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with highways derail this bill this
year. There are a lot of legitimate
issues that need to be debated. We need
to bring this bill up and we need to
bring it up as soon as we get back from
the recess next week.

I feel an obligation to people in my
State. I feel an obligation to the State
where we pay in gasoline taxes on a per
capita basis as much as any State in
the Union. It is not uncommon for peo-
ple in my State to drive in their cars
and trucks 50 miles one way to work,
to drive 30 miles to take their children
to school. People in my State need
highways. They pay for them by paying
the gasoline tax.

I want to urge our leadership to work
with us to bring this bill up. This is not
a budget issue. We are not talking
about busting the budget. We are not
talking about setting the total level of
spending. We are talking about requir-
ing money to be spent for the purpose
that it was collected and not on other
things. But if there are those who want
to talk about this within the context of
the budget, Senator BYRD and I are not
so busy that we don’t have time to sit
down and talk. I believe that the day
we come back, week after next, that
the situation with highways is going to
be getting so desperate that we will
have to do something. I think we ought
to bring up the highway bill. I think it
would be bad for us to be forced to try
to deal with this issue as an amend-
ment on another bill. That is not the
way I want to do it. I know the Senator
from West Virginia doesn’t want to do
it that way. We need to act and we
need to do it very quickly. We are run-
ning out of time.

I want to conclude by simply urging
those who would like to commingle
this issue with the budget, if they want
to sit down with Senator BYRD, with
me, with Senator WARNER, with Sen-
ator BAUCUS, to talk about how this
might fit into a budget that would be
written later, we are willing to sit
down and talk about it. It is not a
budget issue. Quite frankly, I believe
those who oppose us want to make it a
budget issue so that they can say to
people, look, don’t vote for these high-
ways because if you do that, then you
can’t spend all this money on other
things, money requested by the Presi-
dent, money sought by other interests,
money expenditures that are supported
by Members of Congress.

There is one fundamental difference.
Nobody is saying that child care is not
important or food stamps aren’t impor-
tant, or funds for the IMF aren’t im-
portant, or paying dues at the United
Nations are not important, or that for-
eign aid is not important. But there is
one fundamental difference. None of
those expenditures has a dedicated rev-
enue source. None of those expendi-
tures has a tax that working Ameri-
cans pay for the purpose of funding
them. Americans do pay a gasoline tax
to build roads. So our claim is strong-
er. We have committed to people we
are going to do this. I believe time is

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

running out here. I think we have been
very patient. I think we have tried to
work with everybody. We have been
willing to sit down and talk to anyone.
You don’t get 54 cosponsors by acci-
dent. You do it by answering a lot of
questions, by convincing a lot of peo-
ple. I don’t think anyone has asked
Senator BYRD or asked me to sit down
with them to explain this amendment,
what it does, how it will affect their
State, how it will affect anything they
are concerned about. But we are going
to reach a point here when we come
back after the recess where we have to
quit explaining and start acting.

I urge those who would like to com-
mingle this with the budget, while I
really believe that is a ruse to beat our
amendment—they are trying to con-
vince people that our demand that we
spend money for the purpose we tell
people we are going to spend it when
we collect it is somehow on a par with
proposals made to spend money to just
simply increase the level of expendi-
ture. There is no comparison between
the two. But if somebody wants to talk
to us about the budget as it relates to
our amendment, we are willing, any
time, day or night, to sit down and
talk to them. What we are not willing
to do is to sit here and let May 1 come
and let highway construction stop all
over the country. We are not willing to
do that, and we need to get on with the
task of passing the highway bill and, I
believe, passing this amendment.

I want to thank my colleague, Sen-
ator BYRD, for his leadership. We have
done a lot of work on this. I would like
to believe the number of cosponsors,
the progress we have made, is some-
what due to our persuasiveness. But I
think, really, it is not our persuasive-
ness; it is the strength of the case we
are making. This is the right thing to
do. It is clearly the right thing to do. I
think if the American people really un-
derstood what this debate was about, if
they really understood that the critics
of what we are doing are saying, ‘“‘Don’t
spend the money for the purpose you
select it is because we want to spend it
on other things,” they would be out-
raged about it. I think that is one of
the reasons that people don’t come
over and debate us on this subject.

