me go through the facts again in a
little briefer form than the letter.

Two FBI agents were assassinated.
They attempted to pursue a vehicle
which contained this suspect, at the
time suspect, now a convicted Killer,
Leonard Peltier. They were wounded.
They were disarmed by the wounds
that they had. In other words, they
could not fight back. They didn’t have
any weapons left to fight back with.
They were not physically capable. One
the FBI agents was unconscious. The
other FBI agent was rendering first aid
to the unconscious FBI agent.

This convicted killer, who by the way
was a fugitive from justice for the at-
tempted assassination of an off-duty
police officer in Milwaukee, walked up
to these two FBI agents and executed
them in cold blood. He was later
stopped in a recreational vehicle. In
that vehicle they found one of the de-
ceased agent’s pistols in a paper bag.
That bag had evidence, Peltier’s finger-
prints on it.

Peltier was captured in Canada. He
was convicted of two counts of murder
for these FBI agents. He escaped from
the Federal prison. Do not let people
tell us this guy is a nonviolent guy. He
was in Federal prison and he shot his
way out of Federal prison. Think of the
last time since the John Dillinger days
or Bonnie and Clyde and so on that
somebody shot their way out of the
Federal prison. That is who this indi-
vidual is.

Now today, now today he is in front
of the American people, in front of the
President of the United States, asking
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for mercy. Look, 25 years ago may
seem like a long time to some, but it
has been a real long time for the fami-
lies of those young FBI agents that
were assassinated in cold blood.

In conclusion on this particular
issue, Mr. Speaker, let me ask for
Members’ support in standing up
strong for the law enforcement commu-
nity of the country, in standing up
strong for the families and the agents
and professionals of the Federal Bureau
of Investigation, in standing up strong
for the concept of peace and justice
within the boundaries of our country.

Let us all have our voice heard, that
in the United States of America, if you
assassinate a police officer, or, just as
soon, two Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tion officers, you will pay a price and
we will stick with the punishment that
we deal out. We are not a bunch of pat-
sies. Do not come back to us and think
you are going to get a free walk 25
years later after that kind of action.

If we fail to do this, if we fail to do
this, we are sending the wrong message
out there and we are crippling justice
and peace in our country.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to do an
update on a couple of other subjects
this evening while I have the oppor-
tunity to visit with the Members.

As Members will recall, about 2 or 3
weeks ago, maybe a month ago, there
is a museum in New York City called
the Brooklyn Art Museum. The Brook-
lyn Art Museum, it was discovered,
with taxpayer dollars, with taxpayer
dollars, was sponsoring an art exhibit
that depicted, among other things, a
portrait of the Virgin Mary, which is
one of the holiest symbols of the
Catholic religion throughout the world
and of Christianity throughout the
world, this art museum was allowing in
this art exhibit, with taxpayer dollars,
this portrait of the Virgin Mary with
elephant dung, as they say, crap, as I
say, thrown all over the portrait. Can
Members imagine that?

How long do Members think that
type of art exhibit would have been tol-
erated or should have been tolerated in
this country at taxpayer dollars if it
was an exhibit of Martin Luther King,
for example, or if it were an exhibit of
an outstanding Jewish rabbi, for exam-
ple, or if it were an exhibit of some
other outstanding leader that meant so
much to a religious organization any-
where in this world? They would not
put up with that.

But for some reason, there seems to
be some justification out there by some
people that an attack on Christianity
should be separated from an attack,
say, on Martin Luther King, or an at-
tack on the image of a Jewish rabbi,
and so on and so forth.

What happened is that the mayor of
New York City, Mayor Rudy Giuliani, I
think had some guts. He stood up and
he said, we are drawing the line. That
has gone too far. There is a strong free-
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dom of expression in this country.
There is a First Amendment in this
country, but there is a balance that we
have in this country.

Just the same as under the freedom
of speech we do not allow individuals
to go into a theater and yell ‘‘fire, fire,
fire,” we do not allow that. That is not
a violation of your First Amendment
rights, but we do not allow you to go
into a theater and do that. We draw a
line. This thing is not carte blanche,
this First Amendment, to do anything
that you feel like doing, especially
when you do it with taxpayer dollars.

