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knives, some of whom were on the terrorist 
watch list. It’s safe to say that the airport secu-
rity system failed us. 

If we are passing legislation to improve the 
condition of the airline industry, shouldn’t we 
also address this issue? Perhaps airport secu-
rity should truly be a security issue, not merely 
a business issue that, until last week, was 
mostly considered in terms of a company’s 
bottom line. Don’t get me wrong—the bottom 
line is important to our capitalist economy, but 
I have come to the conclusion that airport se-
curity should not be subject to those concerns. 
There are many interesting ideas out there for 
how to improve it, but I believe first and fore-
most we need to make airport security a re-
sponsibility of the Federal Government: per-
haps under the Department of Transportation, 
or the Coast Guard. 

In conclusion, I want to again express my 
disappointment at having to oppose this bill. I 
sincerely hope that the President, Senate 
leaders, and House leaders will work to ad-
dress these important concerns before a pack-
age is signed into law. 
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AIR TRANSPORTATION SAFETY 
AND SYSTEM STABILIZATION ACT 

SPEECH OF 

HON. C.L. ‘‘BUTCH’’ OTTER 
OF IDAHO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, September 21, 2001 

Mr. OTTER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
share with my colleagues and constituents my 
reasons for voting against H.R. 2926, the Air 
Transportation Safety and Stabilization Act. I 
believe it is important for every member to 
make known their thinking behind such an im-
portant vote. 

The terrorist attacks on Sep. 11 devastated 
the American aviation industry. Hundreds of 
passengers, dozens of airline employees and 
thousands of innocent people on the ground 
died in the fiery crashes of the four airliners. 
America’s commercial airlines were grounded 
for 3 days. Most of general aviation was 
grounded for more than a week, and some 
components of the general aviation industry 
remain grounded today. Insurers of aviation 
airlines are canceling their policies, and banks 
are refusing to extend loans to keep the sys-
tem intact. Under these circumstances some 
form of assistance to the airline industry is es-
sential for our economy and national security. 

H.R. 2926, however, is the wrong form of 
relief. What should have been immediate relief 
from the effects of the attacks has become a 
golden parachute for the aviation industry, in-
demnifying many airlines from the effects of 
calamitous business decisions made long be-
fore Sep 11. In a time of tragedy for our nation 
and the world this Congress has failed to 
closely examine this bill. 

The airline industry takes in at most $400 
million a day. With a grounding of 3 days, and 
the continued closure of Reagan National Air-
port, the direct losses to the industry by gov-
ernment action can be calculated at roughly 

$2 billion. This act makes available cash in the 
amount of $4.5 billion for the passenger air-
lines, more than twice the direct losses of the 
airlines. Furthermore, this cash will be appor-
tioned among the airlines, not according to 
how much revenue they lost because of the 
attacks, but how much capacity they had. This 
preference for available seat miles over rev-
enue passenger miles can only benefit those 
carriers whose own bad business decisions 
before September 11 had left them with too 
much capacity and too little sales. 

H.R. 2926 supposedly contained extra fund-
ing for security. The $3 billion authorized for 
security measures, however, has already been 
appropriated by Congress from the $40 billion 
emergency spending package, which I sup-
ported. To claim that this bill had any new 
funding for security is simply not true. Without 
needed security improvements it is impossible 
to see how airline traffic can return to normal 
levels. The bailout legislation should have 
waited for a security package in order to com-
prehensively deal with this situation. 

H.R. 2926 would have been constitutional if 
it had been drafted as a focused bill to keep 
our airlines flying in the wake of the dev-
astating attacks on our country. The creation 
of an entitlement fund, the overcompensation 
of the airlines, rewards for inefficient carriers, 
and lack of new funding for airline security all 
combined to make this a deeply flawed bill. 
For all of these reasons and more I voted 
against H.R. 2926 and urged my colleagues to 
do the same. 
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HONORING SERGEANT DANIEL P. 
O’SHEA 

HON. SCOTT McINNIS 
OF COLORADO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 25, 2001 

Mr. McINNIS. Mr. Speaker, to place your life 
in the line of duty day in and day out for the 
sake of others is an honorable and noble task, 
yet that is exactly what police officers do regu-
larly. I would like to take the opportunity to 
recognize Sergeant Daniel P. O’Shea for his 
outstanding service to his community as a 
member of the Denver Police Department. 