I am glad to be on a side of an issue
where we are right. I can assure you, it
is much easier to argue something if
the facts are on your side. Now, often
here, great cases are made when the
facts don’t comport, but when they are
on your side, it is easy. And they are
on our side on this issue.

Mr. BYRD. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. GRAMM. I am happy to yield to
the Senator.

Mr. BYRD. I want to thank the dis-
tinguished senior Senator from Texas.
He worked inside the Finance Com-
mittee to offer an amendment which
was adopted in the committee transfer-
ring the 4.3-cent gas tax to the trust
fund, to the highway trust fund, where
it would be spent on highways and
mass transit programs. So he got it
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that far. So the money is in the trust
fund, and I compliment him.

Now he has joined with me and 52
other Senators—in addition to the two
of us, he has joined with me and 52
other Senators, Mr. BAUCUS and Mr.
WARNER, in particular—who are initial
cosponsors of this legislation. He has
joined with us in attempting to author-
ize, to have the Congress authorize, the
expenditure of the moneys in the trust
fund, the 4.3-cent gas tax, to authorize
the expenditure of those funds for high-
ways and for mass transit programs.

That is what they were intended to
be used for. He has stood like a stout
Irish oak on his side of the aisle in urg-
ing that the ISTEA bill be brought up
and in urging support of this amend-
ment upon which we are both allied
and working. I thank him for that. I
thank him for his steadfastness; he has
stood like a Rock of Gibraltar. We will
continue to work in the effort to im-
plore the bringing up of this highway
bill. I thank him very much.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from West Virginia. Let
me just conclude by saying that the
American people cry out for bipartisan-
ship. This is the only real bipartisan ef-
fort of this Congress. We have 54 co-
sponsors on this bill; they are roughly
divided, Democrats and Republicans.
This is not a partisan issue. I hope we
can move ahead and I believe we will. I
want to thank the Senator from West
Virginia. It has been a great honor for
me to work with him. I believe we are
going to be successful, in large part,
because this is the right thing to do.
But as Edmund Burke once said, ‘‘All
that is necessary for evil to triumph in
the world is for good men to do noth-
ing.”

We intend to do something to make
this happen—however much work it
takes. We have carried this ball all the
way down to the goal line, and we are
not about to fumble it or call time-out
right now.

I thank the Chair and yield the floor.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

————

THE WAR CRIMES TRIBUNAL

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, in the
absence of any other Senator seeking
recognition, this may be a good time
for me to report briefly on the travels
that I undertook from December 30 to
January 13, when I visited the War
Crimes Tribunal in The Hague and
found that this agency is moving for-
ward with prosecutions on war crimes
against humanity, arising out of the
activities in Bosnia.

It is my sense that after the first
conviction, which has been obtained,
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the tribunal is on its way to estab-
lishing a very, very important inter-
national precedent. For the past dec-
ade-plus, many of us, including Senator
DopD, Congressman JIM LEACH, myself,
and others, have been working to try to
bring an international criminal court
into existence. It is my sense that if
the War Crimes Tribunal is successful,
we may have the most important insti-
tutional change in international rela-
tions in this century, if we can bring
the rule of law into the international
arena.

I think it is very important that the
outstanding indictments be served. In
talking to the military leaders and
NATO in Bosnia, I have been informed
that we have the capacity to do so if
the instructions are given. Up until the
present time, the rule has been to serve
them with warrants of arrest if our
military groups come into contact with
those under indictment, but they are
not to make an effort to search them
out. It is a delicate matter and has to
be handled with discretion and with re-
gard to not losing lives in the process
of making the arrests. But, I think
that ultimately those warrants of ar-
rest do have to be served.

We stopped in Bosnia and saw the ac-
tivities there. Mindful of the Presi-
dent’s recent request for an open-ended
stay in Bosnia, we discussed with the
military leaders and with some of the
soldiers their sense as to what was
going to happen there.

The Congress has legislated to bring
an end to the funding as of June 30,
1998, with certain exceptions relating
to a Presidential extension. But, it
seems to me that it is necessary to
have some idea as to how long we are
going to be there. Those enmities and
hatreds go back hundreds of years, and
it is necessary, in my judgment, for us
to have some idea as to how long we
are going to stay there and how long it
will take to accomplish that mission if
we are, in fact, to remain there.