The mayor came under heavy criti-
cism by the very elite that were deal-
ing with the Brooklyn Art Museum,
the board of directors, who I think
were acting very pompous in somehow
defending this disgraceful work of art,
not a work of art that is just con-
troversial, that brings up lots of dis-
cussion, but a work of art that hit at
the very integrity of a large religious
group throughout the world, that was
the maximum type of insult that you
could throw at that particular religion,
and did it with American taxpayer dol-
lars.

Why do I keep bringing up the fact of
American taxpayer dollars? Because
therein lies the distinction as to
whether or not this is an issue under
the First Amendment of our Constitu-
tion.

Under our Constitution, frankly, had
the United States taxpayer dollars not
been used to fund this portrait of the
Virgin Mary of which dung was thrown
all over it, had taxpayer dollars not
been used, I am afraid to say that this
would have been probably protected, or
would have been protected under the
First Amendment. We can tolerate
that.

It is horrible, and I cannot imagine,
for example, why the First Lady, Hil-
lary Clinton, stood up for this thing.
She said, however, in her comments
that while she would not go see it, but
she certainly stood up for the right to
go around and exhibit this with tax-
payer dollars.

I understand where some would say it
is a First Amendment right if there is
not taxpayer dollars being used, al-
though I can tell the Members that the
press in this country and the liberal
left in this country would not have
stood for 2 seconds if it were Martin
Luther King or a Jewish rabbi or some
other celebrated figure being treated in
that fashion. But the key here is tax-
payer dollars.
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The point here is very clear, and I
think the citizens of this country, Mr.
Speaker, I think we need to go out and
ask our constituents, do the citizens of
this country really think it is a justi-
fied and constitutionally protected
right under the Constitution to fund
this kind of art with taxpayer dollars
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or should this type of art be denied the
access of taxpayer dollars and allowed
to be funded in society with private
dollars?

Remember that my objection to-
night, and the mayor of New York
City’s objection to this art, was not
that the art should not be shown. Now,
it is disgraceful. Do not get me wrong.
I do not condone this kind of art, but
there is a constitutionally protected
right to show this art without taxpayer
dollars. That argument has some legit-
imacy but that was not the debate that
is being carried forward here.

What the mayor said, what I said
and, Mr. Speaker, what I think most of
our constituents believe is that this
kind of art, i.e., the Virgin Mary with
dung splashed all over her, with tax-
payer dollars, has gone over that line.
You draw a line. You have gone over
that line. Do not use taxpayer dollars.

The Brooklyn Art Museum in New
York, they could easily fund this
through other monies. They just want
to try and make an issue. What they
want to do is open that door so that
taxpayers in this country will have to
pay out of their hard-earned dollars,
will have to use those taxpayer dollars,
to let the so-called art community, es-
pecially the elite of the Brooklyn Art
Museum, fund anything they would
like, no matter how offensive, no mat-
ter how derogatory it is. That is wrong.
This art museum knows that it is
wrong.

Well, there has been a new step, a
new report to update you on, and that
is that a Federal court judge this week
actually came out and said that the art
museum has a right to use taxpayer
dollars to exhibit this type of art, i.e.
the Virgin Mary with dung thrown all
over her in very obviously a disgraceful
fashion intended to be as derogatory as
possible, not only towards Christianity
but towards one of the most important
symbols of Christianity.

I am telling you, Federal judge, you
made a mistake. You are wrong. There
is not a constitutionally protected pro-
vision that says you can use taxpayer
dollars in this country to fund that
kind of art. Why do you not use some
common sense? Why do you have to of-
fend the people of Christianity? Why do
you do an all-out attack? You would
not do it with Martin Luther King and
the black community. You would not
do it in the Jewish community with
some rabbi of theirs. You would not do
it with some other type of religious en-
tity or important entity in this coun-
try with their leader.

