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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Monday, January 14, 1991

The House met at 12 noon.

The Chaplain, Rev. James David
Ford, D.D., offered the following pray-
er;

We have known from our earliest
days, O God, that we can lift up our
voices in prayer and thanksgiving to
You for Your good gifts to us, In the
gpirit of unity and as one body we pray
today for the gift of peace.

As You have created each person of
every land and culture with Your
breadth of life and sustain every person
with Your spirit, 8o cause the leaders
of the nations to see ways to be peace-
makers so that all people will experi-
ence the fullness of life and not the
tragedy of conflict.

Bless all who serve—the diplomats
and the armed gervices and all those in
danger.

May Your mighty power for justice,
O God, that created the whole world, be
seen in the present strife and may Your
good Word, which gives assurance and
strength, be with us all. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The BPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day's pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I the Jour-
nal stands approved.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The BPEAKER. Will the gentleman
from California [Mr. LAGOMARSINO]
come forward and lead the House in the
Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. LAGOMARSINO led the Pledge
of Allegiance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United Btates of America, and to the Repub-
1o for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

A WARNING TO THE SOVIETS:
HANDS OFF LITHUANIA

(Mr, LANTOS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, this is
the moment to send a clear, strong,
and unambiguous message to whom-
ever i in charge of the Soviet Union.
The civilized world can walk and chew
gum at the same time. Our prayerful
and serious focus on the Persian Gulf
can not—and will not—prevent us from
dealing with the outrage in Lithuania.

The blood of the 14 peaceful martyrs
in Vilnius {8 a clear warning to the re-

surgent Soviet old guard. The choice
they face is stark and inescapable. Des-
perately needed aid, trade, investment,
technology, and contact with the West
will cease if the Stalinist butchery con-
tinues. A disintegrating Soviet empire
cannot afford the luxury of replaying
the 1956 bloodshed of Budapest or the
1968 rape of Czechoslovakia.

The great accomplishments which we
have seen in the Soviet Union over the
past half decade—greater democracy,
political reform, a more open press,
contact with the outside world, in-
creased international respect—stand in
jeopardy.

This disgusting attempt to return to
the Stalinist nightmare must stop—
and it must stop now. The choice is
clear. The Soviet leaders can take the
path of Sakharov or the path of Stalin.

CONDEMNING SOVIET ACTIONS IN
LITHUANIA

(Mr. LAGOMARSINO asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Speaker,
while the very serious situation in the
Persian Gulf remains on the forefront
of our minds, where it should be, we
must not ignore the outrage in Lithua-
nia over this past weekend.

I condemn the Soviets' decision to
use military might—tanks and bul-
lets—to repress Lithuania’s prodemoc-
racy and proindependence forces. This
is not peristroika or glasnost at work.
Clearly, these events signal that the
positive reforms that have occurred in
the Soviet Union are not irreversible.
These negative trends indicate that
any aid we provide must have strings
attached to ensure such help fosters
real reforms, not subsidizes Communist
terror.

Just as Iraq's aggression and repres-
sion threaten our national security in-
terests and the promise for a more
prosperous, peaceful future, so too do
crackdowns in the Soviet Union.
Gorbachev and other Soviet authorities
need to know that we will not ignore
the troubling actions in Lithuania. So-
viet actions will directly affect our re-
lations today and tomorrow.

The crisis in Lithuania begs the ques-
tion, which is the real Mr. Gorbachev?
The Gorbachev who continued—in fact
expanded—the Afghanistan War, or the
Gorbachev who began reforms and won
the Nobel Peace Prize. I hope it is the
latter. The terror in the Baltics must
stop.
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SOVIET ARMY MUST WITHDRAW
FROM VILNIUS

(Mr. GEPHARDT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, men
and women of good will rise to protest
the return of terror and tyranny to
Lithuania at the hands of the Soviet
Army. I add my voice to this chorus of
anguish and anger.

The Soviet Army must withdraw
from Vilnius, and a free press and the
right to assemble freely in the Lithua-
nian Republic must he restored. The
use of force in a feckless attempt to ex-
tinguish the spark of freedom in the
Baltics will neither be sanctioned nor
ignored in Washington, in the West,
nor in the world.

At risk, in the short term, is any
movement to provide aid to the Gov-
ernment of the Soviet Union. More im-
portant, the larger risk is to the chang-
ing tides of history,

Americans want to move beyond cold
war confrontation. Freedom in Central
Europe, the approval of important
arms control agreements, the resolu-
tion of regional conflicts, and a new at-
titude of cooperation emerging from
Moscow substantially changed our re-
lations with the Soviet Union for the
better. Now is not the time to slide
backward.

We protest, and we demand an end, to
the drift toward authoritarianism in
the Soviet Union, an end to violence
against the Lithuanian people, an end
to brutality against their courageous
drive toward freedom.

LITHUANIANS HAVE BEEN
PERSECUTED FOR MANY YEARS

(Mr. SOLOMON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, let me
add my voice to those who have spoken
out this morning on the outrage and
the violence that is8 happening to the
brave Lithuanian people who have been
persecuted for so many years. We cer-
tainly hope that sanity prevails on
that issue.

The lead editorial in today's edition
of the Washington Post suggests that
the United States should extend formal
diplomatic recognition to the free gov-
ernments of Lithuania and the other
two Baltic nations, Latvia and Estonia.
That is an excellent place to start.

O This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., 01407 is 2:07 p.m.
Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor.
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I also believe that the United States
and the free countries of the world
must urgently reconsider their plans to
extend economic and technical assist-
ance to the Soviet Union. The Kremlin
should be put on notice that the free
world will not stand idly by as the as-
pirations of the Baltic peoples are
crushed.

We should not be party to any effort
of bailing out a Soviet Union which is
held together by force of arms. Lithua-
nia, Latvia, and Estonia were annexed
by the Soviet Union pursuant to a se-
cret agreement between Hitler and Sta-
lin. That was a crime against all hu-
manity.

The very same principle which is
today at stake in Kuwait has been at
stake in the Baltic nations for 50 years:
the right of small, independent nations
to exist in peace along side larger and
more powerful neighbors. A world in
which the small, sovereign states are
constantly at the mercy of ruthless,
ambitious neighbors is a world which
can degenerate into the law of the jun-
gle.

COMMENDING THE SPEAKER, MAJORITY LEADER,
AND MINORITY LEADER

Mr. Speaker, may I also take this op-
portunity to thank you personally and
to commend you, the majority leader,
and the Republican leader, the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. MICHEL], for
the high plane of debate that took
place in the last 3 days on the Persian
Gulf issue.

As John F. Kennedy has said, “Now
is the time for the American pecple to
rally together." I certainly hope that
we all do that.

We hope that the threat of war will
bring about peace in the Mideast, will
bring some sanity to that man called
Saddam Hussein.

And God bless our troops who are
serving there today.

The debate in Congress last Thurs-
day, Friday, and Saturday was worthy
of the highest traditions of this House.
It was a credit to every Member of this
body, and it reflected the sense of grav-
ity, anxiety, and responsibility that
weighs so heavily upon all of us.

Again, I thank Speaker FOLEY, Mr.
GEPHARDT, and Mr. MICHEL for their ef-
forts to make sure this critical issue of
war and peace was debated in an at-
mosphere of dignity, decorum, and non-
partisanship.

Now that the decision has been
made—and Congress has chosen to
stand with our President and our brave
men and women in the field—I trust
that we all unite as one. Politics does
indeed stop at the water’'s edge. Let us
go forward in unity.

We cannot controel the future, but we
can be prepared to deal with the chal-
lenges the future will bring. And while
each and every one of us abhors war in
all its forms, let us be mindful that
strength, preparedness, and the cour-
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age of our convictions will never let us
down—they are our only sure defense.

WE MUST WORK AS HARD AS WE
CAN TOWARD PEACE

(Mrs. SCHROEDER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, this
weekend at my office in Denver and
still today, there are many people very
concerned that have been camping out-
side and inside. They are very con-
cerned because they are watching
peace on Earth unravel.

They started with their deep concern
about watching us pellmell down this
superhighway to war on January 15
with more and more of the exit ramps
being closed off by us as well as the
other side and said, “Why? Why?"' In
the interim, they are now watching the
Baltics all turn into a bloody terror as
we see Gorbachev thinking he can get
by with this because we are now all fo-
cused on the gulf, and we see China
turning on many of the students that
they figure now we will not be focused
on.

I must say, too, that I think Gorba-
chev should either surrender his Peace
Prize or that the Nobel Peace Commit-
tee should reclaim it, that President
Bush should take back our aid and that
we should also ask the Saudis and oth-
ers to take back their aid if this con-
tinues.

I think we should be working as hard
as we can for peace. I think that is
what these people who are encamped in
Denver, CO, are trying to say. They do
not see us working toward peace. They
see us pellmelling toward war.

VIOLENCE IN LITHUANIA CANNOT
BE TOLERATED

(Mr. GIBBONS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, my re-
marks are directed to you and the
Chair and to the Members of the House,
but they are also directed to the Rus-
sian leaders.

Let them know that if the President
ever sends down a waiver of the Jack-
son-Vanik amendment so that freer
trade can exist with Russia there will
immediately be introduced a resolution
of disapproval and that it will probably
pass.

I am deeply disturbed by the violence
in the Baltic, particularly Lithuania. I
think it is a tragic mistake for the
Russian leaders to tolerate such, and
they should immediately move to put
an end to it.

It seems to me that if we have
learned anything from the history of
mankind it is that violence in this sort
of thing cannot be tolerated, and that
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acquiescence in this sort of movement
cannot be tolerated.

I want to add my strong voice and
pledge to this House that if the Presi-
dent ever sends down any kind of waiv-
er of Jackson-Vanik for freer trade
with Russia, it will be seriously exam-
ined in light of what is going on now in
Russia.

IN THE INFORMATION AGE THE
BIG LIE IS OBSOLETE

(Mr. RITTER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. RITTER. Mr. Speaker, the
bloody crackdown in Lithuania has
shocked the world at a time of global
agony over events in the Persian Gulf,
but cynical Soviet Communist hard-
liners seriously miscalculate if they
believe they can somehow hide their
actions behind the smokescreen of Per-
sian Gulf turmoil.

Soviet tanks crushed Hungary in 1956
during the Suez crisis, they crushed
Czechoslovakia in 1968 when there was
turmoil at the Democratic Convention,
they invaded Afghanistan in 1979, and
shortly thereafter Christmas, and a
crackdown on Poland in 1981 shortly
before Christmas.

But in this contemporary world of in-
stant telecommunications, electronic
newspaper publishing, global television
news and so much more, the Stalinist
strategy of news suppression will not
work. In the information age, the big
lie is obsolete. The global outrage is
enormous and will continue to be so.

Mikhail Gorbachev, in one way or an-
other, has thrown in his lot with those
who would turn back the clock. This is
conduct unbecoming of a Nobel laure-
ate.

According to prodemocracy forces, it
is his policies that seek to suppress the
independent movement. He is respon-
sible for those who implement the pol-
icy.

Mr. Gorbachev, Mr. President Gorba-
chev, if you have any wish to retain
any credibility, if you wish to be con-
sidered a Nobel Prize winner, you must
speak out against these heinous
crimes, otherwise return your Nobel
Prize.

People all over the world are saying,
“President Gorbachev, call back your
armored KGB troops. Call back your
tanks. Disband your phony salvation
committee which is really a KGB army
group. We are watching you, and our
expectations are high.”

CONDEMNING BRUTAL
REPRESSION OF LITHUANIA

(Mr. ANNUNZIO asked and was given
permission to address the House for
one minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)
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Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, I rise
to condemn last weekend’'s brutal re-
pression of unarmed protesters in Lith-
uania by Soviet troops.

I am now working with Congressman
RICHARD DURBIN to introduce legisla-
tion that will formally condemn these
acts of senseless violence. I am out-
raged that 13 people recently were
killed in Vilnius. Some of these vic-
tims were mercilessly crushed under
the tracks of Soviet tanks.

We as a Congress cannot stand by and
allow this violent crackdown to con-
tinue. We must let Mikhail Gorbachev
know that the future of United States
relations with his country could hinge
on his treatment of the Baltic repub-
lics.

Mr. Speaker, as I have pointed out in
the past, the time is overdue for the
United States to extend formal diplo-
matic recognition to the independent
nations of Lithuania, Latvia, and Esto-
nia. The United States must act now
and leave no doubt as to where we
stand on this crucial issue.

WE HOLD MIKHAIL GORBACHEV
RESPONSIBLE

(Mr. PORTER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, the at-
tention of the American people is obvi-
ously very carefully riveted on the sit-
uation in the Middle East where 400,000
young Americans wait in the sands for
a war that may now be unavoidable.

Perhaps the people in Moscow and
the Kremlin thought that we would not
pay attention, and that this was their
opportunity to repress the people of
Lithuania as well as the other Baltic
States. Over the weekend they mur-
dered 14 young Lithuanians and injured
150 in taking over the free radio station
and other means of public communica-
tion.

We hold Mikhail Gorbachev respon-
sible. We hold the people of the Soviet
Union responsible.

The United States will not tolerate
the deaths of people standing up for
their individual human rights and for
the independence and freedom of their
own nation, and if the people in the
Kremlin, whether it is Mr. Gorbachev
or others, believe that the United
States of America will provide aid in
the way of food, will provide economic
assistance and technological assistance
to the Soviet Union while they kill in-
nocent people striving for human free-
dom, they are wrong.

Unless immediately rectified, we
must remove trade preferences and as-
sistance, technical assistance and west-
ern credit without delay.

The world is watching what the So-
viet leadership and people will do to
rectify this terrible repression.
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PROTEST TO MR. GORBACHEV

(Mr, SCHEUER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
with a heavy heart to comment on
these grotesque outrages by Mr. Gorba-
chev, a man that we were coming swift-
ly to know, respect, and admire for the
rapid movement that he was leading
his people toward peace, openness,
glasnost, and perestroika. It is bitterly
disappointing to all Members who had
applauded that movement, and to all
Members who looked forward to hold-
ing out the hand of friendship to Mr.
Gorbachev and 290 million Soviet citi-
zens.

What a sad day.

I feel that unless Mr. Gorbachev has
a painful revelation of his conduct of
the last few days or weeks, our country
is going to have to reconsider the
steady progress that we were making
toward gradual disarmament, toward
chucking off expensive weapon systems
that we did not seem to need in the
post-cold-war era.

Are we in the post-cold-war era, or
are we not? We have been expressing
deep satisfaction with the fact that
perhaps, unwisely, we spent a trillion
dollars in arms facing off the Soviet
Union, and finally, defeated them. The
power of an idea, the power of democ-
racy, the power of freedom, the power
of free market forces that can provide
a far better way of life than anything
the Soviets have seen in the last 70
years.

Now, are these hopes to be crushed,
are we going to see a resurgence of de-
mands for B-2 bombers, for MX mis-
siles, for star wars? What a depressing
sight that is.

