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NATO has any veto right over which 
country or countries the alliance will 
invite to membership. 

Most particularly this statement ap-
plies to the three Baltic states—Lith-
uania, Latvia, and Estonia—and Rus-
sia’s evident opposition to their joining 
NATO. 

It would be totally unacceptable to 
grant Russia any such veto. Let us not 
forget the history of the last 61 years. 

In 1940, Moscow rigged bogus ‘‘invita-
tions’’ from the three independent Bal-
tic states to be incorporated by the So-
viet Union. I am proud as an American 
that this country for more than 50 
years never recognized this illegal an-
nexation. 

Following annexation, and during the 
ensuing 5 years, the Soviets murdered 
thousands of Baltic citizens and de-
ported thousands more to deepest Sibe-
ria. Guerilla warfare against the occu-
piers erupted in the forests of all three 
countries, with the last anti-Soviet 
partisan in Lithuania not surrendering 
until the 1960s. 

Despite their heroic struggle, the 
Baltic peoples had to endure the iron 
repression of Soviet communism for 
half a century. Now, in the wake of the 
collapse of the Soviet Union, all three 
Baltic countries are full-fledged democ-
racies that are developing their civil 
societies and free-market economies. 

After Lithuania, Latvia, and Estonia 
suffered the 51 years of Soviet-inflicted 
brutalities, it would be morally gro-
tesque to deny them the fundamental 
right to choose their own system of se-
curity that is accorded to every other 
European country. This would be the 
ultimate ‘‘double whammy,’’ in essence 
saying, ‘‘since you suffered so much, 
you may not ensure your safety in the 
future!’’ 

No, Mr. President, we must never re-
peat, even by inference, the infamous 
Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact of 1939, which 
carved up northeastern Europe between 
Stalin and Hitler: There must be no 
more ‘‘red lines’’ in Europe. 

Russia, with which I sincerely hope 
we can develop a harmonious and pro-
ductive relationship, must understand 
that NATO enlargement in general, 
and a Baltic dimension to enlargement 
in particular, pose absolutely no threat 
whatsoever to Russia. With several of 
its high-ranking military officers per-
manently attached to NATO and 
SHAPE, Russia must know that the old 
Soviet propaganda was a deliberate lie. 
NATO is, and always was, a purely de-
fensive alliance. 

I believe that President Bush and 
Secretary of State Powell are correct 
in saying that it is premature at this 
time to ‘‘name names’’ of countries to 
be invited to NATO membership at the 
Prague Summit. The Alliance has laid 
out a detailed procedure for qualifying 
for membership. Most importantly, in 
the spring of 2002 NATO must make a 
third evaluation of each country’s 
membership action plan or ‘‘MAP.’’ 

But it is no secret that some coun-
tries are making significant progress 
militarily, politically, economically, 
and socially. Slovenia, I believe, is al-
ready eminently qualified for NATO 
membership. Unless it lapses into over- 
confidence during the next year, it 
should be a shoo-in in Prague. 

Lithuania has apparently done re-
markably well in fulfilling its MAP, 
and its neighbors, Latvia and Estonia, 
are also coming on strong. The legal 
status and treatment of the Russian 
minority in all three countries now is 
in full compliance with international 
standards. As long as lingering rem-
nants of bigotry in the Baltic states 
continue to be erased by democratic 
education and practice, the political 
requirements for NATO membership 
should be met. 

Slovakia, after having lost precious 
time under the populist administration 
of Vladimir Meciar, now has a demo-
cratic government that is also making 
giant strides toward membership. Its 
national elections in the fall of 2002 
will be decisive in proving to NATO 
that this progress is permanent. 

The southern Balkans, of course, are 
strategically the most important area 
for NATO enlargement. Romania and 
Bulgaria are potentially vital members 
for the Alliance. Both countries have 
overcome various kinds of misrule and 
are also making progress. Other aspi-
rant countries in the southern Balkans 
are more long-term candidates. 

In 1998, I had the privilege of being 
floor manager for the successful Senate 
ratification of the legislation admit-
ting Poland, Hungary, and the Czech 
Republic to NATO. I look forward to 
playing the same role in 2003 for the 
admission of one or more of the current 
candidate countries. 

f 

THE GROWING WEB OF SUSPICION 
OF ASIAN AMERICANS 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
would like to take this opportunity to 
indicate my deep concern about what I 
perceive to be increasing bias in the 
United States toward Asian Americans 
and Chinese Americans in particular. 

In recent years, we have seen those 
on the far right and the far left of the 
political spectrum raise allegations 
without proof, distort facts, and make 
it impossible to refute insinuations. 
Thus, a web of suspicion is woven 
about the loyalties of Asian Americans 
to the United States. 