Why are you doing this? Why do you
decide to use taxpayer dollars to offend
every Christian in the world? It is
wrong. You have got a temporary vic-
tory from this Federal judge but in the
end I think the mayor of New York
City, one, had a lot of guts to do what
he did and, number two, I think he is
going to prevail.
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I also think that the general opinion
in this country is, look, that kind of
art, as violent and as horrible and as
disgraceful as it is, is protected but not
with the use of taxpayer dollars.

Our constituents, Mr. Speaker, I do
not believe, are in any way about to
buy the argument that we ought to
take the tax dollars out of their pay-
check every week and put a percentage
of that towards the funding of this
kind of art.

THE FALL OF THE BERLIN WALL

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, this
evening we have covered two topics so
far. The first topic is the attempted re-
quest, well, not the attempted request
but the actual request by an assassin,
by a convicted murderer of two Federal
Bureau of Investigation officers, Leon-
ard Peltier, the convict is submitting
to the President of the United States
for clemency. I am in hopes with my
colleagues that they join me in urging
the President to deny that.

The second issue that we have dis-
cussed tonight is the Brooklyn Art Mu-
seum and the fact that they use tax-
payer dollars to fund an art exhibit of
the Virgin Mary, a portrait of the Vir-
gin Mary, with elephant dung or ele-
phant crap thrown all over the face of
the Virgin Mary.

The third topic, however, is kind of
we are changing engines here. I want to
talk about, instead of the negative im-
plications of a convicted assassin ask-
ing our President to let him walk from
prison, get-out-of-jail-free card, instead
of talking about the Brooklyn Art Mu-
seum and the prima donnas who want
to use your taxpayer dollars to fund
that kind of obscene art, I want to
shift to an accomplishment of this
country. Actually it is an accomplish-
ment that should be celebrated, it was
celebrated throughout the world, and a
lot of credit of this accomplishment
goes to the people throughout the
world.

When people look back to the accom-
plishments of this century, they are
going to look at one accomplishment
which will stand out for many, many
centuries to come, and that is the fall
of the Berlin Wall. Recently, I had the
opportunity to watch the tape on Ron-
ald Reagan. Mr. Speaker, I would urge
all of us to watch it. It is put out by
the Public Broadcasting System, PBS,
on the presidency of Ronald Reagan
and it talked about Reagan’s great
leadership, and I will again disclose
that I am a strong admirer of President
Reagan, about the difficult transition
period he went through in taking this
country through a buildup in arms, a
buildup in military defense, in order to
accomplish a build-down; that how
President Reagan, throughout his en-
tire life had one goal, and that is to
bring down the destructive society of
Communism.

It was interesting the pressure he
went through, even within our own
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boundaries of this great country, about
his concept of how to bring down that
Berlin Wall.

Now many of those critics, some of
who sit on this floor, some of who sit in
other chambers of political leadership
throughout this country, who criti-
cized President Reagan, we can now
look back and see what a feat. Not just
with President Reagan but what a feat
President Reagan and what a role he
played in bringing down that Berlin
Wall.

Now, why do I bring it up today? Be-
cause in one week, on November 9, on
November 9, will be the tenth anniver-
sary of bringing that wall down. When-
ever I see pictures of that wall in the
history books or I see it in some other
type of periodical, I think of President
Ronald Reagan standing there and say-
ing, ‘“Mr. Gorbachev, tear that wall
down.”
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What a fascinating time of history
and how neat it is that we were able to
bring that down. Look at what has hap-
pened since. Look at what has hap-
pened in Germany. Look at what has
happened in Europe. Look at what hap-
pened to communism.

Now, there are some tough times still
ahead for the countries of Russia and
so on. There is a lot of peace and jus-
tice that needs to be brought into the
country of Russia.

As my colleagues know, one of the
big failures of the society today in Rus-
sia, in my opinion, is the failure of
their justice system, the mob over
there. But the fact is, despite all of
these painful headaches and this long
journey towards capitalism and free-
dom, it will arrive. It will come to the
station. Some people think it is late.
But it will arrive at the station due in
a large part to the leadership of this
country and large part due to the lead-
ership throughout the free world 10
years ago.