Sergeant Daniel P. O’Shea has been 
named one of America’s finest at the upcom-
ing TOP COPS Awards ceremony. Officer 
O’Shea is one of only twenty officers to be 
honored at the ceremony. I’m proud to know 
that the State of Colorado is so well rep-
resented with Sergeant O’Shea being named 
in the top echelon of police officers across our 
entire nation. 

Mr. Speaker, Sergeant Daniel P. O’Shea 
has acted with great professionalism in all that 
he has done. His top priority is the safety and 
protection of the people in his community. It is 
my pleasure to acknowledge Sergeant 
O’Shea’s accomplishments. He is a role model 
for all Colorado law officers and I wish him the 
warmest regards and best wishes in his con-
tinued service to his community. 

TO HONOR MR. RICHARD FIMBRES 
AS A RECIPIENT OF THE 12TH 
ANNUAL PROFILES OF SUCCESS 
HISPANIC LEADERSHIP AWARD 

HON. ED PASTOR 
OF ARIZONA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 25, 2001 

Mr. PASTOR. Mr. Speaker, I rise before you 
today to recognize a special individual who 
was honored for his leadership qualities and 
service to his community. On September 5th, 
Mr. Richard G. Fimbres was honored by his 
peers at the Annual Profiles of Success His-
panic Leadership Awards presentation in 
Phoenix, Arizona. This event, coordinated by 
Valle del Sol, a local non-profit community 
based organization, kicks off National Hispanic 
Heritage Month in Arizona and is now in it’s 
twelfth year of honoring worthy individuals. 

Honored in the category of Exemplary Lead-
ership, Mr. Fimbres, of Tucson, Arizona, was 
recognized for his work as a community lead-
er. He serves as a board member of Pima 
Community College, which helped to raise 
funds for the Hispanic Student Endowment 
Fund, create the Amigos de Pima, and 
partnered with the League of United Latin 
American Citizens (LULAC) to create and fund 
a year-round program to assist young students 
with their reading skills. He is dedicated to 
various organizations such as LULAC, the 
Metropolitan Education Commission, the 
Knights of Columbus, and the Tucson Pima 
Arts Council. He also devotes his time to serv-
ing on the State’s Behavioral Health Planning 
Council, Arizona Supreme Courts Juvenile De-
tention Advisory Committee and the University 
of Arizona’s Diversity Action Council. 

Mr. Fimbres’ standing as a community lead-
er is evident by his commitment to these orga-
nizations and countless hours of volunteer 
work throughout the community. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask you to join me in recognizing this out-
standing citizen and community leader for his 
fine work and dedication. 

f 

SPEECH BY U.N. SECRETARY 
GENERAL KOFI ANNAN 

HON. JOHN M. SPRATT, JR. 
OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 25, 2001 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, as the Congress 
continues to move forward following the hor-
rific and tragic events of September 11, 2001, 
I would like to insert for the RECORD a recent 
and I think timely speech given by United Na-
tions Secretary General Kofi Annan. 

Mr. Annan’s speech is about the contribu-
tions and vision of former U.N. Secretary-Gen-
eral Dag Hammarskjöld. While the speech 
was given on September 6th, five days before 
the attacks, I believe it provides for interesting 
reading as we examine our notions of inter-
national security and multi-lateral cooperation. 
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DAG HAMMARSKJÖLD AND THE 21ST CENTURY 

(By Kofi Annan) 

As Secretary-General of the United Na-
tions, I have to give many speeches, and even 
quite a few lectures. But I can think of no in-
vitation to speak that is a greater honour, or 
a greater challenge, than this one. 

It will not surprise you to hear that Dag 
Hammarskjöld is a figure of great impor-
tance for me—as he must be for any Sec-
retary-General. His life and his death, his 
words and his action, have done more to 
shape public expectations of the office, and 
indeed of the Organisation, than those of any 
other man or woman in its history. 