The U.S. contingents are still much
larger than any others. We have some
8,000 personnel—substantially larger
than the French, British, Russians, or
others—and there ought to be more of
a burden sharing than is present now if
the United States is to stay there.

We traveled on to the Mideast where
we had an opportunity to meet with
Israeli Prime Minister Netanyahu, Syr-
ian President Assad, Egyptian Presi-
dent Mubarak, King Hussein of Jordan,
and other leaders. And, it is my sense
that the Israeli-Syrian tract could be
very close to resolution.

Before going, on December 17, I met
with President Clinton, told him of my
itinerary, and urged him to become
personally involved in the Syrian nego-
tiations as he had been in the past. The
parties were very close to a resolution
of the dispute between Israel and Syria
before the assassination of Prime Min-
ister Rabin. The President was person-
ally involved in those negotiations. I
believe that with an activist hand by
the President, there could be a success-
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ful resolution there. It can’t be said
with certainty, but the parties were
very close before Prime Minister Rabin
was assassinated.

I had an opportunity to talk to
Prime Minister Netanyahu and Presi-
dent Assad in August and November of
1996. At that time it seemed to me that
the parties were far apart, with Prime
Minister Netanyahu saying he wanted
to negotiate for peace but would do so
only if there was a clean slate and he
had a new mandate. President Assad of
Syria, on the other hand, said he, too,
wanted to negotiate but would do so
only if they would begin where the ne-
gotiations left off with Prime Minister
Rabin.

While the words were very similar,
when I had a chance to talk to Prime
Minister Netanyahu and President
Assad last month, the music, it seemed
to me, was a little bit different. Syria
had a new set of problems with their
economy, and Netanyahu faces a new
set of problems. I think activist inter-
vention by the President could well
bring the Israeli-Syrian tract to a con-
clusion. It is certainly worth a try.

As to the Palestinian-Israeli tract, it
is much more complicated. But, here
again I have urged the President to
bring Mr. Netanyahu and Mr. Arafat
into the same room, at the same time,
to hear their complaints and to try to
bring a resolution to those very serious
problems.

Part of the mission on this trip was
to explore persecution against Chris-
tians and other religious groups. Our
travels took us to Egypt, Ethiopia, Eri-
trea, and Saudi Arabia. The details are
spelled out in a written report, which I
shall file as well. But, it seems to me
that the United States ought to take a
stand on the legislation which has been
introduced by Congressman FRANK
WOLF in the House and by myself in the
Senate which would articulate the
principles of religious freedom and im-
pose sanctions on foreign governments
which tolerate or encourage this kind
of persecution.

In Saudi Arabia, in talking to Prince
Turki, I heard again that the Koran
calls for the death penalty if someone
changes from Islam to Christianity. I
heard the same in Egypt, and found, in
fact, that those who have converted
from Islam to Christianity had been
imprisoned. We heard many complaints
talking to people who had been victims
of persecution in Saudi Arabia and in
Egypt. It is my hope that this issue
will come to the Senate floor. I know it
is on the majority leader’s list to be
considered by the Senate sometime be-
tween now and the spring.

This is just a brief statement of some
of the highlights.

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi-
dent, that the full text of the report,
which incorporates two op-ed pieces
that have been published in the Pitts-
burgh Post-Gazette and the Harrisburg
Patriot-News, be printed in the RECORD
as well.

February 11, 1998

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

REPORT ON FOREIGN TRAVEL

In accordance with my practice of report-
ing on foreign travel, this floor statement
summarizes a trip which I took from Decem-
ber 30, 1997 through January 13, 1998 to four-
teen countries in Europe, Africa and the
Middle East. My trip had several purposes: to
evaluate the work of the International
Criminal Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia
and Rwanda in The Hague in prosecuting in-
dicted war criminals and in laying down the
precedent for the establishment of a perma-
nent international criminal court, to evalu-
ate the President’s request for an open-ended
extension of time for the U.S. military par-
ticipation in United Nations Stabilization
Force operations in Bosnia, to assess the
progress of the Middle East peace process,
and to gather information in support of my
legislation to strengthen U.S. policy against
countries that persecute religious minori-
ties.