Now, Mr. Speaker, if my colleagues
have not had an opportunity, I would
urge them to take a look at this week’s
Newsweek. I did. It has an article in
there, excellent article written by
Newsweek, about the Berlin Wall. I
would like to go through. What it did is
it picked up some of the conversations
during those few critical days of the
fall of the Berlin wall. It brings out
some of the conversations as reflected
by memos written at the time between
the President of the United States,
George Bush, and the German Chan-
cellor Kohl. I will like to repeat some
of those because I think they are pret-
ty fascinating.

This is a conversation that took
place between West German Chancellor
Helmut Kohl and President George
Bush. October 23, 1989, just a little over
10 years ago, 9:02 in the morning. Tens
of thousands of East Germans flee via
Hungary. Others seek sanctuary in the
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West German embassy and the Prague.
Demonstrators calling for freedom
take to the streets of major German
cities. Kohl phones Bush to describe
the situation, and here is how the con-
versation took place.

Kohl: The changes in east Germany
are quite dramatic. None of us can give
a prognosis. There is enormous unrest
among the population. Things will be-
come incalculable if there are no re-
forms. My interest is not to see so
many flee Germany because the con-
sequences there would be a disaster.

I am also concerned about the media
coverage that, crudely speaking, holds
that Germans are now committed in
their discussions about reunification
and that they are less interested in the
West. This is absolute nonsense. With-
out a strong NATO, none of these de-
velopments in the Warsaw Pact would
have occurred.

President Bush in response: I could
not agree more. We are trying to react
very cautiously and carefully to
change in East Germany. We are get-
ting criticism in the Congress from lib-
eral Democrats that we ought to be
doing more to foster change, but I am
not going to go so fast as to be reck-
less.

November 10, 1989, 3:29 in the after-
noon. The previous night the world had
watched transfixed as the East Ger-
mans stormed the wall.

Kohl to President Bush: I have just
arrived from Berlin. It is like wit-
nessing an enormous fair. It has the at-
mosphere of a festival. The frontiers
are absolutely open. At certain points,
they are literally taking down the wall
and building new check points. This is
a dramatic thing, a historic hour.
Without the United States, this day
would not have been possible. Tell your
people that.

President Bush: First, let me say how
great is our respect for the way West
Germany has handled all of this. I want
to see our people continue to avoid es-
pecially hot rhetoric that might, by
mistake, cause a problem.

Kohl to the President: Thank you.
Give my best to Barbara. Tell her that
I intend to send sausages for Christ-
mas.

November 17, 1989, 7:55 in the morn-
ing, Bush and Kohl discussed the So-
viet reaction. They are concerned that
Moscow, which still has 390,000 troops
in East Germany may panic.

Kohl: I had a long conversation with
Gorbachev. Of course the Soviets are
concerned. I told Gorbachev that if
East German leader Egon Krenz does
not carry out reforms, the system will
fail.

President Bush: It is important that
the Germans see that they have the
support and the sympathy of their al-
lies. In spite of congressional pos-
turing, the United States will stay
calm and support reforms. The excite-
ment in the United States runs the
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risk of forcing unforeseen action in the
U.S.S.R. or East Germany. We will not
be making statements about unifica-
tion or setting any timetables. We will
not exacerbate the problem by having
the President of the United States pos-
turing on the Berlin Wall.

February 13, 1990, 1:49 in the after-
noon. The East German regime has
agreed to free elections in March and
Kohl has just returned from a visit to
Moscow. Both he and Bush are worried
that Gorbachev will demand a neutral
Germany as a price for unification.

Kohl to the President: The situation
continues to be dramatic. Between
January 1 and today, 80,000 have come
to the West from the East. That is why
I suggested a monetary union and an
economic community. We will have to
urge the government that comes in
after March 18 to go through with
these.

Let me say a few words about my
talks in Moscow. Gorbachev was very
relaxed. But the problems he faces are
enormous, nationalities, the food sup-
ply situation, and I do not see a light
at the end of the tunnel yet. We also
discussed that the two German states
should be working together with the
four powers, the United States, the
United Kingdom, France, and the
U.S.S.R. I told Gorbachev again that
neutralization of Germany is out of the
question.