Mr. Gorbachev, I hope and pray that
you and your leadership will reassure
the world that this replay of the inva-
sion of Hungary in 1956 and Czecho-
slovakia in 1968 was just an aberra-
tional blip on the radar screen, and
that you will return to sanity, to
collegiality, and to peace. And that
you will help everyone continue divert-
ing vast resources from war to peace,
the resources that your country and
our country desperately need to serve
our people, to provide the standard of
living that they yearn for, and to pro-
vide them the peace and serenity that
they yearn for evermore.

Say it ain’t so, Joe. Say it ain't so,
Mikhail. Tell everyone that this was an
irrational, arbitrary blip on the
progress toward peace. Reassure every-
one that all of our hopes have not been
dashed.
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SOVIET EMPIRE WILL NOT CRUSH
DEMOCRACY

(Mr. ROHRABACHER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker,
the Soviets may believe that America
is so focused on the Persian Gulf that
we will not notice their brutal crimes
in Lithuania. Let there be no mistake,
we see the bloody treads of the Soviet
tanks and we will not stand idly by and
see the cause of democracy crushed in
Lithuania or any of the captive nations
of the Soviet empire.

The Soviet Union can not reverse the
progress that has been made in the So-
viet Union without drastic con-
sequences in its relations with the
United States. No credits, no wheat, no
new commercial ties, and certainly no
aid. We can have no normalization
without democratization. The Com-
munists cannot try to rebuild the Ber-
lin Wall and restore Stalinism and ex-
pect it will be business as usual.

We are making a stand in the Persian
Gulf but it will not diminish our com-
mitment to the people who are building
freedom in other parts of the world.

MAIL REFLECTS CONSTITUENTS’
THOUGHTS

(Mr. SANDERS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Speaker, this
morning I received two very interest-
ing letters in the mail. One came from
representatives and presidents of nine
different trade unions, representing
millions of American workers. It was a
copy of a letter that they sent to the
President of the United States, and
they said: ‘*Mr. President, give sanc-
tions an opportunity to work. Let’s not
rush into war.”

The leaders of these unions under-
stand very well that if, when a war
breaks out, that it will be working peo-
ple and poor people whose blood will be
spilled in the Persian Gulf. They under-
stand, also, that if a war breaks out
and this Nation spends hundreds of bil-
lions of dollars in fighting that war,
that it will be the tax dollars coming
from the working people who will pay
for that war, because the President and
much of the Congress is not terribly in-
terested in taxing those people who can
best afford to pay.

Ironically, a few minutes later, we
received a letter, also on the same
issue, and that is in strong support of
the President’s position. The people
who signed that letter are from the Na-
tional Association of Manufacturers,
from the American Bankers Associa-
tion and from the National Association
of Realtors, and the trade organiza-
tions of virtually every big business
company in America.
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Therefore, I think for those people
who are wondering about the war, it
might be interesting to understand
who is supporting the President, and
who is opposing the President.

LITHUANIAN ATROCITIES

(Mr. COUGHLIN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Speaker, the
idea of Soviet tanks crushing people in
Lithuania is revolting to all Americans
and all people in the free world. The
Soviet Union is a country that we have
sought to work with under the leader-
ship of President Gorbachev, but it is
impossible to work with a country that
practices that kind of oppression. We
must hold the Soviet leadership, and
indeed, President Gorbachev himself
responsible for the atrocities that are
being committed there, and that he
very clearly and very expressly dis-
avows those atrocities, that he very
clearly and expressly remove that kind
of Soviet oppression from the Baltic
States.

BALTIC PEOPLE DESERVE
FREEDOM

(Mr. JONES of Georgia asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. JONES of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
Vilnius, 1940; Budapest, 1956; Prague,
1968; Tiananmen Square, 1989; Kuwait
City, 1990, Vilnius, 1991.

Mr. Speaker, the rollcall of shame
continues as Soviet tanks attempted
yesterday to crush the flame of free-
dom in the Baltic States. It is time,
Mr. Speaker, it is past time, for the
faceless leadership in Moscow, or per-
haps I should say the two-faced leader-
ship in Moscow, to realize that the
path to freedom is irrevocable, that it
is time to bring the tanks and the
troops home. It is time to understand,
also, that United States-Soviet rela-
tionships, including economic aid, are
inextricably linked to human rights in
the Baltic States and elsewhere.

Mr. Speaker, the people of the Baltic
States believe in freedom. The people
of the Kremlin apparently do not. It is
from that truth that we must speak as
a Nation.

0O 1230

SOVIET REPRESSION IN THE
BALTICS

(Mr. McMILLEN of Maryland asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. McCMILLEN of Maryland. Mr.
Speaker, I rise today to express my
strong concern Bver the events of this
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past weekend in Lithuania, Estonia,
and Latvia.

The democratically elected Govern-
ment of Lithuania has come under
seige by the Red army, repressing their
fledgling democracy.

Mr. Speaker, no one knows at this
point whether President Gorbachev or-
dered these troops in. We do know that
there are 13 Lithuanians who were
killed and 140 wounded by the Soviet
assault.

President Gorbachev deserves the
support of the American people for ini-
tiatives in perestroika and glasnost,
but if the Soviet Union wants to par-
ticipate in the free world economy with
greater commodity credits, financial
assistance, and the waiver of Jackson-
Vanik, then it must begin to act like a
civilized nation.

The Soviet Union has repressed these
democracies and the Baltic people de-
serve better.

GORBACHEV MUST LISTEN

(Mr. FROST asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, all of us
bring our particular personal perspec-
tives and history to the way we view
events in the world. My family and my
wife's family came to this country
from Lithuania many years ago.

I personally have applauded the ef-
forts of the Soviet Union in recent
years toward reform. That process has
now come to an abrupt and bitter end.

Gorbachev must listen to the pleas of
the Members of this body today if he is
to expect the future cooperation and
the future aid and assistance of the
United States and of this Congress.

WHERE WAS GORBACHEV?

(Mr. COX of California asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. COX of California. Mr. Speaker, I
just watched on television as Mikhail
Gorbachev said, I found out about it
only afterward.”

It seems noboby knew about it. That
literally is the translation of what Mi-
khail Gorbachev had to say.

One wonders, where was Mikhail
Gorbachev on March 27, 1990, when film
footage of Soviet troops brutalizing
Lithuanian citizens who had taken
sanctuary in a Vilnius hospital was
confiscated at gunpoint from an ABC
television crew?

Where was Mikhail Gorbachev on
January 2, 1991, when Soviet special In-
terior Ministry forces, known as the
black berets, seized the press building
in the Latvian capital of Riga and par-
alyzed the production of the Republic’s
independent newspapers?
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And where was Mikhail Gorbachev on
January 9, 1991, when seven armored
personnel carriers and Soviet Interior
Ministry troops surrounded the Lithua-
nian TV and radio tower?

The President of Lithuania, Vytautas
Landsbergis, has tried to call Mikhail
Gorbacliev for days.

Gorbachev's response? He was having
lunch.

I think it is time that Mr. Gorbachev
gets up from his lunch, takes a look
around him, and realizes that the
international prestige he earned with
the Nobel Peace Prize is now in tatters,
and it is time the United States of
America let him know that there will
be no more aid or credit to the Soviet
Union while this disrespect for democ-
racy and human life continues.

SUPPORT OUR YOUNG MEN AND
WOMEN IN THE PERSIAN GULF

(Mr. DICKS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, I rise to-
day to express my support for the men
and women serving our Nation and
serving the international coalition in
Saudi Arabia.

Speaker FOLEY said it well when he
stated that as a nation we are ex-
tremely fortunate to have citizens will-
ing to serve our Nation in combat at
times such as this.

In September I had the opportunity
to wvisit Saudi Arabia and to meet
many of the courageous soldiers, sail-
ors and marines serving our country in
the gulf. Many come from my own dis-
trict in the State of Washington. I
want our servicemen and servicewomen
to know that Congress has properly de-
bated this issue and has decided to give
President Bush authority to use force
after January 15. Now that the debate
is over and a decision has been made
the Congress and the American people
stand solidly behind you.

The Nation is proud of your courage
and your determination to carry out
the President's orders as Commander
in Chief.

I still hope for a last minute diplo-
matic solution. If it does not come, the
Congress and the American people will
support, you in the difficult days ahead.

Our prayers, thoughts, and hopes are
with you.

THE BALTIC CRISIS

(Mr. MCEWEN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. MCEWEN. Mr. Speaker, I join in
the statements that have been made
about the current situation in the Bal-
tics and intend to take a 5-minute spe-
cial order in just a moment.
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But the statement by the distin-
guished gentleman from Florida [Mr.
GIBBONS] has prompted me to introduce
a resolution that I have prepared for a
later date, in which it codifies the
statements that the President had
made concerning aid to the Soviet
Union. I invite my colleagues to join
me in an expression of opposition to
any further aid to the Soviet Union
until there is a reduction in the Soviet
intercontinental continental ballistic
missiles, the ending of economic and
military aid to the Government of
Cuba, until there is a furtherance of
economic and legal reforms in the So-
viet Union and the oppressive Soviet
troops are removed from the Baltic na-
tions of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithua-
nia.

Mr. Speaker, the Soviet Union stole
those free nations without authority,
except approval from the tyrant, Adolf
Hitler.

The United States has never recog-
nized the oppression that has been
placed on those free nations. In fact,
the Lithuanian consulate still rep-
resents that independent government
prior to Stalin’s overrunning it in 1939.

I shall discuss what happened to
those free nations and why we in the
free world have a responsibility to hear
their cry now as Mikhail Gorbachev
has the venom and vicious audacity to
drive his tanks over the broken bodies
of these people.

L ————
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A COMBINATION OF BRUTALITY
AND HYPOCRISY

(Mr. WOLF asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, later on
today there will be a special order, but
I just wanted to rise publicly at the
outset to condemn the actions taken
by the Soviet Government. And it was
the Soviet Government. And also by
the Soviet military—and all you had to
do was watch CNN, ABC, NBC, CBS. It
was the Soviet military.

I heard an interview today on Na-
tional Public Radio, where a reporter
for Izvestia said basically it was a com-
bination of brutality and hypocrisy.
And it makes you think of the old Sta-
linist words and things that we
thought we had no longer seen, like
when the minister of interior went on,
he said they did not know what was
going on. Then they set up some Na-
tional Salvation Front, which was
nothing more than, as DON RITTER said,
a KGB operation. So it was like the
Keystone Cops, so obvious that it was
the men in the military behind some
loudspeaker. They expect us in the free
world to believe that, to believe that.

So I just want to make sure that this
Congress, Republicans and Democrats,
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the Bush administration, condemn un-

equivocally this. Then to have it go~

back to where you find the big lie, they
go on radio and television and they lie
about it when we know that what they
are saying is not true.

Mr. Gorbachev has to know that
there will be no opportunity, unless
this change is immediately made, for
most-favored-nation status, to change,
for economic aid, for all the things the
people in the West and the people in
the United States wanted to do, par-
ticularly the United States.

It will be very, very difficult to do
unless the tanks are pulled out, rolled
back and there is a public apology and
the people who did this are brought to
trial.

OAKAR URGES STRONG CON-
DEMNATION OF SOVIET MAS-
SACRE IN LITHUANIA

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
DooLEY). Under a previous order of the
House the gentlewoman from Ohio [Ms.
OAKAR] is recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Speaker, this week-
end tanks rolled into Vilnius and So-
viet paratroopers Kkilled at least 13
Lithuanians and wounded at least 140.
Leaders in Latvia and Estonia have re-
ceived reports that Soviet paratroopers
will put down the democracy move-
ments in their countries next.

So, Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong con-
demnation of the Soviet massacre in
Lithuania yesterday and to urge Presi-
dent Bush to instruct our Ambassador
to the United Nations to immediately
raise the issue in the Security Council.
The actions of the Soviet Union are a
clear act of aggression aimed against a
freely elected, democratic government
that declared its independence less
than a year ago. Our own country has
never recognized the incorporation of
Lithuania, nor indeed Latvia or Esto-
nia, into the Soviet Union. Putting So-
viet aggression before the U.N. Secu-
rity Council will reaffirm our commit-
ment to Baltic self-determination and
underline our abiding opposition to
their forced incorporation into the So-
viet Union. It will also send a consist-
ent message to the rest of the world
that Soviet aggression against the Bal-
tic States is no different, ultimately,
than Iraqi aggression against Kuwait.

The people of the United States ap-
plauded President Gorbachev’s policies
to restore freedom of expression to the
Soviet Union, to allow free enterprise
to emerge, to respect democratic elec-
tions. Although we disagreed strongly
with the Kremlin stand on self-deter-
mination for the Baltic States and
other republics, we were still prepared
to help their system reform itself be-
cause we believed in the general direc-
tion the Soviet Union was taking, This
stems from our own bedrock belief that
governments must take their just pow-
ers from the consent of those who are
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governed. This principle, enshrined in
our own Declaration of Independence,
has served us well. The energies of a
free society bring bounty, prosperity
and progress. The Soviet Union itself is
the best illustration of what results
when freedom is denied and govern-
ment rules by force. President Gorba-
chev recognized the bankruptey of such
a system and launched the perestroika
program that won him the Nobel Peace
Prize last year. It is extremely tragic
and heartbreaking that he now appears
to be turning back the clock to the
dark days of the Soviet past. If that is
the case, we must let him know that
our cooperation with him and with his
government cannot help but end.

The proper forum for our concerns, as
I indicated, is the U.N, Security Coun-
cil. It is there that the Soviet Union—
itself a permanent member of the Secu-
rity Council and our so-called partner
in confronting aggression in the Per-
sian Gulf—can answer the questions
that are raised about their actions. If
the wviolence against the citizens of
Lithuania was a rogue operation di-
rected by the military or KGB, the So-
viet Ambassador can repudiate it pub-
licly. President Gorbachev, for his
part, can remove those responsible
from their positions. While we confront
the question of yesterday's aggression,
we should raise the issue of the re-
moval of Soviet troops from Baltic
soil. Their continued presence makes a
mockery of our own nonrecognition
policy and serves as an insurmountable
impediment to Baltic self-determina-
tion.

Should the Soviets reject our posi-
tion with respect to the armed aggres-
sion in Lithuania, there are steps we
can take. Our own Export-Import Bank
now has a $300 million credit facility to
provide loan and trade guarantees to
the Soviet Union. It is being utilized
this very moment, with applications
pending and approvals in the pipeline.
This credit facility has been extended
to encourage Soviet reforms and liber-
alizations. The President can order an
immediate suspension of further appli-
cations subject to review of subsequent
Soviet behavior in the Baltics. Other
aid programs should be similarly sus-
pended. Our allies could be encouraged
to do the same.

What is at stake today is the shape of
the New World order that the President
has been talking about. Soviet actions
seem to indicate that the new shape
will look very much like the old. One
cannot help but recall, of course, the
brutal suppression of Hungarian Inde-
pendence in 1956 under cover of the
Suez crisis that year. We should also
recall that the consequences of Soviet
aggression against Hungary in 1956
were far more serious than Egypt's na-
tionalization of the Suez Canal.

More than a decade later, in Czecho-
slovakia, we remember what the Soviet
troops did in Czechoslovakia. And the
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list goes on and on. We need only think
of the cold war and its horrendous
costs and sacrifices. Today, as we
confront another crisis in the Middle
East, let us not forget that the reform
movement in the Soviet Union has a
long way to go. Our country cannot
have a double standard; an invasion is
an invasion whether it is Kuwait or
Lithuania.