This has created an atmosphere of 
anti-Asian American and anti-Chinese 
American sentiment: a House Select 
Committee report on National Security 
(although widely debunked as without 
foundation); the botched Wen Ho Lee 
investigation; the recent incident with 
Representative DAVID WU; the attacks 
against U.S. Secretary of Labor Elaine 
Chao; hate crimes against Asian Amer-
icans; and the attacks against former 
California State Treasurer Matt Fong. 

These examples—and others—have 
contributed to a troubling and negative 
stereotyping of Asian-Americans. 

Evidence of this comes from a recent 
Yankelovich survey which asserts: 68 
percent of Americans now have a some-
what negative or very negative atti-
tude toward Chinese Americans; one in 
three now believe that Chinese Ameri-
cans are more loyal to China than to 
the United States; nearly half of all 
Americans—or 46 percent—now believe 
that Chinese-Americans passing secrets 
to China is a problem; and 34 percent 
believe that Chinese Americans now 
‘‘have too much influence’’ in the U.S. 
high technology sector. 

Tragically, the unfounded suspicions 
about the loyalties of Asian Americans 
has itself created a sense of unease 
among the Asian American commu-
nity. 

According to Asian American focus 
groups conducted for the Committee of 
100 during January 2001, Asian Ameri-
cans believe that too many Americans 
see them as foreigners or as ‘‘perma-
nent aliens.’’ 

Increasingly, Chinese-Americans 
with contacts, family, friendships or 
business connections in China are la-
beled disloyal to the United States 
simply because of their ethnic back-
ground and heritage. 

The sentiment seems to be that you 
can’t be both Chinese-American and a 
loyal American as well. 

Now that is not what America is all 
about. 

Sadly, our Nation has a long history 
of discrimination against Americans of 
Asian and Pacific Island ancestry. 
Without a doubt, Asian Americans 
have suffered from unfounded and dem-
agogic accusations of disloyalty. 

Americans of Asian and Pacific Is-
land descent have been subjected to 
discriminatory laws that have pre-
vented their right to become, and be 
seen as, Americans: 

The Chinese Exclusionary Act of 1882 
barred the immigration of Chinese la-
borers. 

In 1907, the ‘‘Gentleman’s Agree-
ment’’ between the United States and 
Japan limited Japanese immigration 
to the United States. 

A 1913 California law erected barriers 
to prevent Asian Americans from be-
coming land-owners. 

The Immigration Act of 1917 prohib-
ited immigration from nearly the en-
tire Asia-Pacific region. 

The National Origins Act of 1924 
banned immigration of persons ineli-
gible for citizenship. 

Asian Americans were not able to be-
come citizens of the United States for 
over 160 years and the Supreme Court 
consistently upheld laws prohibiting 
citizenship for Asians and Pacific Is-
landers with the last of these laws not 
repealed until 1952. 

The Tydings-McDuffie Act of 1934 
limited the number of Filipino immi-
grants to 50 per year. 
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During World War II, we witnessed 

one the worst acts of discrimination 
against any group of Americans, the 
internment of 120,000 patriotic and 
loyal Americans of Japanese ancestry. 

Despite the fact that their family 
members were being denied their basic 
rights as Americans, many young Jap-
anese Americans volunteered to fight 
for their country and they did so with 
bravery, honor, and valor. 

The record of the U.S. Army’s 100th 
Battalion and 442nd Infantry Combat 
Group speaks for itself and is without 
equal: 18,000 individual decorations 
awarded including 52 Distinguished 
Service Crosses, 560 Silver Stars, and 
9,480 Purple Hearts. 

The record of the 442nd Combat 
Group made up of Japanese American 
soldiers, including our esteemed col-
league Senator DANIEL INOUYE is un-
usual: They were the most decorated 
unit of its size in the Army during 
World War II, yet only one member 
until last year received the Medal of 
Honor when Senator INOUYE finally re-
ceived his long overdue recognition. 

Throughout U.S. history Asian Amer-
icans have been subjected to discrimi-
natory actions, including the prohibi-
tion of individuals from owning prop-
erty, voting, testifying in court or at-
tending school with other people in the 
United States. 

It is long past time to turn the page 
on this chapter of our Nation’s history. 

And I am appalled that in recent 
years some have resorted to negative 
stereotypes to question the integrity of 
an entire community. 

Tragically, this rising tide in dis-
crimination has contributed to a grow-
ing number of crimes; hate crimes 
against Asian Americans. 