INTERNATIONAL CRIMINAL TRIBUNAL

The first phase of my trip involved a re-
view of the progress of the International
Criminal Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia
and Rwanda in The Hague. This was my
third trip to that body in as many years, and
its good work reaffirmed my belief that the
tribunal could well set the stage for the cre-
ation of a permanent International Criminal
Court, which would do much to deter future
crimes against humanity.

In The Hague, I met with the Tribunal’s
Chief Prosecutor, Louise Arbour, and several
American members of her staff, to discuss
pending prosecutions arising from war
crimes in the former Yugoslavia and Rwan-
da. The prosecutors were much more opti-
mistic than they had been on my two pre-
vious visits in 1996. One assistant prosecutor,
Ms. Patricia Sellers, declared there had been
more progress in international law in the
last four years than in the intervening 520
years following the first conviction of a war
criminal in 1474.

The most tangible of the tribunal’s suc-
cesses was the recent conviction, on eleven
counts after a one-year trial, of Dusko Tadic,
charged with crimes against humanity under
the statutes of the International Tribunal
and cruel treatment of civilians as defined
by the Geneva Convention of 1949.

While the Tadic case is a start, it is impor-
tant to note that only 19 of the 79 defendants
under indictment are in custody. Most of the
remaining defendants are at large in Serb-
controlled portions of the former Yugoslavia.

On a later stop in Sarajevo, I saw that the
multi-national force in Bosnia faces a com-
plicated task in taking some of these major
defendants, like Radovan Karadic and Ratko
Mladic, into custody. The current instruc-
tion is to arrest indictees if observed, but
not to hunt them down. Our military com-
manders told me in Sarajevo that they have
the trained personnel to take them into cus-
tody if provided sufficient intelligence infor-
mation on their whereabouts.

Some of the Congressional opposition to
staying in Bosnia could be overcome with a
strategy to hunt down war criminals as part
of the SFOR mission, but this would present
its own set of problems. Our experience in
Somalia was bitter when we sustained exten-
sive casualties in our unsuccessful effort to
take Mohammad Aidid into custody. Consid-
eration should be given to an arrest strategy
if it could be accomplished with minimal dif-
ficulty.

A vastly preferable course to SFOR appre-
hension would be for Serbia to honor its
commitments under the Dayton Agreement
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to cooperate in apprehending the Tribunal’s
indictees. After discussing this matter with
the Supreme Allied Commander, Europe,
General Wesley Clark in The Hague, I re-
quested and obtained a meeting with
Slobodan Milosevic, President of the Yugo-
slavian Federation, who had been labeled a
war criminal by Secretary of State Larry
Eagleburger in December 1992. Fifteen min-
utes out of Belgrade on a special flight, I was
told Milosevic had suddenly caught the flu.

In my testy substitute meeting in Belgrade
with Yugoslavian Foreign Minister Zivadin
Jovanovich, I pressed Yugoslavia to turn
over several defendants in his country and to
help apprehend Karadic and Mladic. I was
not surprised by his refusal. While in Bel-
grade I heardthat many there are worried
about the Tribunal’s recently adopted proce-
dure to obtain sealed indictments. Some
ranking Serbian or Yugoslavian of officials
may travel to a jurisdiction where an arrest
warrant, based on a sealed indictment from
the War Crimes Tribunal, could be served
with a one-way ticket to custody at The
Hague.

Later stops on my trip validated the im-
portance of the International Tribunal’s ex-
ample to maintaining international sta-
bility. In Ethiopia, Yemen and Eritrea, I
heard considerable interest in the tribunal’s
work on Rwanda war crimes. The U.S. Am-
bassador to Ethiopia expressed concern
about the slow progress of the tribunal on
the Rwanda indictments. Yemeni Foreign
Minister Al-Iryani expressed satisfaction
that 23 individuals are in custody on charges
of war crimes in Rwanda.

Eritrean Foreign Minister Haile Weldensae
told me that successful prosecutions against
Rwanda defendants would help bring peace
to that country which still suffers from mas-
sacres. Yemeni President Salih cautioned
against the tribunal’s handling of the Rwan-
da prosecutions without a better under-
standing of African problems. But the his
Foreign Minister struck a positive chord,
saying the Rwanda tribunal ‘‘will absolutely
deter” future atrocities and that it would set
a ‘‘very good precedent that no one should
get away from war crimes.”’