We should encourage their leaders to
stay, with the same degree of
vocalness, to stay the course of reform,
but we must also be realistic. After all,
President Gorbachev and those he re-
lies on came up through the Com-
munist Party structure. The secret po-
lice, the army, and their strategic mis-
sile force remain intact. We need evi-
dence that the reform movement is dis-
mantling those institutions. Yester-
day’s viciousness in Lithuania sends
the opposite message.

The World Bank the International
Monetary Fund, the Organization for
Economic Cooperation and Develop-
ment, and the new European Bank re-
cently released an assessment of the
Soviet economy. The economists who
prepared the report had unprecedented
access to Soviet sources. Their conclu-
sion was blunt and very instructive:
Any aid to the Soviet Union should be
conditioned on sweeping reforms in
that country. Otherwise, the aid would
be wasted. Reform must begin with re-
spect for human and political rights,
what we commonly call freedom. Only
then can the energies of the people be
properly harnessed for economic well-
being. This freedom must include the
right for a nation like Lithuania to
live as a separate, independent state.
That is what the people want. It has
been our policy to recognize this condi-
tion for decades. We must reaffirm it
yet again to let President Gorbachev
know that his Government is making a
terrible mistake that will keep the
people mired in the poverty that
launched perestroika in the first place.
We must let him know there is a better
way and certainly by our own actions
encourage him to take it. We should
deal with him and the Soviet Union
economically and warn him there will
be no special deals. The President of
our country should not have a double
standard.

“What is your next move, Mr. Presi-
dent?”

Mr. Speaker, I here insert for the
RECORD an article that appeared in the
Washington Post National Weekly edi-
tion, entitled *“The Kremlin's Eco-
nomic Dilemma."”

The article referred to is as follows:

THE KREMLIN'S ECONOMIC DILEMMA

While the West has known for some time
that the Soviet economy is in serious trou-
ble, the full extent of its failures is only now
becoming visible. A new survey published a
week ago by four international agencies now
becomes the authoritative Western analysis.
A product of the new Soviet openness, it was
written by economists who have been given
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unprecedented access to Soviet sources.
They report total Soviet output to be about
one-tenth the United States—much lower
than the previous consensus—and declining
sharply. The Soviets are sliding into a real
depression.

This report was commissioned to answer
questions about aid for the Soviet Union and
how it might be given most effectively. The
leaders of the seven industrial democracries
disagreed about that at their summit meet-
ing last summer and asked for this joint as-
sessment by the four agencies; the World
Bank, the International Monetary Fund, the
Organization for Economic Cooperation and
Development and the New European Bank,
which is being set up explicitly to provide
Western help to the post-Communist econo-
mies.

Their answer is blunt. Aid ought to be
strictly conditioned, they say, on sweeping
reforms in the Soviet Union. Not only that,
but these reforms are going to have to be
carried out very fast if they are to have any
hope of success. There's no way to do it
gradually. Easier said than done, President
Gorbachev might reply, as he thinks about
Poland, where the government that tried
precisely that strategy has just been over-
whelmingly voted out of office. Radical re-
form isn’t a painless treatment.

In terms of aid, at present most of the
West is thinking above all about food. Those
photographs of empty shelves in the Moscow
stores as winter arrives have left a strong
impression. The four agencies' report con-
cedes that food aid could alleviate distress if
it could be delivered to the regions most in
need of it. But rapid reform could do more.

The Soviets have had a big harvest this
year, and the present shortages arise largely
from gross inefficiencies in processing and
distribution (and, although the report
doesn't mention it, hoarding). The Soviets'
food imports, it observes, are roughly equal
to their wastage and loss. The food shortages
alone make a powerful case for reform. Wast-
age of perishables accounts for perhaps 40
percent of the crop. Food prices have been
held constant since the early 1960s, through
a quarter of a century of inflation and rising
production costs. Returns to the producer
are poor, while the subsidies required to keep
prices low have built an uncontrollable defi-
cit into the state budget, speeding up the in-
flation rate.

This report gives excellent advice, but it
doesn’t help Mr. Gorbachev much. He knows
that reform is urgent. But he evidently
thinks that economic necessity may not be
politically possible. He fears an explosive
reacton if he abolishes food subsidies, as the
Poles did, and lets prices float up to market
levels. The real threats to the Soviet econ-
omy are not, utlimately, a matter of eco-
nomics.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the President to
be more vocal than he already has been
and to again bring this issue up today
in the Security Council of the United
Nations.

0O 1250

MR. GORBACHEV, WE KNOW WHAT
YOU'RE UP TO

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
DooLEY). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
MCcEWEN] is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. MCEWEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise
very reluctantly today. I had no inten-
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tion of speaking today on this issue
until Mr. Gorbachev decided to unleash
his tanks to run over the bodies of the
free people of Lithuania.

I have before me a brief sketch and
map of the Baltic region prior to 1938,
along with a couple of dates that I
think are important to consider when
looking at this issue.

It was discussed a great deal last
week, about Munich, in which the
whole world was looking at the aggres-
sion of Adolf Hitler, who was appar-
ently committed to making war upon
Europe. And on March 7, as we see
there, he violated the terms of the
peace agreement of World War I and
marched his tanks and armies into the
Rhineland. On March 13, 2 years later,
he then moved into Austria and took
over that free country.

At that time Winston Churchill and
others began to say very simply, “You
see that he has Czechoslovakia sur-
rounded on the north, he has them on
the west, he has them on the south.
He's going after Czechoslovakia.”

An entire world said three words,”
‘“‘Czechoslovakia means war. If he goes
after Czechoslovakia, it will mean
war."

And so, as he prepared to go into
Czechoslovakia, there was an agree-
ment that was made which Neville
Chamberlain went to Munich at Hit-
ler's invitation and agreed that certain
border changes would be made, that as
a result the western nations would not
declare war on Germany, and that we
would have, quote, peace in our time.

Mr. Speaker, that agreement was
signed at 2 o'clock on the morning of
September 30. Mr. Chamberlain re-
turned to London, was received by the
House of Commons, as I described in
my speech to this House on Saturday.

On March 15 of the following year
Hitler moved into Czechoslovakia, as
many predicted that he would. All dur-
ing April, May, June, and July the
question was, “When will he move
against Poland, and, if he moves
against Poland, what will be the re-
sponse of Russia and the other na-
tions?’ We were hopeful that the So-
viet Union, that Russia, would stand
united against this aggression that was
taking place in central Europe.

The world was stunned and shocked
to discover on August 24, 1939, that the
Soviet Union and Germany in secret
negotiations that have since been
named after their foreign ministers;
the foreign minister of Germany’s
name was Ribbentrop, and the foreign
minister of the Soviet Union was, as we
all know, Mr. Molotov, for whom the
Mototov cocktail is named, was used in
the 1960’s to bomb free installations
around the world. That is where you
have a gasoline bottle with a rag hang-
ing out, a Molotov. The Soviet foreign
minister, Mr. Molotov, and Mr. Ribben-
trop entered a secret agreement that
has since entered the annals of history
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called the Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact, a
nonaggression pact in which it was
agreed by that butcher, Adolf Hitler,
along with the butcher, Joseph Stalin,
that, if Hitler were to move into Po-
land, capture east Prussia and most of
Poland, that Estonia, Latvia, Lithua-
nia, and the border lands of Poland
would forever be ceded to the black
hole of the Soviet Union, and their
independence would be wiped off the
face of the map, and indeed this map is
dated as the map of Europe for 1938,
and one cannot find another map in
which Lithuania, and Latvia and Esto-
nia are identified as separate nations.

President Roosevelt refused to ac-
knowledge this rape of these Baltic
States. The United States to this day
has not acknowledged that those inde-
pendent nations belong behind the tyr-
anny of the Soviet Union.

In recent months there has been an
effort for them to attempt to assert
some degree of independence to elect
their own representatives. Stalin, of
course, just as Hitler did, Stalin, when
he marched his troops in there to cap-
ture these free nations, he immediately
decapitated all the leadership. He mur-
dered them en masse, he hauled them
off to the Soviet Union and has done
that now for 45 years.

There is a marvelous article, which
unfortunately I do not have time to
read at this point, but hopefully later
on today I might, in which it points
out what has happened to the leader-
ship of these nations under Soviet rule,
and I would encourage colleagues to
make note of the November 1990 Na-
tional Geographic in which it is point-
ed out here repeatedly how the leader-
ship of these nations has been on a sys-
tematic basis moved out of the nation
until it has been just left to be a total
tool of the Soviet Union. It has been
moved, the retired military Russians
have been moved in, in order to offset
the independent balance of those na-
tions.

But now in the last 24 hours, as they
were attempting to express their free
will, Mr. Gorbachev in Stalinist fash-
ion has rolled his tanks in. A week ago
in Latvia they went in and ripped out
all the independent presses. Anyone
who has a Xerox machine, anyone who
had any kind of press at all, was cap-
tured by the Soviet secret police, the
KGB.

Last night in Vilnius, the capital of
Lithuania, they rolled the tanks over
the people that were surrounding the
parliament building. They murdered at
least 13 of them. The pictures in to-
day’s New York Times and Washington
Post show the picture of the man lying
beneath the tank tracks, and over 100
have been shunted off to various hos-
pitals in an effort to maintain and keep
their lives.

Mr. Speaker, in 1939 the world did not
speak out adequately. We have learned
from that mistake. Even though the
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world's eyes were turned toward Ger-
many in 1939, Stalin thought he could
accomplish it. Today the world's eyes
are turned toward the Middle East, and

‘1 say, '"Mr. Gorbachev, we know what

you're up to, we see what you're doing,
and we will not sit idly by.”

ABSORPTION OF BALTIC STATES
LEGALLY UNTENABLE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Maryland [Mr. HOYER] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I follow
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
MCEWEN]. The message today will be
that the Congress on both sides of the
aisle speak with one voice. We articu-
late, I believe, the united voice of the
American public.

The previous speaker, the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. MCEWEN] gave us a re-
view of history. That is critical. It is
critical that we remember what has
happened in the past so that we are not
condemned to relive it.

The gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
MCEWEN] mentioned a number of dates:
August 23, 1939, Stalin and Hitler
signed a nonaggression pact. As Mr.
MCEWEN indicated, 1 month later there
were secret protocols which were
signed to that pact giving Stalin a free
hand in the Baltic States, independent,
free peoples. Two dictators, two mur-
derers, sat down at the table and di-
vided up what they thought would be
the spoils of war.

I will not repeat a number of other
dates that went between, but on De-
cember 23, 1989, just a little over a year
ago in the Soviet Union, newly emerg-
ing as a people that could discuss his-
tory with truth, a radical shift from
the prior 50 years in the Soviet Union.
On December 23, 1989, based on the
Yakovlev committee’s report, the So-
viet Congress of People’s Deputies, by a
vote of 1,432 to 252, adopted a resolu-
tion condemning the secret protocols
as, and I quote from the Soviet proto-
cols, “‘legally untenable and invalid.”

What conclusion could we draw from
that? It was that the absorption of
Lithuania, Latvia, and Estonia was le-
gally untenable in the words of the
Yakovlev committee’s report as over-
whelmingly supported and voted on by
the Congress of the People's Deputies.

We went through, Mr. Speaker, a se-
rious, somber difficult and, yes, for the
Members of this Congress and this
country, a gut-wrenching debate.
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And what was that debate about just
24 hours ago? It was, in the final analy-
sis, about the defense of freedom. It
was, in the final analysis, about inter-
national law. It was, in the final analy-
sis, as to whether people were going to
be able to live free in the New World
Order or live as they had so often in
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the past, under the heel of the dictator,
the heel of the military dictator.

Mr. Speaker, I rise as chairman of
the Commission on Security and Co-
operation in Europe, the Helsinki Com-
mission. In August 1975, Mr. Brezhnev
and Mr. Ford and the leaders of 33 of
the nations set their hands and seals to
documents that said we will resolve
differences in peaceful fashions.

That was, of course, subsequent to
Hungary. That was subsequent to the
Prague uprising. It was in affirmation
of the U.N. Charter, which said that we
will not by force of arms change the
will of the people, change borders, or
subject smaller nations to autocratic,
illegal, avaricious invasion by larger
and more militarily mighty neighbors.

That has happened, of course, in Ku-
wait and, as has been pointed out so
dramatically, is happening in Lithua-
nia. The tanks, the symbol in today's
world of the ability to invade, were
there. The picture on the front page of
the Washington Post shows a human
being, a Lithuanian, who speaks out
only for freedom and for the rights
that that citizen ought to enjoy under
the Helsinki final act, under the United
Nations Charter, and under that
Yakovlev Committee finding that the
taking of Lithuania was legally unten-
able, Mr. Gorbachev. It was legally un-
tenable. Your Congress of People’s Dep-
uties, 1,400 to 200, said it was legally
untenable. You should not be there.
You should withdraw. You say you did
not know. Legally untenable.

Mr. President, the Wall Street Jour-
nal on Friday, just 4 days ago, said
this. I quote from the Wall Street Jour-
nal of January 11, 1991: “Mr.
Gorbachev’s statement urged the re-
public’s government’—speaking of the
freely elected government of Lithua-
nia—*‘to abide by the Soviet constitu-
tion.” Legally untenably imposed upon
the free people of Lithuania. That is
what Yakovlev and his committee said.
That is what 1,400 members of the Con-
gress of People's Deputies said, not
Steny Hoyer, not the President of the
United States, not this Congress, but
the elected leaders of the Soviet Union
said, ‘“legally untenable."

Mr. Gorbachev said that nevertheless
they should abide by the Soviet con-
stitution—and listen to this—‘and
hinted that he was under pressure to
introduce direct presidential rule in
Lithuania. In a throwback to the rhet-
oric of the past, he accused Lithuania’s
leaders of ‘hiding behind the mask of
democracy and seeking to implement a
policy, the goal of which is to reestab-
lish a bourgeois regime and order.’”

I ask, my friends, could Joseph Sta-
lin have said it any more chillingly or
directly than that? Not only were the
actions of 1939 legally untenable, but
the actions of 1991 are legally unten-
able.

Mr. Gorbachev, withdraw your troops
from Lithuania, from Latvia, and from
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Estonia. Your Congress of People's
Deputies has said they are there, le-
gally untenable.

RECENT EVENTS IN THE BALTIC
STATES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. RiT-
TER] is recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. RITTER. Mr. Speaker, this spe-
cial order is on the events in the Baltic
States. It is with a sense of deep sad-
ness and a sense of betrayal that I ad-
dress the events that have taken place
recently in Lithuania.

I arrived in Washington, DC, to note
the pictures and the stories in our
press, one of which was on the Lithua-
nian situation, showing the citizen who
was crushed under the treads of a tank
in Vilnius. And I said to myself, ‘‘What
is happening in this world? What is
happening to glasnost? What is happen-
ing to perestroika? Weren't we under
the impression these kinds of horrors
had ceased in the Soviet Union, that
this kind of treatment of innocent peo-
ple was behind us? Is Lithuania the
new Afghanistan? Is this just the be-
ginning of the unraveling of glasnost
and perestroika?"’