His wisdom and his modesty, his unim-
peachable integrity and single-minded devo-
tion to duty, have set a standard for all serv-
ants of the international community—and 
especially, of course for his successors— 
which is simply impossible to live up to. 
There can be no better rule of thumb for a 
Secretary-General, as he approaches each 
new challenge or crisis, than to ask himself, 
‘‘how would Hammarskjöld have handled 
this?’’ 

If that is true for any Secretary-General, 
how much more so for one of my generation, 
who came of age during the years when 
Hammarskjöld personified the United Na-
tions, and began my own career in the UN 
system within a year of his death. 

And how much more true, also, for one who 
has the special relationship that I do with 
this, his home country! 

So you see, it is quite a solemn thing for 
me to give this lecture, especially so close to 
the 40th anniversary of Hammarskjöld’s 
death. And I feel all the more solemn about 
it coming here, as I do, directly from the 
part of Africa where he met that death—and 
where, 40 years later, the United Nations is 
again struggling to help restore unity and 
peace to the Democratic Republic of Congo. 

I can tell you that the Congolese have 
never forgotten Dag Hammarskjöld. Four 
days ago, during my visit to the Congo, I met 
with representatives of the parties involved 
in the Inter-Congolese Dialogue. Their 
spokesman began the meeting by telling me 
how much they appreciated the late Sec-
retary-General’s dedication, and the fact 
that he gave his life for peace in their coun-
try. And he asked us to pay tribute to 
Hammarskjöld’s memory by observing a 
minute of silence. I found it very moving 
that people could feel like that about him 
after 40 years. 

In Zambia, too—which, as you know, was 
where he actually died— Hammarskjöld’s 
death is commemorated annually. The Zam-
bian government, together with your own 
and with the United Nations system, has 
launched a ‘‘living memorial’’, which in-
cludes a programme to educate young Afri-
cans as ‘‘messengers of peace’’, as well as a 
Centre for Peace, Good Governance and 
Human Rights. There could be no better way 
to commemorate him than by promoting 
these ideals, which he held so dear. 

If Dag Hammarskjöld were to walk 
through that door now, and ask me what are 
the main problems the United Nations is 
dealing with today, I could easily answer in 
a way that would make him think nothing 
much had changed. 

I could talk to him not only about the 
Congo, but about the Middle East, or Cyprus, 
or the relations between India and Pakistan, 
and it would all seem very familiar. 

But I could also tell him things that he 
would find very unfamiliar—though some 
would surprise him less than others, and 
some would gratify him more than others. 

He would probably be relieved, but not sur-
prised, to hear that China is now represented 
at the United Nations by the government 
that actually governs the vast majority of 
Chinese people. 

It would surprise him much more to learn 
that the Soviet Union no longer exists. But 
he could only be pleased to find that there is 
no longer an unbridgeable ideological dif-
ference between the permanent members of 
the Security Council. 

He might be struck by the number of con-
flicts the United Nations is dealing with 
today that are within, rather than between, 
States—though the experience of the Congo 
would have prepared him for this—and also 
by the number of regional organisations that 
have developed as partners for the UN in dif-
ferent parts of the world. 

I feel sure, in any case, that he would be 
pleased to see the way United Nations peace-
keeping has developed, from the model that 
he and Lester Pearson so brilliantly impro-
vised in 1956 to something much more di-
verse and complex, which is often more accu-
rately described as ‘‘peace building’’. 

And I imagine he would be equally im-
pressed by the wide range of issues that the 
United Nations is now called upon to face 
outside the traditional security arena—from 
climate change to HIV/AIDS. 

He would be gratified, and perhaps not all 
that surprised, to hear that human rights 
and democracy are now generally accepted 
as world norms—though he might well be 
distressed to see how far, in many countries, 
the practice still falls short of the rhetoric. 

He would definitely be distressed to learn 
that, within the last decade, genocide had 
again disfigured the face of humanity—and 
that well over a billion people today are liv-
ing in extreme poverty. I think he would see 
preventing the recurrence of the former, and 
putting an end to the latter, as the most ur-
gent tasks confronting us in this new cen-
tury. 