According to the National Asian Pa-
cific American Legal Consortium, 
there were 486 reported incidents of vi-
olence against Asian Americans in the 
latest figures available for 1999, an in-
crease from the 429 incidents in 1998. 

This upward trend is even more trou-
bling because it is contrary to the find-
ing reported by the Department of Jus-
tice’s 1999 crime victimization report 
that violent crime rates had fallen by 
10 percent during this same period. 

Who can forget the harrowing photos 
in August of 1999 of pre-school children 
holding hands while fleeing the North 
Valley Jewish Community center when 
a white supremacist walked into their 
school and opened fire? 

Later that day, the perpetrator shot 
and killed Joseph Ileto, a Filipino- 
American postal worker. Ileto was a 
kind hearted and unselfish man who 
was simply in the wrong place at the 
wrong time and slain because of his 
skin color. 

In May 1999, a Japanese American 
store owner was shot in Chicago, Illi-
nois by a gunmen seeking out ethnic 
targets. 

In July 1999, Benjamin Smith, a 21- 
year-old college student, went on a 

three day shooting rampage in Illinois 
and Indiana, killing one Korean Amer-
ican, one African American, and injur-
ing nine others—Jews, Asian Ameri-
cans, and African Americans. 

These examples are just the tip of the 
iceberg when it comes to hate crimes 
against Asian Americans. 

And make no mistake about it, these 
attacks are in part fueled by the anti- 
Asian sentiment that lingers in our so-
ciety today. 

Even with the strides we have made 
in combating hate crimes thus far, 
Asian American groups report that 
these crimes are still frequently under- 
reported and therefore the ‘‘real’’ num-
bers of these incidents is unclear. 

According to the Asian Law Caucus’s 
Interim Executive Director Frank Tse: 

The invisibility of Asian Pacific Americans 
has real detrimental effects. If law enforce-
ment does not perceive that we are suscep-
tible to hate crimes, then they are more 
likely to overlook the red flags at a crime 
scene. We have seen this firsthand. The re-
sult is that perpetrators are not prosecuted, 
victims do not receive appropriate assistance 
and the under reporting continues. 

The rising tide of anti-Asian Amer-
ican attitudes that can lead to these 
sorts of tragic incidents are all too 
often aided and abetted by those in 
government and the media who ought 
to know and act better. 

Many Chinese-Americans, for exam-
ple, feel that the Report of the House 
Select Committee on U.S. National Se-
curity and Military/Commercial Con-
cerns with the People’s Republic of 
China promoted an atmosphere of sus-
picion about the loyalty of Chinese 
Americans to their country. 

The House Committee report as-
serted that: 

Threats to national security can come 
from PRC scientists, students, business peo-
ple, or bureaucrats, in addition to profes-
sional civilian and military intelligence op-
erations. 

The PRC also tries to identify ethnic Chi-
nese in the United States who have access to 
sensitive information, and sometimes is able 
to enlist their cooperation in illegal tech-
nology or information transfers. 

It is estimated that at any given time 
there are over 100,000 PRC nationals who are 
either attending U.S. universities or have re-
mained in the United States after graduating 
from a U.S. university. These PRC nationals 
provide a ready target for PRC intelligence 
officers and PRC Government controlled or-
ganizations, both while they are in the 
United States and when they return to the 
PRC. 

In light of the number of interactions tak-
ing place between PRC and U.S. citizens and 
organizations over the last decade as trade 
and other forms of cooperation have 
bloomed, the opportunities for the PRC to 
attempt to acquire information and tech-
nology, including sensitive national security 
secrets, are immense. 

Although it is true that the Chinese 
Intelligence sources utilize these tech-
niques, many Chinese-Americans feel 
that these sorts of broad-brush allega-
tions create an atmosphere where all 

Asian Americans fall under a cloud of 
suspicion. 

The report seems to suggest, for ex-
ample, that because the PRC may try 
to recruit some ethnically Chinese sci-
entists in the U.S., all ethnic Chinese 
are under suspicion. 

A review of the Report by Stanford 
University’s Center for International 
Security and Cooperation concluded 
that the Report was inflammatory, in-
accurate, and damaging to U.S.-China 
Relations. 

Its principal editor, Dr. Michael May, 
argued that the Report alleged that 
‘‘essentially all Chinese visitors to the 
United States are potential spies. This 
has cast a cloud of suspicion over both 
foreign and Asian-born U.S. staff mem-
bers of U.S. companies.’’ 