These are the kinds of questions that
occurred to me.

As the ranking Republican on the
Congressional Helsinki Commission, I
had the honor to travel to the Paris
meeting, along with the President,
where he signed the historic CSCE
agreements along with President
Gorbachev and the heads of state of
more than 30 countries in Europe and
the region. I traveled with our distin-
guished chairman of the Helsinki Com-
mission, Mr. STENY HOYER, and with
Senator CLAIBORNE PELL, chairman of
the Senate Foreign Relations Commit-
tee.

We felt that we were looking at the
beginning of the new order, that this
was at least the structure that would
replace the old cold war structure to
build a new kind of peace in the world.

President Gorbachev signed that
agreement. But it seems that signing
that agreement may just have been a
cynical ploy to cover up what was even
then starting to look like a crushing of
the democratic movement inside the
Soviet Union.

Did the Lithuanian people deserve
such treatment? Were they rising up in
arms against the Soviet power? Abso-
lutely not. Of all the independence
movements inside the Soviet Union,
the Baltic independence movements
were by far the most peaceful.
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And when the Soviet KGB and Sta-
linist newspeak begin to define the ra-
tionale for the movement of Soviet
tanks, that somehow they had to put
down a rebellion, that people were

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

shooting, and when these lies, Statinist
lies appear across the length and
breadth of the Soviet Union, on Soviet
television, it makes you shudder. Per-
haps we are witnessing a return to the
dark days of Stalinism.

The Lithuanian people simply have
declared their independence from the
Soviet Union, and so, I might add, have
the Russian people. The Lithuanian
people did that in March of last year:
demanded the independence that was
stolen from them by Stalin in a treach-
erous deal with Hitler in 1939.

In December 1989, the Soviet legisla-
ture declared the Stalin-Hitler deal,
‘‘legally untenable and invalid.”” As the
gentleman from Maryland has stated,
this is the Soviet Congress of People's
Deputies involved across the length
and breadth of the Soviet Union, and
containing large numbers of Com-
munists and even officials of the Soviet
Government, not just in our sense free-
ly elected people. They declared incor-
poration of Lithuania legally unten-
able and invalid.

But instead of negotiating in good
faith with the freely elected Lithua-
nian people on the issues of Lithuanian
independence, Moscow in the beginning
used economic boycotts and threats of
force to keep this still-captive nation
in its empire. Then Lithuania agreed to
rescind its independence declaration in
favor of negotiations with Moscow on
what exactly the procedures for separa-
tion would be. They were met with
cynical evasions and a refusal by Mos-
cow to negotiate seriously.

Listen, this is important. One excuse
that the Soviet Government has used
to send troops inte Lithuania and
other Baltic States was the refusal of
many young men in these countries to
serve in the Red army. The Baltic
States have declared that under the
Geneva Conventions of 1949 their citi-
zens are not required to serve in the oc-
cupying forces. Many of these young
men have chosen to serve in the de-
fense forces of their own country.

So I would ask: Is this difference of
opinion on service in the great, large,
enormous, multimillion man Red army
on the part of Lithuanian young peo-
ple, is this a reason to send in para-
troopers, tanks, armor, to take key
buildings, radio and television stations
and to clamp down in a virtual coup of
Lithuania? Is this a reason? Could this
not have been negotiated peacefully as
Boris Yeltsin, the President of the Rus-
sian Federated Republic, had asked?

Mr. Gorbachev says he wants to re-
duce his armed forces. What better way
to reduce your armed forces than to
allow the citizens of the Baltic States
and of other very independence-minded
republics the opportunity to serve in
their own armed forces and not to
serve in the Soviet armed forces? Do
they think that these local, indigenous
armed forces, basically police forces,
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are about to launch an attack on Len-
ingrad or Novforod?

I would like to commend the state-
ment made by the leader of the Rus-
sian republic, Mr. Boris Yeltsin, who
has protested the use of armed force in
Lithuania.

Mr. Speaker, perhaps we should be
talking a lot more to Boris Yeltsin
than to Mr. Gorbachev. Why? Because
Mr. Yeltsin represents, in a freely
elected fashion, the vast majority of
the people in the Russian republic. Mr.
Gorbachev does not have a constitu-
ency that has brought him to power in
any way, shape, or form by democratic
means.

Mr. Yeltsin has told Mr. Gorbachev
that the use of troops ‘‘can cause the
escalation of violence and launch full-
scale civil conflict.”

That brings us to another excuse that
Moscow used to initiate armed action
in the Baltic. Supposedly the civil au-
thorities were losing control and it was
necessary to restore order again. This
is the big lie. But if we look at where
violence has broken out, when it has
broken out across the Soviet Union, it
is usually violence that has been fo-
mented and promoted by reactionary
elements and KGB instigators and
provacateurs. Read Bill Keller's story
of crackdown in Azerbaijan. Bill Keller
wrote a wonderful story in the New
York Times documenting how the KGB
infiltrated the most radical element of
the Azerbaijanian independence move-
ment and pushed for the violence so
that it could come in and crack down,
and, by the way, they came in and
cracked down. It was 1 week after all of
the violence had subsided and Dmitriy
Yazov himself said that the troops
were sent in not to quell the violence
so much as to make sure that the inde-
pendence movement was under control.

These are the stories behind the sto-
ries of violence inside the Soviet
Union. President Bush has condemned
the Soviet action and expressed his
concern to Mr. Gorbachev. However, I
believe it is time for stronger action.
We must not be unduly influenced by
what I believe is the overemphasized
and overvalued Soviet support of our
actions in the Middle East and the Per-
sian Gulf. Their support for our actions
in the Middle East and the Persian
Gulf is important, it is essential to the
U.N. Security Council support. But it
just cannot be a blank check such that
they can use their support for our ac-
tions in the Persian Gulf to destroy
glasnost, perestroika, and democratiza-
tion inside the Soviet Union.

Why? Because glasnost, perestroika,
and democratization are in and of
themselves not only important for the
Baltic republics and other republics
seeking independence; not only are
they important for the people of the
Soviet Union, they are absolutely es-
sential to world peace.



January 14, 1991

A Soviet Union run in the fashion
characterized by the kind of action we
have witnessed in Vilnius over the
weekend is a threat to world peace, de-
mocratization, pluralism, and elec-
tions. These are insurance policies for
peace, and without these kinds of in-
surance policies, the Soviet Union it-
self and the potential for world peace
are vastly diminished.

Why? Because the Soviet Union is
still armed to the teeth with pinpoint-
accurate, long-range ballistic missiles,
with air and ground forces and armored
forces and naval forces. If these forces
are in the wrong hands, that is the
kind of hands that we have seen in ac-
tion in Vilnius over the weekend, it
bodes ill for world peace.

I submit that the trade deals, the
summit, the wheat deals, the commer-
cial credits, all of these should be re-
viewed, and they should be made de-
pendent upon appropriate Soviet treat-
ment of their own people in terms of
human rights. All of these agreements
that we have out there should be re-
viewed, in addition to a Soviet-held
human rights conference in Moscow in
September—can you imagine holding
or going forward with the preparation
for a human rights conference in Mos-
cow after the Soviet Union has cracked
down on its own people?
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Once again one must take a look at
Vilnius in the context of the whole So-
viet Union and progress toward democ-
ratization. Vilnius, if the world does
not speak out, will be just the tip of an
iceberg where democratization will be
stifled, curtailed, and denied, with all
of the implications that that would
have for world peace.

Let me close with a couple of quotes
from the Washington Post story, from
the front-page story today:

“What is at stake here is not Lithuania.
Lithuania is just the pretext,” said Algirdas
Brazauskas, the Lithuanian Communist
leader who won the majority wing of his
party over to the pro-independence cause.
“This is about the whole of the Soviet
Union. This means dictatorship in the Soviet
Union.”

Romualdas Ozolas, the republic's deputy
prime minister, said: *“What happened today
is part of the last convulsions of a dying
giant. It was an attempted coup supported
by the military.”

Moving onward, Ilya Zaslavski, a Lithua-
nian legislator, said Elena Bonner, the
widow of the late human rights campaigner
Andrei Sakharov, has asked that Sakharov's
name be removed from the list of Nobel
Peace Prize winners ‘‘in order to avoid being
on the same list as Gorbachev."

My colleagues, we are at the thresh-
old of a new world order that must
have a democratized, pluralistic, rel-
atively speaking, Soviet Union. I must
say that events that have taken place
over the weekend that have precursors
in the actions and activities of pre-
vious weeks that could move outward
from Lithuania into Estonia, where So-
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viet paratroopers are poised to move,
certainly do not bode well for this new
world order. I think we in this Con-
gress cannot allow this kind of thing to
go forward without tremendous activ-
ity on our part in trying to convince
not only President Gorbachev but our
own President Bush that we must sup-
port the independence desires of free
peoples who have been forcibly incor-
porated into an occupying state. This
cannot stand, and this Congress has to
be very active on behalf of the Baltics,
the Baltic peoples.

We still have to deal with Moscow as
a superpower, but let us not do back
flips in trying to assuage their needs
and potentially even appease them.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. RITTER. I am happy to yield to
the gentleman from Virginia.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
RITTER] and the gentleman from New
York [Mr. SCHEUER] and others who
have taken out this time.

Mr. Speaker, while the world's atten-
tion was focused this weekend on the
situation in the Persian Gulf, the So-
viet military sent thousands of para-
troopers into the Lithuanian capital of
Vilnius under the pretext of finding
draft dodgers. Unfortunately, it seems
that they may also be there because
they are there to impose military rule
over that country.

Yesterday evening, journalists
videotaped Russian troops swinging
their rifles to strike the heads of
peaceful demonstrators who were at-
tempting to block the Russian soldiers
from taking over the television station
in that city. Unfortunately, the Lith-
uanian demonstrators were no match
for the rifles and tanks of the Russian
soldiers.

At least 13 Luthuanians died trying
to defend the television station, and
many others were wounded, and at this
very moment thousands of Lithuanians
have surrounded the Parliament and
other buildings in Vilnius trying to
prevent these places from also falling
into the hands of the Russian military.

All of this was done despite Mikhail
Gorbachev's pledge to settle his gov-
ernment’s disputes with the Baltic re-
publics by peaceful means. Not only
has the world been outraged by this ac-
tion, but many members of the Soviet
legislature, the Congress of People's
Deputies, have questioned the action.

In response to questions from Con-
gress, members of the Soviet Ministry
of the Interior, Boris Pugo, and how
Boris Pugo can sleep tonight knowing
that he lied yesterday the way that he
lied, when Boris Pugo blamed the
whole incident on the Lithuanians who
he claimed first opened fire on the sol-
diers despite eyewitness accounts to
the contrary, and because they were
“‘breaking Soviet laws,' shame on you,
Boris, you have been and told a lie.
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What was even more amazing than
these comments was that Mr. Pugo de-
nied that anyone in the Central Gov-
ernment gave the orders for this crack-
down. It is impossible for me to believe
that this action took place without the
knowledge and the approval of the So-
viet leadership.

The announcement about this crack-
down was made several days ago during
which time President Gorbachev could
have intervened, but he did not.

Mr. Speaker, the reason why our
Government has not pressed the issue
of Baltic independence more than it
has recently was in large part because
the Soviet Government pledged to set-
tle this matter peacefully.

As the Washington Post pointed out
in an editorial today,

Now that this pledge has been broken, it is
time for us to be less gentle in our objections
and consider taking concrete steps to sup-
port the people of Lithuania and the other
Baltic countries.

For the past 200 years, their country
has stood as a model and often defender
of freedom in the world. Do we now
turn our backs on the Lithuanian peo-
ple who are risking their lives for their
freedom?

Just this morning on public radio,
Mr. Gregory Krupnikov, vice president
of the Latvian Popular Front, said that
they and other Baltic independence
groups are depending upon Western
support in their efforts to prevent Mos-
cow from imposing a military dictator-
ship in the countries.

Mr. Speaker, I am calling on my col-
leagues here in the House to join me
and other Members of Congress in urg-
ing President Bush to suspend the §1
billion in relief assistance which he
plans to send to the Soviet Union. The
European Community is already con-
sidering doing the same because of this
crackdown in Lithuania. They recog-
nize, as I and others do here in Con-
gress, that this action is absolutely un-
acceptable to the world community,
and that if the Soviet Government
wants Western assistance, it must not
use old hard-line tactics to quash polit-
ical dissent.

In closing, just a couple of quick
comments. One, clearly this action,
which is unacceptable, is a classic
Stanlinist act. Joe Stalin would have
given this his stamp of approval. This
is a Stalinist act. So they have re-
turned to their old ways.

Second, any American businessman
who has booked one flight to Moscow
to do business ought to cancel that
flight today and tell the Soviet Gov-
ernment why they are no longer going.
Any American law firm that has estab-
lished a law practice in Moscow should
put ““Out of Business' on their door
and return home in sympathy and soli-
darity with the Lithuanian people.

Third, this is a combination of bru-
tality and hypocrisy that the whole
world can see.
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Fourth, this is the big lie, as Moscow
has done in the past, and we had hoped
they had stopped it now, and we all
were just so enthusiastic about what
was happening, but the big lie has
come back, at least for the last 24
hours.

This is the Tiananmen Square for
Gorbachev, and the reason that
Tiananmen Square became such a pain
and a problem for the Chinese govern-
ment is they did not have the good
sense to come in and rectify it imme-
diately.

President Gorbachev has the oppor-
tunity to come in, apologize, withdraw
the troops, prosecute and bring to jus-
tice the commander who did this, and
the world would then say that things
are the way that we thought that they
would be.

Lastly, Congress would not and
should not grant any assistance during
this period of time, and as the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. RIT-
TER] has said:

How do you hold a human rights con-
ference in Moscow in September of this year
with Soviet troops in Lithuania and poised
to go into Estonia and other places.
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Lastly, I would say in the great sense
of respect, is that Mr. Gorbachev

should return the Nobel Peace Prize
and certainly remove it from his
mantlepiece until he asks and demands
that the troops are withdrawn from
Lithuania, they are restored, and have
the opportunity to have their demo-
cratic process, and withdraw the call-
ing of troops into any other region of
the Soviet Union.

Again, I want to thank the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. RIT-
TER] for taking this time. I think it is
important that the American people
know, and certainly the Soviets are
watching this because the Soviets do
watch C-SPAN, and know what is
going on, that this body would be filled
today if it were not for the fact that
after the vote on Saturday most Mem-
bers of Congress went back to be in
their congressional districts. By the
fact that just a few Members are here
ought not be seen that just a few Mem-
bers are interested. This is something
that I think all 435 Members are inter-
ested in.

Mr. RITTER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for his eloquent state-
ment. He has been a good soldier in the
field on the issues of human rights,
over the years. He is an active member
of the Helsinki Commission, and he has
done his constituents justice today,
speaking out on this important issue at
such a crucial time.

I yield to one of the generals in the
cause of the human rights movement,
the cochairman of the House human
rights caucus, and one of the most elo-
quent Members of the House, in speak-
ing out on behalf of repressed people all
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over the world, the gentleman from
California [Mr. LANTOS].