He would no doubt be impressed by the 
speed and intensity of modem communica-
tions, and momentarily confused by talk of 
faxes and sat-phones—let alone e-mails and 
the Internet. But I’m sure he would be quick 
to grasp the advantages and disadvantages of 
all these innovations, both for civilisation as 
a whole and for the conduct of diplomacy in 
particular. 

What is clear is that his core ideas remain 
highly relevant in this new international 
context. The challenge for us is to see how 
they can be adapted to take account of it. 

One idea which inspired all his words and 
actions as Secretary-General was his belief 
that the United Nations had to be a ‘‘dy-
namic instrument’’, through which its Mem-
bers would collectively ‘‘develop forms of ex-
ecutive action’’. 

During his time in office he became in-
creasingly sensitive to the fact that some 
Member States did not share this vision, but 
regarded the United Nations as only ‘‘a stat-
ic conference machinery for resolving con-
flicts of interests and ideologies with a view 
to peaceful coexistence’’. 

In the Introduction to his last Annual Re-
port—a magisterial work, which reads al-
most as if he was consciously writing his po-
litical testament—Hammarskjöld argued 

that those who regarded the Organization in 
this way were not paying adequate attention 
to certain essential principles of the Charter. 

He showed that the Charter clearly implies 
the existence of ‘‘an international commu-
nity, for which the Organization is an instru-
ment and an expression’’. The overriding 
purpose of this community was to save suc-
ceeding generations from the scourge of war, 
and to do this it had to follow certain key 
principles. 

These were: 
First, ‘‘equal political rights’’—which en-

compassed both the ‘‘sovereign equality’’ of 
all Member States, in Article 2 of the Char-
ter, and ‘‘respect for human rights and fun-
damental freedoms’’, in Article 1. 

Second, ‘‘equal economic opportunities’’— 
spelt out in Article 55 as the promotion of 
‘‘higher standards of living, full employ-
ment, and conditions of economic and social 
progress and development’’, as well as ‘‘solu-
tions of international economic, social, 
health, and related problems’’. 

Third, ‘‘justice’’—by which he meant that 
the international community must be ‘‘based 
on law . . . with a judicial procedure through 
which law and justice could be made to 
apply’’. 

And finally the prohibition of the use of 
armed force, ‘‘save in the common interest’’. 

These principles, Hammarskjöld argued, 
are incompatible with the idea of the United 
Nations as merely a conference or debating 
chamber—as indeed is the authority the 
Charter gives to its principal organs, and 
particularly to the Security Council, which 
clearly has both legislative and executive 
powers. 

The context in which he put forward these 
arguments was, of course, the Cold War, and 
particularly the Soviet campaign against 
him during the Congo crisis of 1960–61. 

That campaign is happily long past. But 
we still face, from time to time, attempts by 
Member States to reduce the United Nations 
to a ‘‘conference mechanism’’. 

Those attempts no longer come systemati-
cally from one particular ideological camp. 
Instead, they tend to vary according to the 
subject under discussion. 

Broadly speaking, industrialised countries 
remain reluctant to see the United Nations 
act on Hammarskjöld’s second principle—the 
promotion of ‘‘equal economic opportuni-
ties’’. And the governments of some other 
countries are equally loath to see it actively 
promote ‘‘respect for, and observance of, 
human rights and fundamental freedoms for 
all’’. 

In both cases, I believe the Secretary-Gen-
eral has no choice. He has to follow in the 
footsteps of Hammarsköld, upholding the 
right and duty of the United Nations to pur-
sue the aims laid down for it by the Charter. 

Of course there is always a need for nego-
tiation and discussion on the appropriate 
forms of action. But the United Nations will 
fail in its duty to the world’s peoples, who 
are the ultimate source of its authority, if it 
allows itself to be reduced to a mere ‘‘static 
conference’’, whether on economic and social 
rights or on civil and political ones. 

The same applies to Hammarskjöld’s ex-
alted view of the ‘‘international civil serv-
ant’’, which he also pursued in that last an-
nual report, and in a lecture given that same 
summer at Oxford University. 