Many Chinese and Asian American 
groups have written to me to express 
their concerns about the impact the in-
sinuations and unfounded allegations 
of the Report have had on Chinese and 
Asian Americans. In a May 21st letter 
to the Editor and Chief of the Los An-
geles Times, John Fugh, a retired Chi-
nese-American Major General with 33 
years of service in the U.S. Army and 
its former Judge Advocate General, 
wrote: 

The impact of this inflammatory report 
has created an environment in which many 
Chinese and Asian Americans have had their 
loyalty questioned based on their ethnicity, 
especially in the defense sector. 

The Asian Law Alliance of San Jose 
noted that the allegations of the Re-
port ‘‘led to a broad-based hysteria 
that detrimentally impacted Asian 
American scientists working to sup-
port U.S. research and development.’’ 

The Organization of Chinese Ameri-
cans argued that the ‘‘report and the 
false impression it gave the American 
public had serious repercussions on the 
careers of Chinese Americans at some 
government agencies and in some in-
stances, private industry.’’ 

Now I would like to speak about 
some people who may well have been 
targeted because they are Asian Ameri-
cans. 

Dr. Wen Ho Lee, an American citizen 
and nuclear scientist, formerly em-
ployed at the Los Alamos National 
Laboratory, was arrested in 1999 on 59 
charges ranging from violating the 
Atomic Energy Act of 1954 to mis-
handling classified data and held in 
solitary confinement for nine months 
before all charges were dropped except 
for one—downloading classified data 
onto his personal computer. I have 
been told that others at the lab also 
downloaded information but were not 
charged. 

Media reports and government infor-
mation portrayed him as a Chinese spy. 

After reviewing the facts of the case, 
I am convinced that whatever else may 
have been involved the case also had 
serious undertones of racial stereo-
typing that need to be examined close-
ly. 
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This is a man who had been held 

under the most extraordinary security 
conditions. Dr. Lee, a sixty-year old 
scientist at the time, was prohibited 
from outside contact, except for his 
immediate family, and shackled at the 
wrists, waist and ankles on the occa-
sions in which he was allowed to leave 
his cell. 

In an impassioned letter about the 
Wen Ho Lee case, one of my constitu-
ents expressed: 

As a Chinese American . . . I ask no more 
than what is due to every citizen of this 
country, namely, to be treated with respect 
and dignity. I resent those who would ques-
tion the loyalty of Chinese Americans any 
time a particular Chinese American is sus-
pected of an egregious act. In their haste to 
decry the alleged espionage by an individual, 
not only are these public officials and said 
media guilty of a rush to judgment but of 
tarring with a broad brush other American 
citizens who are guilty of nothing else other 
than having the same ethnicity of the sus-
pect. 

Instances like the Wen Ho Lee case 
engender a sense of disunity and divi-
sion within the community, which un-
dermines the basic tenets on which this 
nation was founded. 

In another instance of how poisoned 
this atmosphere has become, Oregon 
U.S. Representative DAVID WU was re-
cently nearly denied entry into the De-
partment of Energy building in Wash-
ington, DC because guards questioned 
whether he was an American citizen. 

After Representative WU and an aide 
arrived, a guard refused to recognize 
his Congressional identification and 
asked three times whether the two 
were U.S. citizens. 

Eventually, the two were allowed 
entry by a supervisor but this incident 
indicates the web of suspicion sur-
rounding all Asian Americans, and 
even those that are elected to Con-
gress. 

Following the incident, Representa-
tive WU wrote U.S. Energy Secretary 
Spencer Abraham: 

I am disturbed that yesterday’s incident is 
the tip of an iceberg, an indicator of a much 
larger problem at DOE which maybe dam-
aging our national security. 

Representative WU has asked Sec-
retary Abraham to review employment 
practices and operating procedures to 
prevent future discrimination against 
employees of Asian descent. I join with 
Representative WU in this important 
request. 

Lastly, in recent months, a distin-
guished public servant currently the 
Secretary of Labor, has been harshly 
and unfairly attacked and her loyalty 
questioned because, as a Chinese-Amer-
ican, she has knowledge of China, has 
met with Chinese business people, citi-
zens, and leaders. 

This is yet another case in which eth-
nic background appears to be sufficient 
grounds to question someone’s patriot-
ism, someone’s business activities, and 
in this case, even the conduct of Elaine 
Chao’s husband as a U.S. Senator. 

Another troubling incident involves 
the case of Matt Fong, a former Treas-
urer of the State of California and a 
former Lieutenant colonel in the U.S. 
Air Force, who has been nominated as 
Under Secretary of the Army and has 
had his loyalty to our nation ques-
tioned. 

As it transpires, Mr. Fong unknow-
ingly accepted some funds which he 
should not have in order to retire debt 
from his 1994 campaign for California 
treasurer from Ted Sioeng, an Indo-
nesian businessman. 