Bush: Did he acquiesce or just listen?
How did he react?

Kohl: My impression is that this is a
subject about which they want to nego-
tiate but that we can win that point.

March 20th, 1990, 8:31 in the morning.
In the March elections, the East Ger-
mans overwhelmingly support reunifi-
cation and democratic change by vot-
ing for a coalition of parties led by
Kohl’s Christian Democrats.

Bush to Kohl: Helmut, you are a hell
of a campaigner.

Kohl: Thank you. The results are
very important for the NATO question.

Bush: Helmut, your firm stand on a
united Germany remaining a full mem-
ber of NATO is great. We need to con-
tinue holding firm. This is vitally im-
portant for European security and sta-
bility and for the United States.

May 30, 1990, 7:34 in the morning.
Gorbachev is due in Washington for his
first visit since the fall of the wall.
Bush and Kohl discuss that agenda.

Bush to Kohl: I am getting ready for
Gorbachev’s big visit.

Kohl: That is why I am calling. One
thing that is very important for Gorba-
chev to understand is that, irrespective
of the developments, we will stand side
by side. And one sign of this coopera-
tion are the links between us by the fu-
ture membership of the united Ger-
many and NATO without any limita-
tions. You should make this clear to
him, but in a friendly way. A second
point, we can find a sensible economic
arrangement with him. He needs help
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very much. He should also know that
we had no intention of profiting from
his weakness.

Bush: I will assure him that we are
side by side. We want him to come out
feeling that he has had a good summit.

July 17, 1990, 8:48 in the morning.
Kohl briefs Bush on his most recent
visit to Moscow.

Kohl: George, first of all, Gorbachev
is in excellent shape. He is aware of his
special situation and of his responsibil-
ities. And he is aware he has to act
quickly to get through pluralism to
change society and to get through the
necessary legislation by the end of this
year.

0 2340

“I told him there would be no chance
to receive western aid if he does not
get these reforms through. We also dis-
cussed extensively his determination
to pursue the modernization of his
country. He said something I had never
heard before. He told me his grand-
father was tortured and imprisoned
under Stalin. His wife said her grand-
father was liquidated under Stalin. It
is remarkable.”

One other interesting thing. We
talked about German-U.S. relation-
ships in our one-on-one. I told him that
this relationship was of great impor-
tance, and I told him that if the Sovi-
ets tried to undermine it, this would
affect German relationships with the
USSR. His reply will be of interest to
you. He said that they learned a lesson,
that it was wrong to try to make the
United States withdraw from Europe,
and that they had not succeeded in this
in the past.

Finally, he impresses me as a man
who knows himself well and who has a
sense of self-irony. He has burned all
his bridges behind him. He cannot go
back and he must be successful.

August 3, 1990, 9:56 in the morning,
nearly a year after the Wall falls, East
and West Germany are officially re-
united.

Bush: “Helmut, I am in a meeting
with members of our Congress and I am
calling on this historic day to wish you
well.”

Kohl: ‘““Things are going very, very
well. I am in Berlin. There were one
million people here last night at the
very spot where the Wall used to stand
and where President Reagan called on
Mr. Gorbachev to open this gate. Words
cannot describe the feeling. American
presidents from Harry Truman all the
way up to our friend George Bush made
this possible.”

The Berlin Wall did not come down in
a day. It did not come down in a sea-
son. What is interesting about these
conversations that I just related to you
is it is kind of symbolic of the effort
that our country made to see that com-
munism fell and that the non-free peo-
ple of this world were able to enjoy
freedom as we have enjoyed our entire
life. But it was not without a price.
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President Reagan went on a massive
military buildup. His concept to build
up in order to build down turned out to
be correct. But during this massive
buildup, he received a lot of criticism.
Frankly, the Russians were worried
about President Reagan.

