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Senate
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The Senate met at 9:30 a.m., on the
expiration of the recess, and was called
to order by the President pro tempore
(Mr. THURMOND).

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer:

Eternal God, sovereign of history,
who gives beginnings and ends to the
phases of our work, on whom our mor-
tal efforts depend, soon this hallowed
Chamber will be silent for a time. The
105th Congress will be completed. His-
torians will write the human judg-
ments of what has been accomplished,
but You will have the final word about
what has been achieved. It is Your af-
firmation that we seek. Senators in
both parties have prayed to know and
do Your will. Often there has been
sharp disagreement on what is best for
our Nation. Thank You for those times
when debate led to deeper truth and
compromise to the blending of aspects
for a greater solution. We need that
today. We remember those moving mo-
ments when we sensed Your presence,
received supernatural power, and
pressed on in spite of tiredness and ten-
sion. We need that today. Help us to
forgive and forget any memories of
strained relationships or debilitating
differences. Preserve the friendships
that reach across party lines. We need
that today.

Father, help us to finish well. Give us
strength to complete the work of this
Congress with expeditious excellence.
Renew the weary, reinforce the fa-
tigued, rejuvenate the anxious. When it
is all said and done, there is one last
word we long to hear. It is Your divine
accolade, ‘‘Well done, good and faithful
servant.’’ Amen.

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
able majority leader is recognized.

Mr. LOTT. Thank you, Mr. President,
and good morning to you.
f

SCHEDULE

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, this morn-
ing there will be 15 minutes remaining
for debate on the religious freedom
bill. At 9:45, under a previous order, the
Senate will proceed to vote on the pas-
sage of the religious freedom bill. I
commend Senator ARLEN SPECTER and
Senator NICKLES and Senators on both
sides of the aisle who have worked on
this. I am sure Senator LIEBERMAN was
involved, and others. I think this is a
really fine accomplishment in the wan-
ing hours of this session of Congress.

Following that vote, the Senate may
consider any available appropriations
conference reports—we have at least
one that I believe could be taken up,
that is the Treasury-Postal Service
bill—and any other legislative or exec-
utive items cleared for action. It is an-
ticipated that we will move at some
point today to the nomination of Mr.
Paez from California, to be a judge for
the Ninth Circuit. There is opposition,
significant opposition to that nomina-
tion, so there will have to be some de-
bate and I am sure a vote.

The Senate will also consider a con-
tinuing resolution or an omnibus ap-
propriations bill, should they become
available or when they become avail-
able. Members should expect, then,
rollcall votes throughout today’s ses-
sion and into the evening. I thank my
colleagues for their attention.

I might just note, last night a lot of
good work was done in the wrapup, in-
cluding approval of the intelligence au-
thorization conference report and the
water resources bill. This is a very sig-

nificant bill that is important to every
State in the Nation. It had been tied up
with various and sundry problems, but
with a lot of hard work and a lot of co-
operation, that bill was cleared. We
hope, now, the House will take expedi-
tious action and we can complete ac-
tion on the water resources bill before
we go out for the year. Also, we did the
human resources reauthorization and
the vocational education bill. When
you couple higher education and voca-
tional education, plus the Coverdell A+
bill that Congress passed, there has
been a significant achievement this
year in education. Even though the
President vetoed the ability for people
to save for their children’s education,
higher education and vocational edu-
cation are two areas where we have
completed our action and will be
signed into law.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oklahoma.
f

A PRODUCTIVE BIRTHDAY FOR
THE MAJORITY LEADER

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, the ma-
jority leader announced several things
we accomplished yesterday. It was a
pretty productive day. Today I hope
will be even a more productive day. Be-
cause it is one of the last days of our
legislative session, but also because it
is the majority leader’s birthday, we
want it to be a very productive day.
f

FREEDOM FROM RELIGIOUS
PERSECUTION ACT OF 1998

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I think
the regular order is we are back on the
International Religious Freedom Act?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. AL-
LARD). If the Senator will suspend, the
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES12092 October 9, 1998
A bill (H.R. 2431) to establish an Office of

Religious Persecution Monitoring, to provide
for the imposition of sanctions against coun-
tries engaged in a pattern of religious perse-
cution, and for other purposes.

The Senate resumed consideration of
the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
are 15 minutes equally divided. The
Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I spoke
at length on this bill last night. I men-
tioned that we have had a lot of co-
operation and effort on behalf of a lot
of Senators to help make this bill a re-
ality and hopefully to soon become
law. Principal among those is Senator
LIEBERMAN from Connecticut, who is
not just a principal cosponsor, but a
tireless worker on behalf of individuals
throughout the world who have been
suffering from religious persecution or
who desire religious freedom. Senator
LIEBERMAN has been working on their
behalf. I am privileged to work with
him on this bill and I yield him such
time as he desires on this bill.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
thank my friend and colleague from
Oklahoma for his kind words and for
his extraordinary leadership on this
measure.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut is recognized.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, we
are heading rapidly to the end of this
second half of the 105th Congress.
There will be time for reviews and
evaluations. Some will say what did we
accomplish in this second part of this
105th Congress? I hope when we are
asked that, one of the answers we will
be able to give is that we adopted the
International Religious Freedom Act, a
historic piece of legislation, genuinely
bipartisan, representing and expressing
the core beliefs and values of the Amer-
ican people and putting those beliefs
and values at the center of our foreign
policy.