From my review of the tribunal’s progress,
it is clear that it faces many hurdles: the
body has only one courtroom (with a second
under construction), and is frequently under-
cut by France and Yugoslavia in carrying
out its work. The tribunal’s budget has been
increased, but still will have grossly insuffi-
cient resources to carry out its vital man-
date. Only resources, perseverance and
strong international backing will enable the
War Crimes Tribunal to make a success of its
unique opportunity to extend the rule of law
against international criminals.

BOSNIA

The second phase of my trip involved eval-
uating the President’s recent decision to
stay to stay in Bosnia indefinitely in the
face of the Defense Appropriations Act cut-
ting off funding for our military operations
there on June 30, 1998. Clearly, Congress and
the President may be on a collision course
on this matter. Evaluating our policy in Bos-
nia took me to Sarajevo, Belgrade and Italy
to meet in the field with our troops and with
military leaders from the U.S. and NATO
Commands.

In Sarajevo, I asked our troops to estimate
how long we would need to stay there to
avoid the resumption of bloodshed which
would happen if they left on Congress’s
schedule. A frequent answer was a genera-
tion, given the intensity and longevity of the
religious and ethnic hatreds between the
Muslims, Croats and Serbs. Command Ser-
geant Major Selmer Hyde, a Pittsburgh na-
tive, pointed out that Muslims in Sarajevo

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

choose to walk up a high hill adjacent to the
city over a winding dirt trail rather than
using a new macadam road traveled by Serbs
and Croats.

There was considerable Congressional op-
position to President Clinton’s deployment
of U.S. troops for one year in early 1996 as
part of a multi-national force, and even more
skepticism when he extended their stay by 18
months shortly after the 1996 Presidential
election. In articulating the three U.S. ob-
jectives for an indefinite stay in Bosnia, the
President twice refers to European security
and once to the rule of international law.
While obviously important, those reasons do
not measure up to ‘‘vital” U.S. national in-
terests as defined by the historic Senate de-
bate involving Senators Nunn, WARNER,
MOYNIHAN, myself and others on the Congres-
sional resolution to authorize the use of
force in the Gulf War in January 1991.

There is no doubt about the potential dire
consequences if the fighting resumes among
the Muslims, Serbs and Croats. The battle
may spill into Macedonia. Germany and
other European countries would likely be
flooded with refugees. The entire region
would be de-stabilized.

But there is significant question as to how
far can U.S. military resources be stretched
on the current $268 billion defense budget. In
the mid-1980s, those appropriations approxi-
mated $300 billion, which would exceed $400
billion in 1998 dollars. The top U.S. military
brass in Bosnia and NATO had no response to
my questions on priorities in deciding how to
spend among Bosnia, Korea, Iran, Iraq and
the world’s other hot spots.

The other nations insist on U.S. leader-
ship. The U.S. has about 8000 soldiers in the
Bosnia force, compared to approximately
2500 Germans, 5100 British, 3200 French, and
1400 Russians. Most of those nations are
AWOL when it comes to supporting the U.S.
on tough sanctions against Iraq or on our ef-
forts to isolate Iran, and France has chosen
not to let its officers testify in front of the
International Criminal Tribunal in The
Hague. This is particularly outrageous given
that General Shinseki’s multi-national staff
told me that successful prosecution of tri-
bunal inductees forms a lynchpin of future
Bosnian stability.

In the field, our Bosnian troops express
mixed sentiments on our continuing role
there. While there is pride on preserving the
peace and noting some improvements, most
say we will have to be there for decades.

Doing our part does not mean doing more
than other major European nations. This is
not the Cold War where the U.S. squared off
against the USSR and our dominant role in
NATO protected our vital national interests.
Obviously, Bosnian stability is of much
greater concern to the European nations
than it is to the U.S.

If we are to stay, we should (1) get greater
commitments from the other major powers—
Great Britain, France, Germany, Italy, etc;
(2) secure agreement from those nations to
share on stabilizing the other world hot
spots; (3) obtain real cooperation from the
Serbs, Muslims and Croats on taking into
custody defendants under indictment by the
War Crimes Tribunal; and (4) set a time-
table on benchmarks for progress which
would permit a reduction and, ultimately, a
withdrawal of U.S. personnel in Bosnia.

