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legislation that is going to resolve the
issue. There are a lot of reasons we see
this continued violence in our country.
But certainly, responsible, thoughtful
gun control legislation could make a
significant contribution. We have al-
ready seen that in States and jurisdic-
tions that require waiting periods, re-
quire some notification ahead of time
as to who would be the purchaser of
these weapons.

There was a decision made a number
of weeks ago that it might be worth-
while to make the case—and we talk in
abstractions so often here—and to
start talking about those people who
lost their lives a year ago on this very
day, June 16, 1999. On that date, we
didn’t have the average of 12 or 13; we
lost 3 people in the United States on
June 16. There was one in Chicago, one
in St. Paul, and one in Newark, NJ.
That was a day on which the numbers
were way down from what the average
death toll is.

I also point out that the names we
have only come from the 100 largest
cities in the United States. Cities with
populations of less than 12,000 are not
included in these numbers. In those 100
cities, on June 16 last year, it was a far
better day than most. Every one of the
victims was a unique human being.
Many other gun violence victims in
other cities on that day didn’t nec-
essarily die, but some did in smaller
towns.

In the name of all of those who have
died across the Nation a year ago
today, and those who, regrettably, will
lose their lives today in too many
places across our country, I want to
read the following names listed by the
Conference of Mayors who were killed
by gunfire 1 year ago in our country:
Manuel Marcano, 18, Chicago; Antoine
Watson, 19, of St. Paul, MN; an uniden-
tified female in Newark, NJ.

I know all Americans regret the loss
of those lives. I hope that someday the
national average will be something
such as that, or even less, as a result of
sensible, thoughtful proposals we
might make to reduce the level of vio-
lence in our country.

——

U.S.-CUBA RELATIONS

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, next Tues-
day morning I will offer an amendment
that is not a radical idea, not some-
thing that ought to evoke much debate
or dissension but the kind of proposal
that might even carry by a voice vote
under normal circumstances. Because
of the nature of the subject matter, it
has become controversial, and I regret
that. It was my hope that the Senate
would vote today on the Dodd amend-
ment, which is currently pending to
the Defense authorization bill. Unfor-
tunately, that vote was put off until
next week.

Having said that, I want to take a
few minutes to discuss this proposal
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and explain why I believe it makes
sense to go forward to establish a bi-
partisan commission to review U.S.-
Cuban policy.

The amendment I will be offering
provides for the establishment of a bi-
partisan 12-member commission to re-
view United States policy with regard
to Cuba and to make recommendations
for the changes that might be nec-
essary to bring that policy into the 21st
century.

On Wednesday of this week, the
President of South Korea, Kim Dae-
jung, and the North Korean Ileader,
Kim Chong-il, signed a broad agree-
ment to work for peace and unity on
the Korean peninsula. Needless to say,
the level of hostility that has existed
between these two governments for
more than half of a century has been
extremely high. These two countries
fought a bloody and costly war in
which hundreds of thousands of Kore-
ans lost their lives. More than 35,000 of
our own fellow service men and women
in this country lost their lives as well.
Yet these two leaders have been able to
bring themselves to meet and discuss
the future of their peoples and the pos-
sibility of reunification at some point
down the road.

The Clinton administration, to its
credit, has announced that, as a result
of these efforts, it will soon lift eco-
nomic sanctions against North Korea,
paving the way for American compa-
nies to trade and invest and for Amer-
ican citizens to travel. I support the
administration’s decision and applaud
them for moving forward in such an ex-
peditious manner to complement the
efforts of the North and South Korean
leaders.

Similarly, despite the fact that more
than 50,000 American men and women
in uniform lost their lives during the
Vietnam conflict, the United States
and Vietnam have full diplomatic and
trade relations today. In large meas-
ure, this is due to our colleagues and
veterans, Senators MCCAIN, KERREY,
and others in this Chamber.

Even though we have a number of se-
rious disagreements with the People’s
Republic of China, we are not imposing
unilateral economic sanctions against
that country; quite the opposite. I pre-
dict that the Senate of the United
States, very shortly, will follow the
House of Representatives and vote to
support permanent normal trade rela-
tions with China, which will pave the
way for China to join the World Trade
Organization.

My point is this: Across the globe, we
are seeing efforts to normalize rela-
tions, to reconcile old grievances—the
Middle East, the Korean peninsula, the
Balkans, Northern Ireland. There isn’t
a place I can think of where people are
not trying to resolve the differences
that have existed for far too long.