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank my good friend from Pennsylva-
nia [Mr. RITTER] for taking leadership
on this most critical issue, as well as
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
SCHEUER] and the Republican chairman
of the congressional human rights cau-
cus, my friend, the gentleman from Il-
linois [Mr. PORTER], and the gentleman
who just spoke, who has been such a
leader in the field of human rights.

Mr. Speaker, I spoke at the opening
of this Congress on this issue. I would
merely like to add a few words to my
original remarks, because all Members
here basically are saying in different
words the same thing: The Soviet
Union is at a hinge of history. It can
turn back to the past to Stalinism, op-
pression, isolation by the -civilized
world, or it can reject this outrageous
act that was perpetrated in Vilnius
over the weekend, admit a horrendous
mistake, and move on toward reform,
liberalization, openness, rejoining the
civilized community of nations.

Now, it is perfectly possible that the
people who were perpetrating this out-
rageous act, in a very cynical fashion,
timed it to coincide with the Persian
Gulf crisis. We have seen this before
when the bloodbath of Budapest coin-
cided with the crisis in the Suez Canal.
At that time, the Soviets thought that
preoccupation with the Suez crisis
would prevent the civilized world from
resisting this suppression of the Hun-
garian uprising of 1956, and they were
right. If that is their calculation now,
it will be very wrong. This time the
civilized world has learned how to walk
and chew gum at the same time.

As our attention is somberly and
prayerfully focused on the gulf, we
have enough energy and enough re-
sources to tell the Soviet butchers of
Vilnius that this shall not pass. In
time, the big lie will not work. The no-
tion that it was the freedom loving and
democratic and unarmed citizens,
grandmothers and young women, sur-
rounding their Parliament, and tele-
vision and radio stations in Vilnius,
who precipated this bloodshed, is both
too outrageous and too ludicrous to
comment on.

Let me tell the perpetrators of this
disgrace that we all watched them on
television. We saw the blows. We saw
the shots. We know who is guilty.

It would be so tragic that as the So-
viet Union was moving toward the
dawn of a new era, a group of fearful,
vicious, dictatorial souls in the Soviet
Union would attempt to turn the clock
back, to return to the bloodbath of Bu-
dapest of 1956, and the rape of Czecho-
slovakia in 1968. They may prevail for
the moment in specific places, but they
cannot unscramble this onslaught.
They cannot undo what has been un-
folded in East Germany, and Poland,
and Czechoslovakia, and Hungary, and
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even in Bulgaria, and Romania, and Al-
bania, and certainly in the Baltics and
other parts of the Soviet Union. They
are fighting a losing cause. The sooner
they understand that the future of all
the peoples of the Soviet Union is at
stake, as they make their choice be-
tween the path of Sakharov or the path
of Stalin, the better off they and we all
will be.

Mr. RITTER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for his most eloquent
statement.

I yield to the cochairman of the
House caucus on human rights, the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. PORTER]
who has been very active on these is-
sues for so many years.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Pennsylvania for
yielding. I thank the gentleman from
Pennsylvania also for his ongoing lead-
ership on human rights matters and for
taking the lead in directing our atten-
tion to the situation today in Lithua-
nia. I also thank the cochairman of the
congressional human rights caucus, the
gentleman from California, for his ar-
ticulate leadership on this and so many
other human rights issues throughout
the last decade, and the gentleman
from Virginia [Mr. WoLF] for his ongo-
ing leadership and commitment to
human rights all over the globe.

Mr. Speaker, the situation in the
Persian Gulf has understandably com-
manded our attention since the begin-
ning of the 102d Congress. While our en-
ergies were focused elsewhere, a tragic
and no less important situation has de-
veloped in the tiny and peaceful Repub-
lic of Lithuania. With timing too coin-
cidental to be accidental, the Soviet
Union has sent paratroopers and tanks
to repress the peaceful people of Lith-
nania, while the eyes of the world have
been focused elsewhere.

We are on the House floor today to
send a strong and clear message to Mr.
Gorbachev and the rest of the Soviet
Union. Our eyes are now focused on
Lithuania and the atrocities taking
place there are not acceptable will not
be tolerated.

On Friday, Soviet troops using live
ammunition, attacked the Lithuania
Press Center and other official build-
ings, injuring seven people, including
one member of the Lithuania National
Guard who was shot in the face with an
AK-47 when he sprayed a Soviet colo-
nel with a water hose, in an effort to
prevent troops from entering.
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Then, early yesterday morning, So-
viet paratroopers instigated a large
scale assault on several sites in down-
town Vilnius; 14 Lithuanians were
killed and approximately 150 were in-
jured. At least two of those dead, a 17-
year-old boy and a 24-year-old woman,
were crushed by a Soviet tank as they
linked arms as part of a human chain
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in a peaceful effort to keep the Soviet
army from advancing.

Mr. Speaker, my wife watched this
on television with tears streaming
down her face to watch the Soviet
tanks crushing these poor and peaceful
and the innocent human beings.

These oppressive cowardly actions
come less than 3 days after Mikhail
Gorbachev warned the Lithuanian Par-
liament that it must reaffirm the pri-
macy of the Soviet Constitution or ac-
cept the consequences.

As the violence escalated on Satur-
day, Lithuanian President Vytautas
Landsbergis, a man of good will and
peace whom I had the honor, together
with my wife Kathryn to have lunch
with him and Mrs. Landsbergis in Len-
ingrad not 6 months ago, the President
placed an urgent call to President
Gorbachev to ask him to issue a Presi-
dential order to ‘“stop the bloodshed.”
Landsbergis was told that President
Gorbachev was busy having lunch and
could not speak with him. Busy having
lunch, as people were being crushed in
Vilnius. Clearly, the military actions
and violence are condoned and directed
by Mr. Gorbachev, regardless of what
he says.

In an effort to protect public build-
ings, especially the Lithuanian Par-
liament, a force of 2,500 Lithuanians
had banded together Saturday to form
a Lithuanian National Guard to face
the 95,000 Soviet troops stationed in
Lithuania. One man said:

We have enough ammunition to make a
symbolic resistance. The point is not to de-
fend the buildings against Soviet paratroop-
ers. We know we can't do that. The point is
to make some token resistance in order to
show the world that we are not surrendering
voluntarily.

Make no mistake. The Lithuanian
people do not want violence. They have
done nothing more than declare their
independence and hold free elections.

As of yesterday, however, most mem-
bers of the Lithuanian National Guard
have ceased carrying guns so that the
Soviets will have no excuse to open
fire. Thousands of unarmed Lithuanian
people are now surrounding their Par-
liament building, using their bodies as
a shield to protect the Members of Par-
liament and President Landsbergis
from the Soviet troops.

The timing of this outrage is espe-
cially curious. In the past several
months, the true dimensions of the So-
viet economic dilemma have become
apparent and the potential for a food
shortage in the U.S.8.R. has become
very real. The West, including the
United States, has responded with
great generosity and mobilized a mas-
sive program of economic assistance
and food aid for the Soviets.

This willingness by the West to assist
the Soviets is clearly and directly
linked to Moscow’s continued adher-
ence to glasnost and perestroika. The
recent actions in Lithuania—so remi-
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niscent of the massacre in Tiananmen
Square in 1989 and the occupation of
Hungary in 1956, and of Czechoslovakia
in 1968, will cause every Western nation
to call into question the reasons it has
extended aid to Moscow.

If anyone in the Soviet Union thinks
that this generous assistance will con-
tinue to be forthcoming if the Soviets
continue to perpetrate this outrage on
the people of Lithuania, or of any other
Soviet Republic, they can disabuse
themselves of that notion imme-
diately.

Mr. Speaker, the truth about the So-
viet regime is becoming painfully obvi-
ous to the world. Democratization and
liberalization of the Soviet economy
will be accepted as long as the power of
the ruling elite is not threatened. As
soon as it became apparent to the Sovi-
ets that freedom for Lithuania could
lead to calls for freedom and self-deter-
mination for other Soviet Republics
and the possible political disintegra-
tion of the Soviet Union, the existing
power structure began to look for a
time and a method—peaceful or other-
wise—to subjugate the Lithuanian peo-
ple and send a message of fear to others
who might be induced to strive for free-
dom.

Let me also indicate that it is re-
ported that Soviet troops are poised on
the borders of Estonia and Latvia with
the intention also of invading.

The Soviet claim of sovereignty over
Lithuania has always been without
foundation. The freedom of the Lithua-
nian people was taken from them in
1939 when Lithuania was annexed into
the Soviet Union as part of a secret
deal between Hitler and Stalin. A pup-
pet government in Vilnius, the people
of Lithuania.

The United States has never recog-
nized this illegal annexation and has
stood by the fiercely proud Lithuanian
people through the more than 50 years
of repression at the hands of the Sovi-
ets. In March 1990, Lithuania took re-
sponsibility for its own destiny and de-
clared independence from the Soviet
Union. Moscow responded aggressively
by implementing economic sanctions
on Lithuania last summer and threat-
ening the use of force, a threat which it
is apparently prepared and has now
carried out.

Mr. Speaker, speaking as the cochair-
man of the 200-member Congressional
Human Rights Caucus and as a member
of the Commission on Security and Co-
operation in Europe, it is unconscion-
able that, while democracy and free-
dom make dramatic strides in Eastern
and central Europe, the Soviet Union
should regress and use military force
to impose an unpopular regime on a
peaceful people. This is the action of
another time—as many Members have
said this morning—a time when a cold
war raged and an Iron Curtain shut out
the light of freedom and self-deter-
mination in much of the world. This is
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not the action of a man or a nation
dedicated to freedom, and it draws into
deep question the sincerity of Mr.
Gorbachev’s human rights reforms.

We must make our voices heard on
this issue and send a strong and clear
message to Mr. Gorbachev and the So-
viet military—repression of the Baltics
will not go unnoticed and actions like
those in Lithuania will not be toler-
ated. The people of Lithuania, like
those of the rest of the world, should
and must have the right of self-deter-
mination and freedom from fear and
domination.

Mr. Gorbachev, pull out your troops,
end the repression, and let the Lithua-
nian people follow their consciences to
a new era of freedom in the Baltics.

Utimately, this is a question, Mr.
Speaker, not only for Mr. Gorbachev,
but a question of values for the people
of the Soviet Union. Do they wish to
engage in this kind of repression of
what they claim to be one of their Re-
publics, or will this repression be their
lot in all the Soviet Union, emanating
from Moscow and the policies of this
regime?

The eyes of the world are upon the
Soviet Union. We are not diverted in
our purpose.

Mr. RITTER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for his very significant
statement and again thank him for his
leadership on human rights issues.
Time and time again the gentleman
from Illinois is right in the front of the
line when it comes to defending human
rights the world over,

I just want to add a small comment.
Listening to my colleagues, when you
consider this kind of Soviet behavior,
it reminds one of the death throes of an
ancient dinosaur. It is kind of like the
last striking out of a clawed foot of Ty-
rannosaurus Rex, angry that its time is
over, but wanting, needing to get in
one last blow.

This Tyrannosaurus rex is obsolete in
today’'s world of the global electronic
village. Communication by radio, by
television, by electronic newspaper
publishing, instantaneously transmits
information all over the globe. In this
kind of situation, you see the Stalinist
communicators lying so obviously,
with the TV pictures of the assaults of
the troops, the lie that somehow they
were antagonized by people shooting at
them. It is almost hard to believe that
Tyrannosaurus rex even has that kind
of energy left.

The last point, on this creation of a
National Salvation Committee. The
story is now coming out in bits and
pieces that this supposedly Lithuanian
group is nothing more than army and
KGB personnel, conceivably with some
of their family members, who emanate
out from the military base outside of
Vilnius and come into town with signs
and placards and slogans as if they
were part and parcel of the political
process.
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Once again, in the global electronic
village these kinds of lies may work for
a 24-hour period, maybe a 48-hour pe-
riod, but once they are uncovered they
are extremely damaging to the per-
petrators of these lies.

I yield to the distinguished gen-
tleman from California [Mr.
ROHRABACHER], who has been so active
on key human rights issues, particu-
larly on behalf of the Afghan freedom
fighters.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. I thank the
gentleman very much.

I would like to offer my thanks and
appreciation to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. RITTER] for the lead-
ership he has shown and shown here
today and has shown in his entire ca-
reer in the cause of human rights. Also,
his sympathy and sensitivity to the
suffering people throughout the world,
people who are crying out for help who
sometimes are not heard. His ears have
never been closed to the sound of peo-
ple crying out for help, people suffering
under tyranny.

I think if we can note anything
today, it is that this is not a partisan
issue for thiz Congress. We have heard
speaker after speaker from both sides
of the aisle talking about the impor-
tance of what is going on in Lithuania
today and how it will actually help
them make up their decisions in the fu-
ture as to what our relationship will be
with the Soviet Union. Especially we
heard from Congressmen PORTER and
LANTOS, people who have spent so
much time in the cause of human
rights. They are, of course, the cochair-
men of the human rights caucus, of
which both of us are proud members. I
have tried to do my best over my 2
yvears, and I know the gentleman from
Pennsylvania has been a very active
member of that caucus.

This bipartisanship is an expression
of America’s values. This bipartisan-
ship goes to the heart of what America,
what democracy, what this body is all
about because America stands for free-
dom and human liberty.

If America does not stand for free-
dom, what does it stand for?

Today we are here, both Democrats
and Republicans, reaffirming Ameri-
ca's commitment to its ideals. We are
telling the Soviet Union, telling those
bosses in the Kremlin that if they per-
mit this type of bloody repression to
continue, and if they are participating
in it and it goes on, that they cannot
expect to have business as usual with
the Members of this body, with the
Government of the United States of
America.

There will be no credit, there will be
no new commercial deals, there will be
the cancellation of commercial deals
that are already on paper; there will
certainly be no credit, no aid, no
wheat. There will not be enough wheat
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sent to them to make one crust of
bread.

No, there will be no normalization
while this repression continues, no nor-
malization without democracy.

Mr. RITTER. Mr. Speaker, to date
the aid in food and wheat has been sent
to the powers that be. It is being dis-
tributed by the Soviet military and the
KGB.

In any event, that aid and that
wheat, if ever it was going through,
now, before, or in the future, it should
be distributed to the Russian people, to
the Ukrainian people, to the leadership
in the Republics which stand with us
on those basic values that the gen-
tleman has so eloquently described.

Mr. Speaker, I yield again to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, I
believe that this is a move that this
House should make immediately, be-
cause if there is anything that points
out the dichotomy between the govern-
ment and the people, it is Soviet tanks
with bloody treads. The fact is those
tanks are not being commanded by the
people in that society. Those who gov-
ern in the Soviet Union are not govern-
ing with the will of the people.

Mr. RITTER. They are not governing;
they are controlling. The people that
govern are the people who were duly
elected in the Republics. The people
that control the army and the KGB and
Mr. Gorbachev himself were never
elected by anybody.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. I think that is
a fine distinction, a distinction that we
should make and something that we
should point up. We do not believe that
a government is just someone who
holds a gun and is the strongest gang-
ster in town. We believe that legiti-
mate government is a reflection of the
will of the people.