Congress is prepared to be cooperative, but
there are important issues and interests
which must be addressed to our satisfaction.
The Defense Appropriations Subcommittee,
on which I serve, should not and will not
issue a blank check on Bosnia.

MIDDLE EAST PEACE

The third phase of my trip involved assess-
ing Middle East regional stability and the
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progress of the peace process. Toward this
end, 1 met in Israel with Prime Minister
Netanyahu and various members of the
Knesset, in Syria with President Assad and
Foreign Minister Shara, in Jordan with King
Hussein and Crown Prince Hassan, on the
West Bank with Palestinian Authority
Chairman Arafat and Minister of Education
Hanan Ashrawi, in Eritrea with Foreign Min-
ister Weldensae, in Yemen with President
Salih and Foreign Minister al-lryani, in
Saudi Arabia with Saudi Intelligence Direc-
tor Prince Turki and U.S. Air Force Briga-
dier General Rayburn and in Egypt with
President Mubarak.

Before I left I had a talk with President
Clinton and urged him to become more in-
volved in the Mideast peace process, particu-
larly on the Israeli-Syrian track. After meet-
ing with Prime Minister Netanyahu and
President Assad, I am convinced that if the
President of the United States became per-
sonally involved on that track, there could
be some real movement.

In talking to President Assad and Prime
Minister Netanyahu on trips to the area in
August and November, 1996, President
Assad’s position was that he’s not going to
resume negotiations unless Israel agrees to
start off where Prime Minister Rabin left off,
and Prime Minister Netanyahu contended
that he had a different mandate from the
Israeli electorate. This time, I noticed the
same words, but somewhat of a difference in
tone. I firmly believe that progress could be
made on this track with direct Presidential
involvement.

On the question of the Golan, I raised with
President Assad the issue of submitting the
return of the Golan to an Israeli referendum
as part of any agreement with Israel. While
initially President Assad considered this a
matter purely for Israeli domestic consump-
tion, after we talked for a while, he acknowl-
edged that it could form a part of a future
arrangement. If the sticking point of the sta-
tus of Golan were decided directly by the
Israeli electorate referendum, this would
allow Prime Minister Netanyahu to nego-
tiate with Syria, notwithstanding his ‘“‘man-
date.”

As I did in the past, I also raised with
President Assad the issue of Israeli MIAs and
I was told that the Syrians have made con-
tinuing efforts. I had raised that in the past,
and they say they have not been able to find
anything to this point. I raised a number of
other MIA issues; I've been asked by the U.S.
Embassy not to discuss those issues in de-
tail, but I did raise them all. I was assured
that work is being done on them.

By contrast with the Israeli-Syrian track,
the Israeli-Palestinian peace talks are much
more difficult. There are a lot of people in
the region who contend that Prime Minister
Netanyahu has not kept his promises on the
Israeli-Palestinian process. Prime Minister
Netanyahu insists that he has kept his prom-
ises. I believe that bringing both sides to-
gether in this atmosphere is going to take a
lot of work. I was glad to see the President
bring both Prime Minister Netanyahu and
Chairman Arafat to meet with him in Wash-
ington last week, but I wish that more could
have been attained by way of tangible
progress during their visits. I feel that a
similar Oval Office dialogue between Prime
Minister Netanyahu and President Assad
would prove more fruitful because the
Israeli-Syrian track appears not as intrac-
table.

As ever, Islamic fundamentalist terrorism
represents the greatest threat to regional se-
curity in the Middle East, and, in light of
this, my visit to Saudi Arabia was especially
instructive. I visited thousands of U.S. air-
men living in tents at the remote Prince Sul-
tan Air Base, to which our forces were sent
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following the terrorist attack on Khobar
Towers in Dhahran in June 1996. Their living
quarters made the Allenwood Federal Prison
in Pennsylvania look palatial.

I had met with FBI Director Louis Freeh
before departing, and discussed, among other
issues, the level of Saudi cooperation with
our counter-terrorism effort. In Riyadh, I
met with Saudi Intelligence Director Prince
Turki, and strongly objected to the Saudis’
refusal to honor their commitment to allow
the FBI to question suspects in the Khobar
Towers bombing. Prince Turki replied that
Saudi national sovereignty entitled his gov-
ernment to handle the matter as it chose.
This is particularly irksome, given the sac-
rifices that our troops are making in the re-
gion to provide the Saudi government pro-
tection from Iraq.