But when Mr. Fong discovered that 
some of these funds came from 
Sioeng’s personal account, he imme-
diately returned the money. There 
were legitimate questions raised about 
the Sioeng donation but Matt Fong did 
the right thing when he found out: He 
returned the money. 

I am sad to say that questionable 
campaign contributions of this sort 
occur more often than they should, 
from people of all ethnicities and back-
grounds. That is one of the reasons why 
campaign finance reform is so essen-
tial. 

So why in this case are there some 
who still raise questions about Mr. 
Fong’s loyalty, suggesting that be-
cause of this contribution, which some 
believe may have originated with the 
Chinese government, Mr. Fong may 
represent a security risk? 

There is no evidence that the funds 
to Mr. Fong originated with the Chi-
nese government, or that the contribu-
tion represents an effort by the Chinese 
government to ‘‘buy’’ Mr. Fong. But 
because of Mr. Fong’s ethnicity, just 
leveling the allegation creates an envi-
ronment of suspicion which by its na-
ture is difficult to refute. 

All is insinuation, and I am loath to 
say that it appears that it can only be 
for one reason why these questions 
have been raised: Mr. Fong’s ethnicity. 

As Karen Narasaki, President and 
Executive Director of the National 
Asian Pacific American Legal Consor-
tium put it: 

Fong’s mother served as California Sec-
retary of State for many years and Fong 
himself has served his country, both in the 
Air Force and as California State Treasurer. 
To question his loyalty to the U.S. is the 
worst sort of racial profiling. 

I am disappointed that there are 
many who appear to believe that it is 
still acceptable to attack Asian Ameri-
cans. This is completely unacceptable 
in America. 

All Americans should be highly of-
fended by the negative stereotypes and 
media coverage of Asian-Americans 
who have made profound contributions 
to our nation. 

How can we question the loyalty of 
any American because of his or her 
race or ethnic background? To put it 
simply, this is un-American and must 
be stopped. 

We all need to work together to raise 
awareness about the positive contribu-

tions all Asian Americans have made 
to every aspect of life here in the 
United States, and of the sacrifices 
they have made in defense of this coun-
try. 

We must redouble our efforts to 
eliminate racial stereotypes that 
strike at the heart of American values 
and shame us all. 

f 

LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT ACT 
OF 2001 

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. President, 
I rise today to speak about hate crimes 
legislation I introduced with Senator 
KENNEDY in March of this year. The 
Local law Enforcement Act of 2001 
would add new categories to current 
hate crimes legislation sending a sig-
nal that violence of any kind is unac-
ceptable in our society. 

I would like to describe a terrible 
crime that occurred September 28, 1994 
in Las Vegas, NV. A gay man, Scott 
Grundy, 30, was shot to death. Aaron 
Vandaele, 19, was charged with murder, 
robbery, burglary, and grand larceny 
after he allegedly said he planned to 
visit a gay bar to rob a homosexual. 

I believe that Government’s first 
duty is to defend its citizens, to defend 
them against the harms that come out 
of hate. The Local Law Enforcement 
Enhancement Act of 2001 is now a sym-
bol that can become substance. I be-
lieve that by passing this legislation, 
we can change hearts and minds as 
well. 

f 

THE VERY BAD DEBT BOXSCORE 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, at the 
close of business yesterday, Wednes-
day, June 20, 2001, the Federal debt 
stood at $5,641,023,159,870.17, five tril-
lion, six hundred forty-one billion, 
twenty-three million, one hundred 
fifty-nine thousand, eight hundred sev-
enty dollars and seventeen cents. 

One year ago, June 20, 2000, the Fed-
eral debt stood at $5,653,560,000,000, five 
trillion, six hundred fifty-three billion, 
five hundred sixty million. 

Five years ago, June 20, 1996, the Fed-
eral debt stood at $5,108,536,000,000, five 
trillion, one hundred eight billion, five 
hundred thirty-six million. 

Ten years ago, June 20, 1991, the Fed-
eral debt stood at $3,493,082,000,000, 
three trillion, four hundred ninety- 
three billion, eighty-two million. 

Fifteen years ago, June 20, 1986, the 
Federal debt stood at $2,039,809,000,000, 
Two trillion, thirty-nine billion, eight 
hundred nine million, which reflects a 
debt increase of more than $3.5 trillion, 
$3,601,214,159,870.17, three trillion, six 
hundred one billion, two hundred four-
teen million, one hundred fifty-nine 
thousand, eight hundred seventy dol-
lars and seventeen cents during the 
past 15 years. 
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