The question I will pose by offering
the amendment on Tuesday is: Isn’t it
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about time we at least think about
doing the same in our own hemisphere,
when it comes to a nation that is 90
miles off our shore, less distance than
from here to Hagerstown, MD, or Rich-
mond, VA?

The reaction to my amendment
would suggest that there is still strong
resistance to doing in our own hemi-
sphere what we are promoting else-
where around the globe. The amend-
ment I will offer would simply estab-
lish a 12-member commission to review
U.S. policy, to make recommendations
on how it might be changed or if it
ought to be changed. I am not even
suggesting that the commission would
come back with changes. In fact, they
may come back with quite the opposite
result.

This proposal is not new or revolu-
tionary. The Senate has authorized es-
tablishment of commissions to review
many subjects—the Central America
Commission, the Kissinger Commis-
sion, Social Security, Terrorist
Threats, and many other subject mat-
ters. Our colleague from Virginia, Sen-
ator JOHN WARNER, first proposed this
idea of a bipartisan commission on the
subject of Cuba in a letter to President
Clinton more than 1 and a half years
ago. One quarter of the Senate joined
him in urging the President to take the
politics out of United States-Cuba pol-
icy and to look to the wisdom of some
of our best and brightest foreign policy
experts to make recommendations on
what we should do with respect to this
issue.

I personally urged Secretary Albright
to recommend that the President move
forward with this proposal. Regret-
tably, she believed that the timing was
not right for doing so. I was saddened
by that decision. I disagreed with the
Secretary then, and I believe that a
year and a half later the arguments are
even more compelling for establishing
such a commission today.

We are about to change administra-
tions. What better time to use the in-
terval between the current one and the
next one to take a fresh look at Cuba-
related issues and be ready to make
recommendations in the spring of the
coming year as to what makes sense
with regard to Cuban-U.S. relations?

We recently entered a new millen-
nium. Yet U.S.-Cuban policy is still
locked in the old shibboleth of the last
one. It is a policy that is 40 years old.
We have seen changes in South Africa.
The Soviet Union doesn’t exist any
longer. Eastern European countries
have managed to find reform and de-
mocracy. We now welcome Yasir
Arafat to the White House, and the
prospects of peace in the Middle East
have never loomed more large. We are
watching reconciliation on the Korean
peninsula. The Balkans are trying to
resolve their difficulties. Northern Ire-
land is, hopefully, putting to bed years
of hostility. Can we not at least find
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the opportunity to get this issue of
Cuba-United States relations out of
politics and have a bipartisan commis-
sion make recommendations from
which we might consider some dif-
ferent ways of approaching what has
been a 40-year-old policy?

I should have said at the very outset
of my remarks—and I apologize for not
doing so because it needs to be said—
that I carry, nor does anyone who sup-
ports this commission, any grief for
Fidel Castro or the dictatorship in
Cuba. The conditions these people have
to live in are deplorable—the hard-
ships, the denial of human rights, the
economic deprivation. I hold great re-
spect for the Cuban exile community in
this country. They have come to be
great Americans and have contributed
significantly to the economic well-
being of our country. They have made
contributions as public servants and as
patriots—men and women in uniform.
But too often this issue has been domi-
nated by how we deal with one indi-
vidual.

There are 11 million people living 90
miles off our shores. We need to think
about the post-Castro period as well.
How can we create a softer landing?
How can we try to at least frame issues
that will allow for a transition there
and avoid the potential conflict in civil
strife that could occur on the island of
Cuba?

I hope that the Cuban American
Foundation will support the idea of a
bipartisan commission—a commission
that would incorporate and include
people of different points of view to try
to come up with some common ground
on which they could recommend to a
new administration and to this Con-
gress or the next Congress.

This proposal is not some radical or
fringe idea. It is strongly supported by
the mainstream of our foreign policy
establishment. People such as Dr.
Henry Kissinger and Bill Rodgers sup-
port this effort. I appreciate their will-
ingness to say so. I suspect they would
be willing to serve as commissioners if
they were asked to.

In light of the systemic changes that
have transformed the globe over the
last 40 years, I believe a fundamental
rethinking of the U.S.-Cuban policy is
in order. In fact, such a rethinking is
long overdue and it is very much in our
national interest to do it at this junc-
ture.

The pending amendment that we of-
fered on Tuesday deals with the prob-
lem by broaching anything relating to
Cuba in an election year or any year
for that matter.