FOREIGN RELIGIOUS PERSECUTION

The fourth phase of my trip involved gath-
ering information on foreign religious perse-
cution. Worldwide persecution of religious
minorities, focused particularly on Chris-
tians in Muslim countries China and Tibet,
led last year to the introduction of the SPEC-
TER-Wolf bill which would create a U.S. of-
fice to monitor such persecution and impose
trade sanctions on countries which system-
atically persecute any religious group.

Toward the goal of fact-finding, I met with
religious leaders and governmental officials
in Egypt, Saudi Arabia, Ethiopia, and Eri-
trea and Yemen. I had wanted to visit Sudan
to investigate persecution of Christians by
the fundamentalist Islamic Sudanese govern-
ment, but was told by the State Department
that Sudan was unsafe for American delega-
tions. I did meet with the Sudanese govern-
ment-in-exile in neighboring Eritrea, and
discussed reports of Sudanese persecution
with His Holiness Abuna Paulos, the Patri-
arch of the Ethiopian Orthodox Church, and
with the leadership of the Ethiopian Su-
preme Islamic Council in Addis Ababa.

My fact-finding corroborated the wide-
spread reports of bias, mistreatment and
even persecution of religious minorities in
the Middle East and Africa.

Egyptian President Mubarak and Saudi
Arabian Intelligence Director Prince Turki
told me that public intolerance toward non-
Muslim religions springs from the Koran.
Conversion from Islam to Christianity or
any other religion carries the death penalty
under Muslim laws that are based on teach-
ings of the Koran.

I heard conflicting statements in Saudi
Arabia about whether the death penalty is
actually imposed on conversion. One U.S.
citizen living in Riyadh told me of a
videotaped beheading by Saudi authorities of
a Filipino Christian, but there was some
question as to whether this individual was
put to death solely because of his faith.
There appeared to be more substance to a
claim of religious motivation for the execu-
tion of a Christian charged only with rob-
bery, since that punishment far exceeded the
usual penalty for that crime.

Aside from the issue of capital punish-
ment, there is no doubt that the religious po-
lice in Saudi Arabia are very repressive
against Christians. A Mormon U.S. citizen
reported a Saudi investigation seventeen
years ago arising from prayer meetings in a
private home. A dossier, he said, has been
maintained by Saudi authorities on partici-
pants resulting in a recent deportation of a
Mormon found in possession of a religious
video.

Other U.S. citizens in Riyadh told of
Christmas decorations being torn down in
hospitals, seizures of personal bibles by
Saudi customs officials and prohibition of
displaying a Christmas tree in the window of
a private home if it could be seen from out-
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side. Another Christian from India told of a
Sunday School being ransacked by Saudi re-
ligious police with the arrest and detention
of a pastor, his wife and three children.

American soldiers of Jewish faith feel par-
ticularly at risk in Saudi Arabia. They
change their ‘‘dog tags’” to eliminate any
reference to their religion during their tours
there. When a rabbi from the Chaplain Corps
recently visited U.S. military posts in Saudi
Arabia, many Jewish soldiers declined to
meet with him.

The Saudi answer on the religious ques-
tions was identical to their rationale on re-
fusing to allow the FBI to interrogate the
Khobar Towers suspects. The only difference
was that source of their obstinacy was the
Koran instead of national sovereignty. Nev-
ertheless, 1 believe the Saudi attitude on re-
ligious bias can be changed at least to some
extent in the face of sufficient U.S. and
world persuasion and pressure.

On September 12, 1997, Prince Sultan re-
portedly made a commitment to the Pope
that Christians would be permitted to pray
together in the solitude of their homes. Even
that remains to be seen. Prince Turki
claimed that Saudi policy did not preclude
people from bringing bibles for their own
personal use through customs; but, he said,
zealous customs bureaucrats often act on
their own in confiscating these items.

From my discussions with foreign leaders
and with religious minorities, it was clear
that just the introduction of the Specter-
Wolf bill has had an effect on foreign repres-
sive practices. My friend, the Special Advi-
sor to President Mubarak, Osama el-Baz,
came to see me in my Senate office before
my trip to ask that Egypt not be included
among countries which persecuted Chris-
tians. Also, fifty-three Egyptian Christians
recently publicized a letter saying, in effect,
the U.S. should mind its own business even
though they acknowledged that ‘‘there are
certain annoyances that [Christians] in
Egypt suffer from.”