I reviewed this tape from Public
Broadcasting, and I hope my colleagues
take time to take a look at it, it is fas-
cinating. Whether you are Republican
or Democrat, this time period sets
aside those partisanship contests to
take a look at the biggest threat to the
world, and that was communism and
how this president, President Reagan,
really took us right to the brink and
the Russians blinked and the Russians
disarmed and the Russians allowed
that Wall to be taken down.

They pulled out of Hungary. They
pulled out of Poland. And today in our
history, most of the countries in this
world enjoy the freedom that we enjoy
as Americans. In 100 years from now, it
is my prediction that every country in
the world will have some form of cap-
italism, that the days of communism,
even the days of socialism will be days
long past. It gives us a lot to be proud
of in America.

Colleagues, I know that as United
States congressmen we are privileged
to be up here to represent what I think
is the finest country in the history of
the world. And the reason that we
came out of this so well, the reason
that we have stood strong for such a
long time is that we understood Amer-
ica does not have to apologize for being
free. America owes nobody in this
world an apology for standing up for
the abused people of this world.

But the United States of America
owes no apology to anybody in this
world for strength that we maintain
with our defense. Because we under-
stand that if we do not have a strong
defense, if we are not the toughest kid
on the block, we are going to be in a
lot of fights.

I forget the source of the quote. I
think it was back in the early days of
the country, Jefferson, maybe Wash-
ington, who said, ‘‘the best way to
avoid a war is to be prepared for war.”

The best way to protect freedom is to
be strong. Every generation will be
tested. Freedom will always come with
a price and a cost. But in the end, if we
pay that cost, if we stand up strong, as
this country has done in the past, if we
have great leaders like Ronald Reagan
and many of the other great leaders
this country has had, we can look to
the next generation and we can say to
that next generation, you too will
enjoy a lifetime in the greatest coun-
try in the history of the world.

As you can tell from my remarks, I
am proud to be an American. And so
are every one of you. Next week I hope
all of us take just a few minutes out-
side of our busy schedules and I hope
we try and convince our constituents
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to take a few minutes out of their busy
schedules and think of those days 10
years ago when that awful, terrible
wall began to crumble. Think of those
days when President Reagan stood up
there, broad-shouldered, looking them
right in the eye and said, Mr. Gorba-
chev, tear down this wall. Open up this
gate.

Take a few moments next week on
this tenth anniversary to think of the
joy and the excitement and the happi-
ness of those individuals in Germany
who now were able to go across that
border without being shot, without
having to sneak through at night try-
ing to get through the barbed wire.

I can remember 15, 20 years ago, even
longer than that, when I was young
about reading the Reader’s Digest. It
seemed to me that twice a year the
Reader’s Digest would carry a story in
there about somebody in East Germany
who had that taste of freedom, who
wanted to live in a free world, who
wanted a Democratic society. They
would risk and their family would risk
everything they had to get across that
Wall.

I remember reading in a study of his-
tory when our American planes and our
allies went into Germany and past the
Wall to bring those in the Berlin air-
lift. What a great accomplishment that
was.

And now, less than 10 years ago, who-
ever imagined that that horrible Wall
would crumble as quickly as it did?
You know, it was not a very strong
structure. It did not stand up for very
long, too long, but not very long. And
that credit goes to the American lead-
ership and the leadership of our allies
in this world.

Mr. Speaker, let me conclude by just
recapping the three things that I dis-
cussed this evening.

First of all, I beg my colleagues in
here to carefully watch what is going
on with this request for clemency by a
convicted assassin of two agents of the
Federal Bureau of Investigation. This
man, Leonard Peltier, will be request-
ing through a political horse and pony
show with the President clemency to
let him walk as a free man. He has got
a very sharp defense team. But do not
let that shield all of us from the fact
that in cold blood he killed two FBI
agents.

This man should never see the out-
side of a jail cell for as long as he lives.
I hope many of my colleagues will join
me in that effort in attempting to con-
vince the President or help persuade
the President to ignore that request.