It is, in fact, a measure that has the
potential to affect the freedom, the
lives, the fates of tens of millions of
people around the world today who are
denied the basic right of freedom of re-
ligion that brought so many of our an-
cestors to the United States.

This kind of measure does not reach
the edge of passage without a lot of
strong support. I thank particularly
the Senator from Oklahoma, Mr. NICK-
LES, and his outstanding staff—espe-
cially Steve Moffitt of that staff—for
the hundreds of hours that they spent
working on this legislation and the
spirit of common purpose that guided
them as we went on.

I thank also my friend and colleague
from Delaware, Senator BIDEN, and his
staff, particularly Brian McKeon, who
contributed immeasurably to, not only
the purpose, but to the way in which
this legislation is crafted; to Senator
FEINSTEIN and her staff, particularly
Dan Shapiro, for their very construc-
tive contributions; and Senator COATS
as well, about whom I have a little
more to say in a few moments. And I

want to recognize Cecile Shea who is
on my staff for the literally hundreds
of hours she worked to help craft this
bill.

This effort began with some Pied Pip-
ers outside the Congress who educated
us to the fact that these religious free-
doms that we hold so dear in the
United States are not real for many
people, millions of people around the
world. Surprisingly to many of us, they
are particularly not real for people of
the Christian faith around the world,
who are subjected to discrimination,
and in many cases persecution.

One of the people who started this ef-
fort was Michael Horowitz of the Hud-
son Institute, and he deserves to be
mentioned here and thanked for edu-
cating and opening our eyes to the per-
secution that exists. Senator SPECTER
and Congressman WOLF introduced the
initial bill. They were the pioneers
here and blended together with the ef-
fort that Senator NICKLES and I initi-
ated here in the Senate. I thank them
for their support.

As we come to the conclusion, I want
to thank the administration represent-
atives, led by Under Secretary Stuart
Eizenstat, who worked with us to craft
the language that could finally be ap-
proved by National Security Advisor
Sandy Berger and the President. The
administration endorsement guaran-
tees that when passed this legislation
will become law.

The list of groups that endorsed the
act is extraordinary, a true expression
of all of God’s children:

The Episcopal Church, the Catholic
Conference, the United Methodist
Church Women’s Division, the Evan-
gelical Lutherans, the American Jew-
ish Committee, the Christian Coali-
tion, the National Association of
Evangelicals—the list goes on and on
and on—the B’nai B’rith, the Anti-Def-
amation League, the Catholic con-
ference of Major Superiors of Men’s In-
stitutes, the Jewish Council for Public
Affairs, the National Conference of So-
viet Jewry, the Union of American He-
brew Congregations, the Union of Or-
thodox Jewish Congregations of Amer-
ica, the American Coptic Association,
Advocates International, the Religious
Liberty Commission of the Southern
Baptist Convention, Union of American
Hebrew Congregations, the Inter-
national Fellowship of Jews and Chris-
tians, the Traditional Values Coalition,
the Justice Fellowship and the Church
of the Disciples.

What brought all of these groups to-
gether? What brought them together
is, in many ways, what brought the
founders of our country to these shores
and what led them to declare their
independence ultimately from England.
And that was faith, shared faith in God
and a belief that no government has
the right to tell people how to worship
and certainly does not have the right
to discriminate against them or per-
secute them for the way in which they
choose to express their faith in God.

The founders of this country declared
in the Declaration of Independence

that: ‘‘We hold these truths to be self-
evident, that all men are created
equal’’ and that they have certain en-
dowments, not from the founders of the
country, not from a group of politi-
cians. The endowments come from
their Creator, and the endowment is
the right to life, liberty and the pur-
suit of happiness. Then in the very first
amendment to the Bill of Rights, they
established the freedom of religion
that has been so dear to our country,
so central to our country and such a
magnet for our fathers and grand-
fathers and great grandfathers who
came here driven by a desire to have
that freedom.

On this day, I think of my grand-
mother who came here from Central
Europe. My grandmother was probably
one of the greatest American patriots I
ever knew, for a simple reason: She
said to me in her old age how much she
loved the country. She said, ‘‘It may
not seem that profound to you, it may
not seem that complicated, but the
fact I can walk to synagogue on Satur-
day morning and not only is no one
harassing me or bothering me, not only
do I live free of fear, not only do I have
no hesitation about what I will find in
the synagogue, nobody bothering the
building or any of us worshipping
there, but my neighbors who are not
Jewish, as they see me, say ‘‘Good
morning, Mrs. Manger, good Sabbath
to you.’ ’’

This to her expressed the essence of
what it meant to be American and free
and the gratitude that she felt. In some
measure, I suppose many of us are sup-
porting this legislation and trying to
express that gratitude by extending as
best we can that freedom and respect
to people around the world.