His argument here was that the people 
charged with carrying out the executive 
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functions of the United Nations could not be 
neutral in relation to the principles of the 
Charter. Nor could they be regarded, or al-
lowed to regard themselves, as nominees or 
representatives of their own nations. They 
had to represent the international commu-
nity as a whole. 

Here too, Hammarskjöld based his argu-
ment on a very careful reading of the Char-
ter itself—in this case Articles 100 and 10 1. 

Article 100 forbids the Secretary-General 
or any of his staff either to seek or to receive 
instructions from States, And Article 101 
prescribes ‘‘the highest standards of effi-
ciency, competence, and integrity’’ as ‘‘the 
paramount consideration in the employment 
of the staff’’. 

Once again, Hammarskjöld was arguing in 
the context of the Cold War, in which first 
one side and then the other had tried to in-
sist on the right to be represented, within 
the Secretariat, by people who were loyal to 
its political or ideological point of view. 

Again, the context has changed, and I am 
glad to say that States today, while ex-
tremely keen to see their nationals ap-
pointed to senior positions, no longer seek— 
or at least, not in the same way—to exercise 
political control over them, once appointed. 

But the principle of an independent inter-
national civil service, to which 
Harnmarskjöld was so attached, remains as 
important as ever. Each successive Sec-
retary-General must be vigilant in defending 
it, even if, on occasion, changing times re-
quire us to depart from the letter of his 
views, in order to preserve the spirit. 

To give just one example: Hammarskjöld 
insisted that the bulk of United Nations staff 
should have permanent appointments and ex-
pect to spend their whole career with the 
Organisation. 

That may have been appropriate in his 
time. It is less so now that the role of the 
United Nations has expanded, and more than 
half of our employees are serving in missions 
in the field. This is a development which 
Hammarskjöld would surely have welcomed, 
since it reflects a transition from the ‘‘static 
conference’’ model to the ‘‘dynamic instru-
ment’’ model which he so strongly believed 
in. 

But what is clear is that his ideal of the 
United Nations as an expression of the inter-
national community, whose staff carry out 
decisions taken by States collectively rather 
than bending to the will of any one of them, 
is just as relevant in our times as in his. 

And that, of course, has very important 
implications for the role of the Secretary- 
General himself. 

Hammarskjöld pointed out that Article 99 
of the Charter—which allows the Secretary- 
General, on his own initiative, to bring mat-
ters to the Security Council’s attention 
when in his view they may threaten the 
maintenance of international peace and se-
curity—makes him clearly a political rather 
than a purely administrative official. 

In practice, successive Secretaries-Gen-
eral, including Hammarskjöld, have invoked 
this article very sparingly. I myself have 
never yet found it necessary to do so. But 
the fact that the Secretary-General has this 
power crucially affects the way he is treated 
by the Security Council, and by the Member 
States in general. 

Few people now question the responsibility 
of the Secretary-General to act politically, 
or to make public pronouncements on polit-
ical issues. 

In fact, the boot today is if anything on 
the other foot: I find myself called on to 
make official statements on almost every-
thing that happens in the world, from royal 
marriages to the possibility of human 
cloning! 

I do my best to satisfy this demand with 
due respect for the decisions of the Security 
Council and General Assembly. But those 
bodies would find it very strange if on each 
occasion I sought their approval before open-
ing my mouth! 

Their members can, and do, take exception 
to some of my statements—and thank good-
ness they do. There must be freedom of 
speech for governments, as well as for inter-
national officials! But they do not question 
my right to make such statements, accord-
ing to my own understanding of the purposes 
and principles of the United Nations as set 
out in the Charter. 

No doubt Dag Hammarskjöld would also 
disagree with some of the specific positions I 
have taken. But I suspect he would envy me 
the discretion I enjoy in deciding what to 
say. And I have no doubt he would strongly 
endorse the principle that the Secretary- 
General must strive to make himself an au-
thentic and independent voice of the inter-
national community. 

What he might not have foreseen is the 
way our concept of that community has de-
veloped in recent years. In his time it was es-
sentially a community of separate nations or 
peoples, who for all practical purposes were 
represented by States. 