Second of all, let me point out that
to you, Brooklyn Art Museum, you are
wrong. You will not be able to continue
to defy, I think, the taxpayers of this
country by using taxpayer dollars to
fund your art exhibit of the Virgin
Mary with dung slapped all over her. I
hope at some point you prima donnas
who serve on the board of directors at
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that Brooklyn Art Museum, I hope
really seriously you have a moment to
look in the mirror when nobody else is
around and you ask yourselves the
question, is it right?
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Does what we did make me feel good?
Have I completed my duty as a trustee
of the Brooklyn art museum? Would I
have done this to the great leader Mar-
tin Luther King? Would I have done
this to a great leader in the Jewish
community? Would I have done this to
a great leader in the Buddhist commu-
nity? Or should I just pick on Christi-
anity and use taxpayer dollars to do it?
The taste of art has gone too far when
you use taxpayer dollars for that kind
of effort. It is not a protected right in
my opinion under the first amendment.

Finally, the day of celebration next
week as we are running around this
floor, we ought to take a few minutes
and just remember what a great day in
our history it was to see that Berlin
Wall fall, to see those people in East
Germany taste freedom, many of them
for the first time in their entire life,
and to see through the great leadership
of the TUnited States of America,
through the response of the citizens of
the United States of America, through
the strength of the military forces of
the TUnited States of America, we
brought the taste of freedom to mil-
lions and millions of people, and we
will as the United States of America
preserve the taste of freedom for many
centuries to come.

——————

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. SES-
SIONS). The Chair must remind all
Members to direct remarks in debate
to the Chair and not to other persons
in the second person.

———

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate had passed
with amendment in which the concur-
rence of the House is requested, a bill
of the House of the following title:

H.R. 3194. An act making appropriations
for the government of the District of Colum-
bia and other activities chargeable in whole
or in part against revenues of said District
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 2000,
and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon is amendment to
the bill (H.R. 3194) ““An Act making ap-
propriations for the government of the
District of Columbia and other activi-
ties chargeable in whole or in part
against revenues of said District for
the fiscal year ending September 30,
2000, and for other purposes,’” requests
a conference with the House on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses there-
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on, and appoints Mrs. HUTCHISON, Mr.
DOMENICI, Mr. STEVENS, Mr. DURBIN,
and Mr. BYRD, to be the conferees on
the part of the Senate.

—————

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.J. RES. 75, FURTHER CON-
TINUING APPROPRIATIONS, FIS-
CAL YEAR 2000

Mr. GOSS, from the Committee on
Rules (during the special order of Mr.
MCINNIS), submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 106-443) on the resolution (H.
Res. 3568) providing for consideration of
the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 75) mak-
ing further continuing appropriations
for the fiscal year 2000, and for other
purposes, which was referred to the
House Calendar and ordered to be
printed.

——————

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 3196, FOREIGN OPERATIONS,
EXPORT FINANCING AND RE-
LATED PROGRAMS APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT, 2000

Mr. GOSS, from the Committee on
Rules (during the special order of Mr.
MCINNIS), submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 106-444) on the resolution (H.
Res. 359) providing for consideration of
the bill (H.R. 3196) making appropria-
tions for foreign operations, export fi-
nancing, and related programs for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2000,
and for other purposes, which was re-
ferred to the House Calendar and or-
dered to be printed.

——
REPORT ON RESOLUTION AGREE-
ING TO CONFERENCE RE-

QUESTED BY SENATE ON H.R.
3194, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA AP-
PROPRIATIONS ACT, 2000

Mr. GOSS, from the Committee on
Rules (during the special order of Mr.
McINNIS), submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 106-445) on the resolution (H.
Res. 360) agreeing to the conference re-
quested by the Senate on the amend-
ment of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
3194) making appropriations for the
government of the District of Columbia
and other activities chargeable in
whole or in part against revenues of
said District for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 2000, and for other pur-
poses, which was referred to the House
Calendar and ordered to be printed.

———

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Ms. KILPATRICK (at the request of Mr.
GEPHARDT) for today after 3:30 p.m. on
account of official business.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas (at the re-
quest of Mr. GEPHARDT) for today on
account of a family medical matter.
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