Obviously, when a group of individ-
uals have to send tanks to do their bid-
ding, to keep control of a certain area,
then that is certainly not the legiti-
mate government of that area or of
those people.

But let us look at what they are try-
ing to do. If they believe in the Soviet
Union that they can have economic re-
form and they can enjoy the prosperity
that we enjoy in the West and in the
free countries without having political
reform and without permitting people
their democratic rights as enjoyed by
most countries, then they are striving
for something that has never been and
never will be.

Mr. RITTER. The gentleman should
qualify the use of ‘‘they.” “They” is a
very small fraction of Soviet society.
‘““They’’ are the military, the KGB, the
hard-line Communists; they are not the
people.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. The gentleman
is correct. There is no way that West-
ern democracies, and especially the
United States of America, are going to
be able to pull their fat out of the fire.
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There is no way we are going to make
that into a prosperous country as long
as their tyranny represses the energies
of their people and subdues the better
spirit of their people. In fact, any aid
from the United States would be like
pouring money down a rat hole, and we
know only the rats would be helped by
that type of situation.

One last thought: Freedom’s tide is
sweeping the planet. This is something
that we have seen and has given great
joy.

I believe that no matter what hap-
pens in Lithuania, that what has hap-
pened is irreversible. We can all stand
and applaud and remember the people
of Lithuania and the other Soviet Re-
publics that are now demonstrating
their courage and their demands for
freedom for their own people, because
the tide of history is running in the di-
rection of freedom and it will not be re-
versed and it cannot be reversed, for
the days of the tyrant are numbered.

Americans today, as I said earlier,
are united as never before, as we have
been in this Hall. Republicans and
Democrats alike, Republicans and
Democrats of all persuasions, conserv-
atives, liberals, are standing behind the
idea that America must stand for free-
dom.

And as we are united together, we so
too are united with all those peoples
around the world, because if there is
only one thing that is truly an Amer-
ican ideal, that is the cause of liberty.
We are united together in that cause,
as Americans, and are united with all
those around the world over there,
whether in Latvia, Lithuania, Estonia,
Soviet Georgia, or in China, that we
are united in one spirit with them.

So today I proclaim with the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania and other
Members of the House my allegiance to
those American ideals and express to
those people who are suffering in Lith-
uania that they are not forgotten and
that we indeed stand with them.

Mr. RITTER. I thank the gentleman
for his stalwart, energetic, and active
defense of the principles of America. I
know I speak for all Members of this
House when I call upon President
Gorbachev to follow this great tide of
freedom, to stay with the reformist
movement, to hang his star on the
prodemocracy forces. They are numer-
ous, they constitute the real political
power over time in the U.S.S.R.

Do not, please do not, hitch your
wagon to the horses that are going
backward in history.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. MCEWEN] has also been an
activist on behalf of freedom and
human rights.

OPPRESSION IN THE BALTIC
STATES

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
JONES of Georgia). Under a previous
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order of the House, the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. MCEWEN], without objection,
i8 recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. MCEWEN. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. RIT-
TER] has made an excellent presen-
tation, and I know he has obligations
to tend to.

Mr. Speaker, as I pledged earlier, I
just wanted to make a few quick ref-
erences to an article from the National
Geographic on this situation, which is
most distressing to us.

0O 1400

Mr. Speaker, I will not read the en-
tire article to which I made reference,
but I would like to share in closing on
this discussion of the Baltics a few
paragraphs from the November issue of
the National Geographic in which it
Bays:

Listen to one of Lithuania's parliamentar-
fans, Emanuelis Zingeris, in Vilnius:

**Ours {8 the struggle of 3.7 million people
who' have, since early childhood, been in-
jected with fear and submission. We have
lived in a system where no one could be dif-
ferent. Tens of thousands of our intellectuals
were exiled to Siberia in the 1840s. We have
a few capable leaders, but we are not used to
speaking out, as other people are. This is
why we value every person who hasn't been
co-opted by the SBoviet system—and there are
not many of them."

Listen to Estonia's new foreign minister,
Lennart Meri, in Tallinn: “When you shut
people’'s mouths so they cannot talk, when
you close their eyes by forbidding them to
travel, when you plug their ears by jamming
airwaves, the population becomes very pas-
sive. In this condition, when people don't
care, it seems as if nature herself reacts:
Fields produce less wheat, forests die of pol-
lution, fouled rivers catch fire. The entire so-
clety degrades. This catastrophe i8 so far un-
recognized in the West, but it has been obvi-
ous here, Life expectancy has fallen, and the
iufa:lzt mortality rate has risen to its highest
evel.

‘‘Even the ability of students to learn has
deteriorated. Today's technology {8 so exact
and refined that only a person who thinks
freely and critically can use it well—a person
who has been taught since age four that he
has individual worth, who has been taught
by age eight that he has rights and respon-
eibilities.

“In our soclety this new person has been
weeded out; people with capabilities, with in-
telligence, practically the entire educated
class, went to jail. Farmers who did better
work had their heads mowed off like grass.

‘“The rest of the world has evolved, but we
have gone backward. This is the tragic dif-
ference between the Soviet Union and the
rest of the world."

The Baltic republics, with their eight mil-
lion people, intend to move as far away as
possible from this falled experiment. They
are not disgruntled ‘‘breakaway' states of
some legitimate union, nor extremists trying
to eabotage perestroika. They are nations
that were strong-armed into the Soviet colo-
nial empire, one orbit closer to the center
than Eastern-bloc nations such as Hungary
or Poland. They have suffered terribly for
that closeness.

Mr. Speaker, there is much more
that I would say, but this murderous
oppression of these Baltic States, that
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we thought perhaps there was a glim-
mer of hope that they would be able to
survive, is attempting at this moment,
as we speak, to be crushed out, and we
in the West and in the free nations of
the world cannot sit idly by and ignore
it. I say, ‘“Mr. Gorbachev, if you want
to go down in history as the butchers
of Stalin, and Hitler and Deng
Xiaoping, then continue your actions
for another 48 hours, but, if you are
worthy at all of the prize that was
awarded you by the Nobel Commission,
then stop it now."

WHAT WILL OUR RESPONSE BE?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
JONE8 of Georgia). Under a previous
order of the House, the gentleman from
New York [Mr. SCHEUER] i8 recognized
for 60 minutes.

Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Speaker, it has
been a fascinating experience listening
to these thoughtful remarks about the
incredible events that have just taken
place in the Baltic States, tanks and
soldiers with guns at the ready mowing
down innocent civillans who are des-
perately striving for freedom. It leads
one to confirm the importance of some
eternal verities, and one of those veri-
ties is, **You cherish your friends, and
support your proven friends, and you
are wary about accepting and clasping
to your bosom in the international
arena those leaders and nations who
have only a murky record of support
for your causes, and for your morality
and for your ethics."

Surely it is strange in the last 72
hours to see the soldiers and the tanks
of a state whose chief of state, Mr. Mi-
khail Gorbachev, was recently awarded
the Nobel Peace Prize, reverting back
to the days of Lenin and Stalin, the ty-
rants of old.

What will our response be?

Mr. Speaker, on June 4, 1989, we had
the same kind of phenomenon in
Tiananmen 8Square where Chinese
tanks and soldiers with their auto-
matic weapons at the ready moved on
thousands of civilians who were reach-
ing yearningly for freedom, and in the
year and a half that has taken place
since the butchers of Tiananmen
Square mowed down innocent civilians,
we have temporized with those ancient
despotic mandarians who ordered the
chinese military to fire on their youth,
Yes, we treated them in a pusillani-
mous and faint-hearted manner. We
sent the highest emissaries of this
country to meet with them secretly; a
nudge, a wink, a glance, telling them,
well, it 18 OK. It may not be according
to the standards that we publicly avow,
but we will learn to live with it.

Are we going to tell the same thing
to Mr. Gorbachev? Can we learn to live
with the outrage of these perpetrators
of death wreaked on their own citizens
reaching for freedom in the last few
days? I hope not.
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Mr. Speaker, this certainly tells us
to pick our friends carefully. Now we
have just picked a new friend in the
Middle East, President Hafiz al-Assad,
Chief of State of Syria. He is part of
our alliance. Our Secretary of State
has met with him and figuratively has
embraced him into the alliance fold.
Yet, if memory serves, this is the same
Hafiz al-Assad who murdered, assas-
sinated, 250 U.S. marines in their bar-
racks a couple of years ago, the same
Hafiz al-Assad who is responsible for
the downing of Pan Am 103, the same
Hafiz al-Assad who {8 perhaps the out-
standing proponent of State terrorism.

And yet we seem to suffer no embar-
ragssment from welcoming him into our
midst, the midst of the alliance States,
most of them democratic, who are try-
ing to end the rule of the Butcher of
Baghdad.

Mr. Speaker, a lot of people could
look at Mr. Hafiz al-Assad's history
and call him with great credibility the
Butcher of Damascus. Did he not mow
down 20,000 citizens in the town of
Hama because he felt they might be ev-
idencing some insurgent attitudes? Did
he not slaughter them in cold blood?
Did he not pulverize that town—along
with 20,000 people who lived there—
with his artillery, pulverize it into
dust? Yes, this is the Butcher of Da-
mascus. And it concerns me that our
country could identify and close ranks
with him, that we do not choose our
friends more carefully.

And how do we treat our friends who
have been tried, and proven, and de-
voted, and consistent and reliable over
the generations? Well, as events in the
Middle East swirl about us, muddy and
contradictory as they are, we must
focus on our relations with the State of
Israel now.
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Now, after the Iraqi outrage of invad-
ing and conquering Kuwait last August
2, we counseled Israel, ‘‘Please keep a
low profile.”” The Israelis did just that.
They kept a low profile. We said with
some understandable logic that we
wanted to preserve this coalition and
we did not want this grand alliance to
be converted from a coalition of Arabs
and Europeans and Americans against
Hussein into an Iraqi-Israeli confronta-
tion. We did not want that alliance to
be converted into a war of all the Arab
brothers and sisters, 100 million strong,
against the United States and Israel.

So we asked Israel to maintain a low
profile, and Israel did. And in recent
weeks we have sald to Israel, ‘“Well,
you might think it is appropriate at
some point in time and to your strate-
gic benefit to launch a preemptive at-
tack after hearing Saddam Hussein say
time and time and time again that if
war breaks out, Israel will be the first
point of attack. Please don’t launch a
preemptive attack even though Sad-
dam Hussein has made it clear beyond
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the shadow of a doubt that Israel will
be the first victim if war breaks out.”

Israel did that. Israel acquiesced.

Now we are hearing an extension of
that logic that is almost unbelievable.
We are now saying to Israel. “Even if
this butcher of Baghdad attacks you,
please don’t respond.”

Mr. Speaker, I do not think in the
history of human civilization one State
has ever said to another friendly State,
“If our common enemy attacks you,
don’t respond.” That defies every
known law of human behavior. It defies
every known law of government behav-
ior. And I did not hear any accompany-
ing assurance that said, “Well, Israel,
you won't have to react. You won't
have to respond to an Iraqi threat or an
Iraqi attack because the United States
will be in there instantaneously with
its overwhelming force in the Middle
East to make massive retaliation
against any attack against you, Israel,
just as we would respond to any attack
against our own American troops.”

I did not hear that assurance. I heard
a simple request: “‘If you are attacked,
please don't respond.”

History will wonder how such a re-
quest could conceivably have been
made.

The irony is even more depressing.
As Israel has restrained herself, as Is-
rael has kept a low profile, as Israel
now has agreed not to launch a pre-
emptive strike, we see the United
States undercutting and undermining
Israel’s security, her ability to face the
extraordinarily perplexing forces of
Intifada. The United States has voted
repeatedly in the Security Council for
resolutions that are biased and irre-
sponsible, resolutions that serve to
execerbate Palestinian violence, feed-
ing the painful and ugly cycle of death
and destruction. What those resolu-
tions did was to say that Palestinian
terrorism is acceptable, the knifings,
the throwing of rocks, the dropping of
chunks of cement on Israelis by Pal-
estinians. But the Israelis’ response
was not.

These games are lethal games, adult
games. These are not kids, Mr. Speak-
er. They are violent adults attacking
the very fabric of Israeli society. Ac-
cording to the resolutions we sup-
ported. These manifestations of Pal-
estinian violence were acceptable.

What the resolutions found unaccept-
able was the Israeli reaction. The re-
sult was evident: a continuation of
stabbings and stonings that have killed
many, many Israelis, and the Israeli re-
sponse that, equally sadly, has claimed
Palestinian lives.

We seem to have lost sight of an ele-
mentary law of physics: for every ac-
tion there is an equal and opposite re-
action. We cannot have stabbings and
stone throwings against a nation with-
out stimulating a violent reaction. It is
very difficult wunder those cir-
cumstances, with thousands of kids
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participating in such violent, lethal ac-
tivities, to fine tune one’s reaction.

We were not able to fine tune our re-
action in My Lai in Vietnam. The po-
lice in Chicago were not able to fine
tune their reaction to the SLA; they
shot them down in cold blood. The po-
lice in Philadephia were not able to
fine tune their reaction to urban vio-
lence; they dropped a bomb on the
house where they thought some of
those perpetrators were located.

So we must never lose sight of the
logic of terror producing a violent re-
action. Yet, through a wink, a nod, and
a nudge, with these repeated U.N. reso-
Iutions, we have sent a message to the
Palestinians that their terrorism is ac-
ceptable, and we sent a message to the
Israelis that their reaction to State-
sponsored terrorism, sponsored from
Damascus, by other Arab States and
encouraged by the PLO, is unaccept-
able.

Mr. Speaker, I hope we will not con-
tinue to compromise democracy in the
Middle East as we have in the last year
and a half compromised our stand
against the outrages that took place in
Tiananmen Square. I hope that we will
look into our national soul, and apply
the basic values that have made this
Nation great.
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Mr. Speaker, I would like to address
a benefit of continuing economic sanc-
tions barely touched in those inspiring
3 days of debate last week, debate that
was always deeply felt, that was some-
times emotional, and frequently truly
heart-rending, my colleagues, and that
is to create the climate to construct an
international arms control regime. We
can use this year or two to do just
that.

Mr. Speaker, as we approach the
precipice of war, we must ask ourselves
truly, how did we arrive at this point.
How is it that a ruthless dictator of a
simple developing country, with a
primitive economy like Iraq's, could
sit on top of a horrifying state-of-the-
art arsenal of conventional and
nonconventional weapons of mass de-
struction and slaughter? How could it
be that the very weapons we have pro-
duced now are threatening the lives of
Americans as well as global stability?
What perverse myopia has led us to
this point, my colleagues? What greed
has induced us to turn a blind eye to
the law of unintended consequences?
What madness drove us to disperse
these tools of death to countries and
leaders who are demonstrably irrespon-
sible and unstable?