So if we go back to the things about to-
day’s world that we would have to explain to 
him, if he unexpectedly joined us now, prob-
ably the most difficult for him to adjust to 
would be the sheer complexity of a world in 
which individuals and groups of all kinds are 
constantly interacting—across frontiers and 
across oceans, economically, socially and 
culturally—without expecting or receiving 
any permission, let alone assistance, from 
their national governments. 

He might well find it difficult to identify 
the precise role, in such a world, of a body 
like the United Nations, whose Charter pre-
supposes the division of the world into sov-
ereign and equal States, and in which the 
peoples of the world are represented essen-
tially by their governments. 

He might find that difficult—and if so, he 
would not be alone! But I am convinced he 
would relish the challenge. And I am sure he 
would not stray from his fundamental con-
viction that the essential task of the United 
Nations is to protect the weak against the 
strong. 

In the long term, the vitality and viability 
of the Organization depend on its ability to 
perform that task, by adapting itself to 
changing realities. That, I believe, is the big-
gest test it faces in the new century. 

How would Hammarskjöld approach that 
task? 

First of all he would insist, quite correctly, 
that States are still the main holders of po-
litical authority in the world, and are likely 
to remain so. Indeed, the more democratic 
they become—the more genuinely represent-
ative of, and accountable to, their peoples— 
the greater also will be their political legit-
imacy. And therefore it is entirely proper, as 
well as inevitable, that they will remain the 
political masters of the United Nations. 

He would also insist, I am sure, on the con-
tinuing responsibility of States to maintain 

international order—and, indeed, on their 
collective responsibility, which their leaders 
solemnly recognised in last year’s Millen-
nium Declaration, ‘‘to uphold the principles 
of human dignity, equality and equity at the 
global level’’. 

And he might well say that, with a few 
honourable exceptions, the more fortunate 
countries in this world are not living up to 
that responsibility, so long as they do not 
fulfill their longstanding commitments to 
much higher levels of development assist-
ance, to much more generous debt relief, and 
to duty- and quota- free access for exports 
from the least developed countries. 

But then he would also see that his own 
lifetime coincided, in most countries, with 
the high watermark of State control over 
the lives of citizens. And he would see that 
States today generally tax and spend a 
smaller proportion of their citizens’ wealth 
than they did 40 years ago. 

From this he might well conclude that we 
should not rely exclusively on State action 
to achieve our objectives on the inter-
national level, either. 

A great deal, he would think, is likely to 
depend on non-State actors in the system— 
private companies, voluntary agencies or 
pressure groups, philanthropic foundations, 
universities and think tanks, and, of course, 
creative individuals. 

And that thought would surely feed into 
his reflection on the role of the United Na-
tions. 

Can it confine itself, in the 21st century, to 
the role of coordinating action by States? Or 
should it reach out further? 

Is it not obliged, in order to fulfill the pur-
poses of the Charter, to form partnerships 
with all these different actors? To listen to 
them, to guide them, and to urge them on? 

Above all, to provide a framework of 
shared values and understanding, within 
which their free and voluntary efforts can 
interact, and reinforce each other, instead of 
getting in each other’s way? 

Perhaps it is presumptuous of me to sug-
gest that this would be part of 
Hammarskjöld’s vision of the role of the 
United Nations in the 21st century—because 
it is, of course, my own vision. 

No doubt if he were alive today he would 
offer us something nobler and more pro-
found. 

But I like to think, Ladies and Gentlemen, 
that what I have just described would find 
some place in it. 

Thank you very much. 

f 

HONORING MS. GARLAND MILLER 

HON. CONSTANCE A. MORELLA 
OF MARYLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 25, 2001 

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, I have a 
longstanding commitment to supporting 
women who venture out into the professional 
world. Today, I ask my colleagues to join me 
in recognizing and honoring a constituent, Ms. 
Garland Miller, as a woman who has had im-
mense success in founding and running her 
own company. 

Ms. Miller is the President of Schoolfield 
and Associates, a highly successful book-
keeping and association management firm in 
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