The sad reality is that the only way
we are going to get this dispassionate
review of our current policy and sen-
sible recommendations with respect to
how that policy should change is by
bringing together a commission of re-
spected outside experts to advise the
executive and the legislative branches
on future policy options.
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I said a moment ago that some 11
million people live less than 100 miles
from our shores. We owe it to the
American people to seriously analyze
the consequences to the United States
of a major civil upheaval on the island
of Cuba and to devise a policy that
minimizes the possibility of such an
event occurring.

Does anyone believe for one moment
that a sea of humanity would not
stream from the island toward U.S.
shores if civil conflict erupts there?

Two years have passed since Pope
John Paul II made a historic visit to
Cuba that called upon that country to
open up to the world and for the world
to open up to Cuba.

Even after such an unprecedented
event, the centerpiece of our policy re-
mains the same—an embargo which
seeks to restrict trade, travel, and a
low flow of information to Cuba and
thereby strangle Cuba economically.

This hard-line stance continues to
hold sway in Washington today in large
measure because successive adminis-
trations have been hamstrung by do-
mestic political considerations and
have been fearful of provoking the ire
of those who are obsessed with the is-
land of Cuba and its personification in
the person of Fidel Castro.

We have just entered a new millen-
nium. Surely it is time to break with
the policy that is largely centered on
the fate of one individual and replace it
with one that is more future oriented—
one that focuses on the other 11 million
individuals who also reside on the is-
land of Cuba, and on the millions of
Cuban-Americans. Many of them be-
lieve we ought to think differently
today. They do not speak out on the
issue but would welcome the oppor-
tunity to see a commission created
which would give us a chance to look
at other policy options.

The time has come to have a rea-
soned conversation regarding Cuba and
U.S. policy, and about the effectiveness
of our policy. I think the establishment
of a bipartisan commission would be
the starting point for just such a con-
versation and just such a debate. Hope-
fully, the end point of that conversa-
tion would be the development of a na-
tional consensus around a new Cuba
policy—one that is compatible with
America’s values and beliefs, one that
truly serves our own national inter-
ests.

I hope my colleagues will agree with
this analysis. If so, I urge them to sup-
port this amendment when it is voted
on next Tuesday.

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. KENNEDY. We are under a time
agreement?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senator has 15
minutes.

—————

HATE CRIMES PREVENTION ACT
AMENDMENT

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, at an
appropriate time, I intend to offer the
Hate Crimes Prevention Act as an
amendment to the Department of De-
fense Authorization Act. It is essential
for the Senate to deal with this impor-
tant issue.

Hate crimes are modern day
lynchings, and this is the time and the
United States Senate is the place to
take a stand against them. We must
firmly and unequivocally say ‘‘no’” to
those who injure or murder because of
hate. Every day that Congress fails to
act, people across the Nation continue
to be victimized by acts of bigotry
based on race, religion, sexual orienta-
tion, gender, or disability.

Hate crimes are a national disgrace
and an attack on everything this coun-
try stands for. These crimes send a poi-
sonous message that minorities are
second class citizens with fewer rights.
And, sadly, the number of hate crimes
continues to rise.

70,000 hate crime offenses have been
reported in the United States since
1991. In 1991 there were 4,500 hate
crimes; 7,500 in 1993; 7,900 in 1995, and
over 8,000 in 1997. There were 7,700 hate
crimes reported in 1998, and although
the numbers dropped slightly, the num-
ber and severity of offenses increased
in the categories of religion, sexual ori-
entation, and disability.

This is a serious and persistent prob-
lem—an epidemic that must be
stopped.

All of us are aware of the most high-
ly-publicized hate crimes, especially
the brutal murders of James Byrd in
Jasper, Texas, and Matthew Shepard in
Laramie, Wyoming. But these two
killings are just the tip of the iceberg.
Many other gruesome acts of hatred
have occurred this year:

On January 28 in Boston, a group of
high school teenagers sexually as-
saulted and attacked a 16-year-old high
school student on the subway because
she was holding hands with another
young girl, a common custom from her
native African country. Thinking the
victim was a lesbian, the group began
groping the girl, ripping her clothes
and pointing at their own genitals,
while shouting ‘Do you like this? Do
you like this? Is this what you like?”
When the girl resisted, officials said, a
teenage boy who was with the group
pulled a knife on the girl, held it to her
throat and threatened to slash her if
she didn’t obey her attackers. The girl
was left unconscious from the beating.
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