Yes, how come Qadhafi, Khomeini,
Assad, Saddam Hussein, and other
ruthless immoral tryants have had
such little trouble satisfying their le-
thal shopping list to terrorize and in-
timidate their neighbors at best, and to
rain destruction and death on them at
worst?
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There is a fundamental problem with
a foreign policy, my colleagues, that
feeds war and instability rather than
peace and stability, a foreign policy
that cannot accept that supplying bru-
tal, Third World dictators with weap-
ons of mass destruction is gravely prej-
udicial to our interests. Is not such a
foreign policy on the part of the United
States and other developed nations of
the world that produced these lethal
arms flowing to these Third World des-
pots, totally aberrational and destruc-
tive of all of our common goals?

It is obvious that the developed coun-
tries which sold or gave sophisticated
arms to Third World tyrants were func-
tioning under the logic of the cold war.
This was an era when both the United
States and the Soviet Union, in pursuit
of their bitter cold war confrontation,
bought loyalty with whatever lethal
weapons they had to offer, sell, or to
give away.

In an era when our defense against
the menacing and oppressive Soviet
Union was paramount and the arms
race persisted at a dizzying pace, sim-
ple economics sent us, as well as the
Soviet Union and other arms-producing
developed countries, looking for arms
buyers to reduce the cost of arms pro-
duction in order to achieve the econo-
mies of scale, and benefit by the econ-
omy of mass production. All the arms-
producing countries, ourselves, and the
Soviet Union are joined in guilt.

Now, Mr. Speaker, we see the folly of
these policies, born in the cold war. We
spent billions more developing weapons
to counter the weapons we had already
sold to unstable governments that we
should not have trusted in the first
place, or to governments that would
use those weapons against our friends.
President Hafiz al-Assad of Syria, now
a new member of our club, a member of
the coalition, only a few days ago
urged Saddam Hussein to withdraw
from Kuwait. The reason that Hafiz al-
Assad urged Saddam Hussein to get out
of Kuwait was so that all of the Arab
brothers and sisters could unite
against the real enemy, namely, Israel.
This is President Hafiz al-Assad, our
ally, believe it or not.

Mr. Speaker, the arms industry fuels
the arms industry, and it does so at the
cost of lives of hundreds and thousands
of people, billions upon billions of dol-
lars, at enormous cost to the environ-
ment of the developing world, and—as
well—at enormous cost to the environ-
ment of the Soviet Union, Eastern, and
Central Europe, because they have so
burdened their economies with mili-
tary demands that they have had noth-
ing left to pursue rational environ-
mental and energy policies. And we did
it at the cost of the erosion of the qual-
ity of life in America and the world
over.

Mr. Speaker, hindsight may be irrele-
vant if all we do is criticize, bemoan
our mutual errors in public policy in
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arms production and sales common to
the developed world. We must learn
from our mistakes and shape future
policy to avoid the mistakes of the
past. It is time for this Nation, Mr.
Speaker, and all of the civilized, devel-
oped nations of the world to invest in
our common global security, and band
together to form an arms denial regime
that would end the folly once and for
all of developed countries fueling the
tragic succession of regional conflicts.
Yes, they may be small and local, Mr.
Bpeaker, but they are all too lethal.
They destroy the environment. They
kill millions upon millions of people,
and they threaten world peace.

Mr, Speaker, verily we have met the
enemy, and he is us.

Mr. Speaker, the Simon Wiesenthal
Center has published a list of the com-
panies and countries that have supplied
Saddam Huseein with his chemical and
blological weapons which he has used
before on his neighbors as well as on
his own hapless Kurdish tribesmen, and
which now menace our own troops in
the desert of Saudi Arabia.
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This list chronicles those who have
helped aid his quest for nuclear weap-
ons. Ironically, this absurd, costly, im-
moral arms sales practice fueling re-
gional conflicts the world over is now
what threatens global gsecurity and
global stability.

Mr, Speaker, the Soviets and the
Americans and all of the developed na-
tions must finally achieve a unanimous
consensus to bury regional conflict,
just as the Soviet Union and the Unit-
ed States of America have seemingly
buried the half century-old superpower
conflict. We can do it together simply
by negotiating an ironclad absolute
prohibition on the sale or gift of weap-
ons of mass destruction to Third World
countries.

Mr. Speaker, this is the challenge
that our diplomats and legislators
must address in the post-cold war era.
We could start considering these goals
now even as we spend the next year or
year and a half reducing Saddam Hus-
sein's ability to terrorize his neighbors,
and reduce his economy and military
machine virtually to the vanishing
point. This is the categorical impera-
tive to which we must address our-
selves, Mr. Speaker. This is the noble
task that lies ahead of us in the decade
of the 19980's.

Mr, Speaker, that terminates my re-
marks.

Mr. Speaker, I am including in the
RECORD at this point a staff report of
the Joint Economic Committee, on the
hearings on economic sanctions
against Iraq which I chaired a couple of
weeks ago. I believe all of my col-
leagues would benefit from this staff
report.
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JoINT EcONOMIC COMMITTEE HEARINGS ON
ECONOMIC BANCTIONS AGAINBT IRAQ

On December 19, 1880, the Joint Economic
Committee received testimony concerning
“Heonomic Banctions Against Iraqg." The
witnesses are experts in international eco-
nomics, Middle East politics, and military
strategy and represent a diversity of ideo-
logical viewpoints. The focus of the hearing
was on the economics of the economic sanc-
tions, their effectiveness, their likely con-
sequencee for Iraq's economy and military
establishment, and their regional and global
significance.

There was a strong consensus among the
witnesses about a number of issues related to
the Middle East crisis. The key areas of
agreement are listed:

1. The sanctions against Iraq are extremely
comprehensive, have a great amount of
international support, and will do extensive
harm to Iraq's economy and military in a
relatively short time.

2. The chances are good that the sanctions
will achieve their stated objectives including
convineing Saddam Hussein to remove his
military foroes from Kuwait,

3, A long term sanctions policy would be
more desirable than prompt military action.

4. Military action to force Iraq out of Ku-
walit would be far more costly financially
and politically than the sanctions.

§. There should be greater burdensharing of
the costs of the sanctions.

6. Military action would not assure politi-
cal stability in the Middle East, survival of
the government in Saudi Arabla, access to
oil, or cohesion among the Western allies.

7. The crisis in the Middle East should be
seen in the wider context of the transfer of
arms to developing countries and the need
for devising a strategy for slowing arms
transfers and the proliferation of weapons of
mass destruction.

8, The sanctions against Irag could be a
step towards construction of such a non-pro-
liferation strategy.

Summaries of the testimony follow.

Gary C. Hufbauer.!—A study of 115 cases of
international economic sanotions since the
First World War, and the oircumstances sur-
rounding the Middle East crisis, provides
considerable evidence that the sanctions
against Iraq will succeed in achieving their
stated objectives. Of the 115 cases, 34 percent
were at least partially successful, They in-
clude the sanctions against the Ian 8mith re-
gime in Rhodesia, India's sanctions against
Nepal, those against the Jaruzelsk! regime
and martial law in Poland, and those against
apartheid in South Africa.

One measure of the suoccess of economic
sanctions is the effects on the target coun-
try's economy. In the cases considered at
least partially successful, the GNPs of the
target countries were reduced by an average
2.4 percent over an average period of 2.9
years, The sanotions against Iraq are likely
to reduce Iraq's GNP by nearly 50 percent at
the end of the first 12 months. This result is
20 times the average economic impaot in
other successful cases, and 3 times the pre-
vious highest cost imposed on & target coun-
try. A continuation of the sanctions would
also lead to a reduction of Iraq's military
readiness and war making capability,

1 Professor of International Financial Diplomacy,
Georgetown University, and Visiting Fellow, Inati-
tute for International Economics; formerly Deputy
Amsiatant Beoretary for International Trade and In-
vestment Polioy, Department of the Treasury; co-
author “Economic Banotions Reconsidered,” 2nd ed.,
1990,
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Based on the economic variable and others,
there is almost & 100 percent probability that
the Iraq sanctions will work. The historical
evidence indicates that 1 to 2 years is a rea-
sonable time to achieve a successful out-
come. In the Iraqi case, the results would be
achieved sooner rather than later because
the sanctions are so much more Draconian
than in prior cases. The sanctions would be
totally successful if 3 conditions were met:
release of all hostages, total withdrawal of
all Iraqi troops from Kuwait, and restoration
of a legitimate government in Kuwait.

The historical record shows that sanctions
involving multilateral cooperation are most
effective when:

The target country is much smaller than
the countries imposing sanctions, economi-
cally weak, and politically unstable.

The countries imposing sanctions and the
target country conduct substantial trade
with one another,

The sanctions are imposed quickly and de-
cisively to maximize their effects.

The countries imposing sanctions avold
high coste to themselves.

The Iraqi case meets all these criteria. The
embargo {8 the most comprehensive ever im-
posed, was put into effect very quickly, has
been adhersd to by most of the world, and
covers close to 100 percent of Irag's trade and
financial relations. There is no sign that an-
other power will come to Iraq's assistance.

Steps have been taken to reduce the costs
to the sanctioning alliance and to share the
burden of the sanctions so that it does not
become excessive to any one country. Al-
though more burden sharing needs to ocour,
the Saudis and other ofl exporters have in-
creased production to make up for lost Iraqi
and Kuwaiti output, some oil producers are
using windfall profits to aid developing coun-
tries, and some Western countries are help-
ing to offset the costs of the sanctions to de-
veloping countries and the costs of the mili-
tary intervention to the U.8.

It is true that there is no guarantee that
the sanctions will succeed. But there {s also
no guarantee that military action will suoc-
ceed in protecting our long term interests.
These include political stability in the Mid-
dle East, access to oil, survival of the Saudi
government, and cohesion of the broader al-
liance. On balance, the imponderables of war
are greater than the imponderables of sano-
tions.

The failed efforts by the League of Nations
to force Mussolinni's troops out of Ethiopia
in the 1930s became a symbol of the ineffec-
tiveness of economioc sanctions. Those efforts
did not succeed because they were half-
hearted and did not involve the U.8., which
refused to participate. Most cruocially, the
trade embargoes did not cover exporta of cer-
tain products to Italy including oil, Musso-
lini later told Hitler privately that if the
League had imposed oil sanctions Italy
would have withdrawn from Hthiopia. As &
precedent, the Iraql oase will be for the
present generation what Ethiopia was for
that generation.

G. Henry S8chuler.2—There have been 3 re-
cent attempts by the U.S. to impose sanc-
tions against an oil producing regime. All
were against Libya—in 1971, 1881, and 1886,
all were directed at cutting off Libya's oil
exports, and all failed. The Libyan sanctions
were marked by lack of cooperation from the
international community and only a half-
hearted commitment from the U.8. govern-
ment and the business community. The stat-

#Director of energy security programs, Center for
Btrategio and International Btudies.
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ed goals, such as forcing the Libyan govern-
ment to stop supporting international ter-
rorism, were unrealistic.

The Libyan cases demonstrate that eco-
nomic sanctions require 3 elements to suc-
ceed:

The political will to impose absolute prohi-
bitions in pursuit of a well defined and verifi-
able goal.

The technical ability to monitor compli-
ance and prove violations.

The diplomatic, legal, and military means
to secure cooperation and enforce compli-
ance.

These elements are present in the Iraqi
sanctions. The Bush Administration moved
with speed, skill, and determination follow-
ing Iraq's invasion of Kuwait to put the sanc-
tions in place with worldwide support. The
goals are unambiguous, verifiable, and
achievable. The sanctions can force an Iraqi
withdrawal provided the military option
does not undermine them.

A 3 tier defense against Iraqi exports has
been constructed. It comprises a pipeline cut
off, a boycott, and a naval blockade.

There are only 2 operable oil pipelines
from Iraq. One goes to Turkey and one to
Saudi Arabia. Both are blocked and signifi-
cant shipments of oil by other means are not
possible. It is feasible technically to monitor
compliance and prove violations. Should oil
leave Iraq, there are numerous commercial
and intelligence sources of information on
tanker movements. 0il truck movements
through Jordan and attempts to construct
new pipelines can also be identified and
stopped. If oil leaks out from Iraq its origin
can be identified through bills of lading and
assays.

The boycott is binding on all United Na-
tions members and can be enforced dip-
lomatically and legally through local court
systems. The U.N. can declare a secondary
boycott to stop any léakage through other
countries such as Iran. U.S. and allied war-
ships can interdict Iraq's terminals in the
Persian Gulf, the Red Sea, and the Medi-
terranean.

With regard to the effects of the actions
that have been taken, it is clear that an
economy as dependent upon oil revenues as
is Iraq cannot long avoid collapse under the
weight of the sanctions. Oil accounted for al-
most 95 percent of Iraq's foreign exchange
earnings in 1989. In that year, it spent about
$10 billion of its foreign exchange on im-
ports, the rest for military goods. Foreign
hard currency reserves had been severely
drawn down during the war with Iran. With-
out hard currency earnings and with limited
and dwindling reserves, Iraq has very limited
ability to smuggle goods from abroad.

An assessment of Iraq's willingness to ac-
cept a cut-off of oil revenues must take into
account the fact that the Iraqi people are or
soon will be suffering a good deal of pain and
that they are not accustomed to such depri-
vation. Even during the war with Iran the
government was able to follow a guns and
butter policy. Some $50-$60 billion in Arab fi-
nancial assistance and Western credits was
obtained in this period, enabling Saddam
Hussein to do such things as build a show-
case subway system in Baghdad.

Increased oil prices are causing some dis-
comfort to the oil consuming nations. How-
ever, even Iraqi oil specialists know that
there is a growing glut of oil in world mar-
kets that should soon reduce oil prices to
pre-invasion levels. As a result of increased
production by the Saudis, the United Arab
Emirates, and the Venezuelans, oil markets
are in balance.
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0il producers are earning considerable
windfall profits as a result of the higher
prices brought about by the crisis. Assuming
oil prices average 3$25-330 per barrel, the
windfall profits for Saudi Arabia are esti-
mated at about $50 billion on an annual
basis.

Iraqi leaders must know that from an eco-
nomic perspective, Saddam’s foreign oppo-
nents will be able to outlast him and force a
withdrawal to original borders. However,
President Bush's November decision to dou-
ble American forces and create an offensive
military threat undermines the economic
sanctions in several unintended ways.

It dilutes the singleness of purpose re-
quired to make the sanctions work and tends
to subvert them by creating impatience
among the military forces deployed in re-
mote desert conditions. The threat of offen-
sive actions causes the Iragi public to rally
around the regime. The exchanges of belli-
cose statements by the U.S. and Iragi gov-
ernments increases oil prices which defeats
allied efforts to reduce costs to the alliance.
Threats of unilateral American military ac-
tion also create divisiveness among the al-
lies and doubts about whether the Bush Ad-
ministration would be satisfied with the
stated objectives of the sanctions, or wheth-
er it will attempt to ‘‘decapitate” the Sad-
dam regime and eliminate its war making
capacity.

The argument that we cannot afford to
wait for sanctions to work because the alli-
ance will not hold together is incorrect. The
alliance will hold as long as the oil balance
is maintained. Non-Gulf countries in the re-
gion, such as Turkey and Egypt, will remain
committed if their financial situation does
not worsen, The Gulf countries will remain
committed unless undermined by Iragi prop-
aganda and the American military presence.
War would reduce future access to oil sup-
plies. It would assure destruction of Kuwaliti
oil facilities and some Iraqi and Saudi oil fa-
cilities as well. After the war, the growing
demand for Middle East oil would have to
wait until facilities are rebuilt.