Egyptian evangelicals were not as re-
strained. They cited cases of eight and nine
months in jail for Muslims who sought con-
version to Christianity. One scholar pro-
duced statistics showing 1624 people were
killed by religious violence in Egypt from
1990 through 1992 including the deaths of 133
Christians. Evangelicals in both Egypt and
Ethiopia also complained about the long
time it took to secure official permission to
build churches, a snag that, in effect, sty-
mied their religious activity.

Since the State Department advised
against visiting Sudan, we sought informa-
tion on that country’s practices in the neigh-
boring countries of HEritrea and Ethiopia.
Eritrean Christians confirmed claims of Su-
danese children being sold into slavery. They
attributed it to profiteering by the militia as
part of the booty of war. One Eritrean Chris-
tian commented on Sudanese governmental
action in closing churches in 1997.

Our Christian, Jewish and Moslem inter-
locutors in Saudi Arabia, Egypt, Ethiopia
and Eritrea were particularly pleased that
the U.S. Congress was considering the issue.
An Egyptian Muslim almost withdrew his
objection to the Specter-Wolf bill when he
heard it applied to other nations and had no
sanctions against Egypt on U.S. foreign aid.
Archbishop Silvano Tomasi, Vatican Ambas-
sador to Ethiopia, complimented the pro-
posed legislation for raising the level of dia-
logue, adding that, if it were enacted with a
““little bite,”” then so much the better.

By raising the profile of the religious per-
secution issue in the current discourse of for-
eign policy, Congress has been able to make
some progress on advancing the cause of reli-
gious freedom abroad. Still, many problems
remain. For this reason, Congressman Wolf
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and I will continue to pursue our bill toward
the goal of putting teeth in our country’s
longstanding policy against foreign religious
persecution.

MAGNETIC LEVITATION TRAIN TECHNOLOGY

On my way back to Washington, I stopped
in Lathen, Germany, to announce the com-
pletion of an agreement to bring German
high-speed magnetic levitation (‘‘maglev’’)
train technology to Pennsylvania. I took a
demonstration ride on the maglev train,
which is capable of speeds as high as 310
miles per hour.

This is something I have been working on
in the area of Transportation Appropriations
for a long time. The maglev train ride would
improve the quality of life of all Pennsylva-
nians who feel they spend too much time in
traffic or at congested airports. This tech-
nology would also bring Pennsylvania’s steel
industry roaring into the 21st Century be-
cause the maglev train uses steel guideways
over hundreds of miles.

The train went a little over 250 miles per
hour and it was exhilarating to be in a kind
of mass transit which goes so fast, a little
like Buck Rogers. It would be tremendous
for Pennsylvania and a tremendous boon to
the economy of every stop along the line
from Philadelphia to Pittsburgh, such as
Lancaster, Harrisburg, Lewiston, State Col-
lege, Altoona, Johnstown, and Greensburg.
People could go from Philadelphia to Pitts-
burgh in one and a half hours non-stop, revo-
lutionizing our transportation system. I look
forward to continuing to support this eco-
nomical, forward-looking technology in the
future.

Mr. SPECTER. I thank the Chair and
yield the floor.

Mr. GRAMS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to be able to speak
as if in morning business for up to 10
minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. GRAMS. Thank you, very much.

———

THE PRESIDENT’S BUDGET

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I rise
today to make a few, brief observations
about the President’s budget.

Let me say I welcome the fact that
President Clinton has come up with a
budget that may finally be balanced in
the next fiscal year, although I do not
agree with the outlines of his plan. The
good news is that if the economy stays
as strong as expected, we may soon
enjoy a unified budget surplus for the
first time since 1969.

However, Mr. President, again, after
a thorough examination of President
Clinton’s budget, I must say this is not
at all a responsible and honest pro-
posal. Here is why:

First, President Clinton claims it is
his fiscal policies that have reduced
the federal deficit and brought the
budget to the edge of balance. That
would be stretching the truth. The pro-
ductivity of the American people has
brought us to this point, in spite of
what Congress has done or the Presi-
dent’s tax-and-spend habits. The truth
is, the President has only been willing
to balance the budget, if he is allowed
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