Edward Luttwak.*—The blockade author-
ized by the United Nations have sealed some
but not all of Iraq’s borders. Those in moun-
tain terrain, with the same ethnic minorities
on both sides, are inherently leaky. Pre-
emptive buying by the alliance could seri-
ously diminish smuggling but would it be
worth setting up such a system? Arguably it
does not strengthen Iraqi authorities when
Kurds and other border populations eat bet-
ter. Some military items could get across
the borders. But the more important con-
straint is imposed by the export blockade
which eliminates Iraq's almost exclusive
source of foreign currency and will eventu-
ally exhaust its ability to import.

To understand the real significance of the
blockade we must distinguish between the
hypothetical political effects and the actual
physical effects. The importance attached to
reports of food and other supplies in the
shops of Baghdad rests on a false premise.
The premise is that there is a relationship
between the availability of food for the popu-
lation and decisions of the Iraqi government.
That relationship does not exist. The evi-
dence is that the government creates public
opinion, it does not react to it. If there was
mass starvation in Iraq one could speculate
about a popular uprising. But that is not the
case.

*Holds the Arleigh Burke Chair in Strategy, Cen-
ter for Strategic and International Studies; author
of “Strategy: The Logic of War and Peace" and
many other books.
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On the other hand, the physical effects of
the blockade on Iraq's military capabilities
are beyond dispute. Iraq can no longer im-
port large quantities of weapons, the ma-
chinery to produce weapons, chemical
plants, laboratory equipment or components
for its missile, chemical, biological and nu-
clear weapons programs. The growth of its
military arsenal was the greatest danger for
the region. Its weapons programs are being
interrupted because they depended on costly
imports. Now that Iraq cannot add to its
weapons inventories they are slowly decay-
ing and becoming obsolete. In this context,
the blockade is highly effective.

Much of the imports which Irag used to
build up its military capabilities came from
the West including the U.S. This points to
the need to look beyond the immediacy of
the Iraq problem to the larger problem of
over militarization in the Third World. The
blockade against Iraq should be continued,
without war. The fact that it will take some
time to work is not a defect but a virtue as
it provides an opportunity to put in place a
system of worldwide controls over the flow
of weapons and military technologies to the
Third World.

To achieve this, 2 steps are necessary.
First, our overall security efforts have to be
redirected from the struggle against the So-
viet Union to a drastically enhanced effort
against nuclear proliferation and the diffu-
sion of other dangerous technologies. We are
still locked into the priorities of the Cold
War. Our intelligence organization still
keeps track of the Czechoslovakian Army,
the Hungarian Army, and the Polish Army.
A large portion of the Armed Forces, our di-
plomacy, COCOM, and the national security
bureaucracy are directed at the Soviet
Union. It is time to reallocate these re-
sources to the threat in the Third World.

Second, there must be a change in current
policies that allow arms sales to lawless and
unstable regimes. If international controls
over proliferation are created it will not
matter much if Iraq's present arsenal is not
destroyed in war. If such a system is created,
little will be gained by military destruction
of Iraq's current holdings.

The argument that a worldwide coalition,
with every member actively cooperating, is
necessary to sustain the economic sanctions
is false. To stop the oil flows you need only
a handful of countries, including Turkey.
But Turkey is experiencing substantial
losses from the sanctions. Saudi Arabia
could easily cover Turkey's losses with a
small portion of its windfall gains, and
should be requested to do so. Assuming Tur-
key's cooperation is secured, Saudi Arabia
will have to stay in the coalition because if
Saddam Hussein survives his first priority
will be to deal with the Saudis.

The destabilizing effects of the U.S. pres-
ence in Saudi Arabia can be reduced if a long
term sanctions policy is adopted and there is
a build-down of U.S. forces in the region.
Whatever are the destabilizing effects of a
long term U.S. presence, they are worse
under Islamic law if an attack is launched in
alliance with non-Moslems against a sister
Moslem state.

Paradoxically, the consequences of de-
stroying Iraq’s military machine would not
be in our interests. One consequence would
be to liberate Iran and allow it to resume its
path of the worldwide spread of Islam and
the “liberation' of Jerusalem. Any reduc-
tion of the Iraqi military threat achieved by
war increases the threat from Iran propor-
tionately. American forces stationed at the
head of the Gulf, perhaps in Kuwait, follow-
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ing a war against Iraq, would be faced with
a threat from Iran.

Another consequence would be to release
Syria from the Irag threat, and to permit it
to plan a war against Israel and pursue its
quarrel with Turkey. According to the news-
papers, the Syrians are purchasing missile
technology from the Chinese. If this is cor-
rect, those missiles will be aimed at Israel
and Turkey as well as Saudi Arabia.

Paul Warnke.—Although Vice President
Quayle and others have argued that the cost
of waiting for economic sanctions to work is
too great because delay will enable Saddam
Hussein to build up his military forces, it is
clear that the opposite would occur. Con-
tinuation of the blockade will seriously de-
bilitate Iraq’'s military strength and lessen
the cost of the use of force, should that prove
necessary.

It is also argued that the plight of the Ku-
waitis is so dire that humane considerations
require the prompt application of military
force. But military action would rain death
and destruction on the Kuwaiti people and
the Iraqi people, and result in the sacrifice of
many American combatants.

No one knows what the consequences of
military action would be on the coalition
and the balance in the region. The coalition
with the moderate Arab states would be easi-
er to maintain under a sanctions policy than
in a war where American soldiers would be
seen as slaughtering Arabs.

We waited 45 years to get the Soviet Union
out of Central Europe. We protested but took
no action when the Soviets crushed efforts at
democratic change in Czechoslovakia in 1968.
We are still standing by while China main-
tains its brutal occupation of Tibet. The U.S.
refrained from military action to roll back
the Iron Curtain or to free Tibet because we
did not want to precipitate a major war. Our
interest in not getting into a major war is
also present in the Middle East.

Time is on our side with respect to Iraq be-
cause of the inevitable weakening of its mili-
tary position and the fact that it will be
much harder for it to develop nuclear weap-
ons with the sanctions in place. We need to
recall that our nuclear deterrent has been
adequate with respect to the Soviet Union
and China. Instead of signaling impatience,
we should persuade Saddam Hussein that we
can wait him out.

We can continue to contain and punish
Iraq, maintaining the military forces we
have developed and the threat that we will
use them while economic sanctions do their
job. It would be possible for us to cut back
our deployment and still preserve a credible
threat. The importance of what we did ini-
tially in constructing the coalition and the
sanctions is that it can serve as a model for
future action. If this turns into a shooting
war it will not be supported by the public
and the public will not support a similar ac-
tion in the future. The sanctions approach is
something that can be done again.

At the same time, we need to develop effec-
tive controls over arms transfers to Third
World countries, possibly through the co-
operation of NATO and the Soviet Union.
There was an effort to negotiate an agree-
ment to do this in the conventional arms
transfer talks in 1977, 1978, and 1979. The
talks were futile but the situation is now
changed and we ought to use the time the
economic sanctions provide to try again.

4Partner, Clifford and Warnke; formerly Ambas-
sador for the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks, Di-
rector of the Arms Ci and Disar Agen-
cy, and Assistant Secretary of Defense for Inter-
national Security Affairs,
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Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, whatever the
resolution of the current crisis in the Persian
Guilf, it is clear that a key component of a suc-
cessful future U.S. policy must be the develop-
ment of a regionwide arms control policy. The
raison d'etre for the cold war driven policy of
arming regional clients has gone and it is time
to construct a new approach to curtailing rath-
er than fueling regional animosities.

Without a new h, coordinated with
our European allies, the U.S.S.R., China and
other high-tech weapons exporting countries,
we risk an ever spiralling influx of dangerous
and destabilizing weaponry to the Middle East.

The administration speaks of the construc-
tion of a New World order yet appears to be
pushing ahead with the same old pattern of
weapons sales to regional allies based on out-
moded cold war rationalizations.

One fact the events of recent months have
proved is that it is possible for previously ad-
versarial or nonparticipatory countries to suc-
cessfully impose an arms embargo.

Of course a central tenet of the success of
the embargo is that the Soviet Union has
worked with the United States in supporting
and maintaining that embargo. In fact, even
before the Iraqi invasion, the U.S.S.R. had se-
verely curtailed its weapons dealings with
Syria.

Clearly, wider success with this kind of ap-
proach is dependent on the enhancement and
formalization of U.S.-U.S.S.R. policy on re-
gional arms control.

But not all arms exports emanate from the
U.S.8.R. and, in fact, some of the more desta-
bilizing weapons come from other sources.

Nevertheless, there is reason to hope that
these countries can be encouraged to join in
a regional arms control regime.

The gulf crisis has highlighted increasing in-
ternal controversy at the often indiscriminate
sale of that technology to anyone with the
cash to purchase in those relatively few West-
ern European countries that can match the so-
phistication of U.S. weapons.

Other key arms exporting countries such as
the Koreas, China, and Brazil, less susceptible
to internal pressures, are clearly concerned at
the possibility that unrelated exports could be
affected by a refusal to abide by an inter-
national arms export policy.

The Congress took a major step toward im-
posing these type of sanctions and thus
achieving this goal with the passage at the
end of the last Congress of significant yet rea-
sonable sanctions to punish proliferators of
chemical and biological weapons and missile
technology.

Yet the Bush administration, which talks so
much about a New World order, vetoed this
legislation because it could not stomach even
minimal sanctions on the most egregious vio-
lators.

This brings me to my final point which is
that for all its rhetoric, the administration has
failed to back up its proclamation of a New
World order with the actions that might lead to
its establishment.

The Secretary of State, in testimony before
the Foreign Affairs Committee, made much of
a postcrisis security order, yet he has been at
the forefront of administration efforts to thwart
congressional action which might contribute to
the establishment of such an order.
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The inanity of current world practice is now
starkly apparent. U.S. troops will face a much
increased danger from Hawk antiaircraft mis-
siles originally sold to Kuwait and which have
now fallen into Iragi hands and from French-
German Roland missiles sold directly to Irag.

When those sales were made, no one an-
ticipated the end to which they would be put.
Yet we are still talking about selling even more
sophisticated weapons to a regime whose rule
is guaranteed by U.S. troops and whose long-
term survivability is an increasing concern.

The administration’s proposed $15 billion
arms sale to Saudi Arabia can lead only to de-
mands from Israel to maintain its qualitative
edge in the face of this transfer of a new gen-
eration of sophisticated missile and fighter
technology. Once again we are dangerously
escalating the regional arms race.

As long as the U.S.S.R. armed its clients
the United States had to do likewise. That pe-
riod appears to be at an end and a window of
opportunity has opened. If there is to be a
New World order, a primary goal must be the
curtailment of the injection of ever more dan-
gerous and destabalizing weapons into al-
ready contentious regions.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
subject of my special order on today.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
JONES of Georgia). Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. LAGOMARSINO) to revise
and extend their remarks and include
extraneous material:)

Mr. GINGRICH, for 60 minutes, on Jan-
uary 15.

Mr. WELDON, for 60 minutes each day,
on January 14, 15, 16, 17, and 18.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana, for 60 min-
utes each day, on January 14, 15, 16, 17,
and 18.

Mr. BAKER, for 60 minutes, on Janu-
ary 17.

Mr. RITTER, for 60 minutes, today.

Mr. MCEWEN, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. McEwWEN, for 60 minutes each
day, on January 15, 16, 17, and 18.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Ms. OAKAR) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Ms. OAKAR, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. HOYER, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. ANNUNZIO, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. SCHEUER, for 60 minutes, today.

Ms. OAKAR, for 10 minutes each day,
on January 22 and 23.
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Mr. EDWARDS of California,
minutes, on January 15.

Mr. EpwARDS of California, for 60
minutes, on January 16.

Mr. GonNzaALEZ, for 60 minutes each
day, on January 16, 18, and 22.

Ms. KAPTUR, for 60 minutes, on Janu-
ary 15.

for 30

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:
(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. LAGOMARSINO) and to in-
clude extraneous matter:)

Mr. DANNEMEYER.

Mr. RIGGS.

Mr. GILMAN.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Ms. OAKAR) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. SCHUMER.

Mr. HUBBARD.

Mr, NEAL of North Carolina.

JOINT RESOLUTION PRESENTED
TO THE PRESIDENT

Mr. ROSE, from the Committee on
House Administration, reported that
that committee did on the following
date present to the President, for his
approval, a joint resolution of the
House of the following title:
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On January 12, 1991:
H.J. Res. 77. Joint reolution to authorize
the use of U.S. Armed Forces pursuant to
U.N. Security Council Resolution 678.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 2 o'clock and 44 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until tomorrow, Tues-
day, January 15, 1991, at 12 noon.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4
of rule XXII, public bills and resolu-
tions were introduced and severally re-
ferred as follows:

By Mr. GUARINI (for himself, Mr.
ARMEY, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. LAFALCE,
and Mr. ROE):

H.R. 524. A bill to cut Social Security con-
tribution rates and return Social Security to
pay-as-you-go financing, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Ms. MOLINARI:

H.R. 525. A bill to amend the Federal char-
ter for the Boys' Clubs of America to reflect
the change of the name of the organization
to the Boys & Girls Clubs of America; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. RICHARDSON (for himself, Mr.
ScHIFF, and Mr. SKEEN):

H.R. 526. A bill to extend public land order
6403 relating to the waste isolation pilot
plant, and for other purposes; jointly, to the
Committees on Armed Services and Interior
and Insular Affairs.
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By Mr, SCHEUER:

H.R. 527. A bill to authorize research and
evaluation programs for monitoring, detect-
ing, and abating lead based paint and other
lead exposure hazards in housing, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on
Science, Space, and Technology.

H.R. 528. A bill to establish a national pol-
icy of no net loss of forests, to direct the
President to work for a declaration of a state
of emergency for global forests, to establish
forest protection and forest restoration pro-
grams as a national priority, to support a
global forest resource survey, to create an
endangered forests research initiative, and
to initiate a joint United States-Japan effort
for global forest restoration; jointly, to the
Committees on Agriculture; Foreign Affairs;
Interior and Insular Affairs; and Science,
Space, and Technology.

By Mr. MCEWEN:

H. Con. Res. 35. Concurrent resolution con-
cerning United States assistance to the So-
E-l;at Union; to the Committee on Foreign Af-
airs.

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R, 3: Mr. OLIN, Mr. WILsON, and Mrs.
LLOYD.

H.R. 414: Mr. GOODLING, Mr. GINGRICH, and
Mr. ROBERTS.

H. Res, 10: Mr. DONNELLY, Mr. MACHTLEY,
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Mrs. KENNELLY,
Mr. HORTON, Mr. MOAKLEY, Mr. WOLPE, Mr.
MAVROULES, Mr. BORSKI, Mr. NEAL of Massa-
chusetts, Mr. DoORNAN of California, Mr.
OBERSTAR, Mr. DELAY, Mr. ROE, Mr. GREEN
of New York, Mr. JONTZ, and Mr. WALSH.
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