Some say, ‘‘OK, it is good for the
United States. What gives you the
right to tell other countries how they
should treat their citizens?’’ What we
are saying here is that we have the
right to express our values; we have
the right to put our values at the cen-
ter of our foreign policy. Countries can
do what they will, but we have no obli-
gation to deal with countries on a nor-
mal basis, to give them aid and com-
fort if they are violating a central ani-
mating principle of American life,
which is freedom of religion.

Who else, if not a nation whose fore-
bears and citizens, beginning with the
Puritans and continuing to this day,
suffered under persecutors in foreign
lands before coming to this country?
Who else will speak for those around
the world who are denied those basic
liberties?

Mr. President, this legislation, finely
crafted, worked on for more than a
year, expresses, in sensible terms,
those values to which I have spoken. It
clearly states America’s unwavering
commitment to religious freedom
around the world. It requires that
every succeeding American administra-
tion report once a year on the state of
religious freedom in every country in
the world—put it on the record—and
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also report on the steps the adminis-
tration has taken to encourage—and
that is the way this proposal will best
work—and raise the status of religious
freedom in every country around the
world to a level of visibility and report
on it. We have given the administra-
tions—this and all future administra-
tions—a menu of choices to respond to,
some modest and, in most extreme
cases of persecution, some severe.

In nations where violations are par-
ticularly egregious, where torture, exe-
cution and inhumane punishment rou-
tinely are used to limit the free expres-
sion of religion, today the President
may choose from a list of economic in-
centives to pressure the offending gov-
ernment to reform. The menu of sanc-
tions in this bill is narrowly focused. It
is designed to mitigate the offending
behavior without causing economic
hardship to our own country. The
President has a waiver authority on
the sanctions and is also required to
seek, first, multilateral cooperation in
this sanctions bill.

But this is much more than a sanc-
tions bill. It is a reminder to the execu-
tive branch of the American Govern-
ment, both now and in the future, that
as it encourages human rights around
the world, it must consider freedom of
religion.

This bill requires training in reli-
gious freedom issues for foreign service
and immigration officials. It estab-
lishes an independent commission to
monitor religious persecution around
the world and to make recommenda-
tions to the administration on how to
encourage greater religious freedom.

Mr. President, right now somewhere
in the world a man or woman lan-
guishes in prison, some on death row,
because he or she did nothing more
than choose faith in God over personal
expediency. They probably wonder if
anyone cares about what has happened
to them. In too many places in this
world today, a group, a village, perhaps
a province, will suffer economic hard-
ship, lack of access to medical care,
systematic harassment and intimida-
tion because its citizens refuse to turn
their backs on the most fundamental
definition of who they are. They won-
der, I suppose, whether anyone cares or
has noticed. And this bill, the Inter-
national Religious Freedom Act, says
to them that we notice, we care and
the Government of the strongest na-
tion in the world will speak up for
them to protect their right to worship
their God in the way in which they
choose.

Mr. President, just a final word about
our retiring colleague from Indiana,
Senator DAN COATS. As fine a person of
faith as I have ever known in my life,
as trustworthy a man as I have ever
had the privilege to work with, worked
very hard on this piece of legislation
because the principles embodied in this
legislation spring from the inner core
of this man of surpassing and illu-
minating Christian faith.

In some measure, I think this is one
of the great testaments, one of the

great monuments that he will leave as
he leaves the Senate. With this act, we
send a message that our Nation, found-
ed under God, with freedom of con-
science on religion as its cornerstone is
prepared to do what it can to extend
those values reasonably, sensibly to
people throughout the world.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I rise to
support H.R. 2431—the International
Religious Persecution Act of 1998—as
amended by the substitute offered by
Senator NICKLES and others. I believe
that the changes that this amendment
makes to the underlying bill vastly im-
prove the effectiveness of this legisla-
tion in promoting religious freedom
around the world and in better re-
sponding to actions that would deny
people such freedom, regardless of
where they reside.

Mr. President, we in the United
States are very fortunate. Our Found-
ing Fathers recognized the importance
of religious freedom as a bedrock issue.
That they did so is not surprising. It
was borne out of their personal experi-
ences having been forced to flee their
countries because of religious intoler-
ance and outright persecution. For
that reason, religious freedom was
given a prominent place by the drafters
of the Constitution—in the Bill of
Rights as the first amendment to the
Constitution.

We as Americans are not the only
ones who cherish and hold dear our re-
ligious freedom. This important and
unalienable right is also a part of the
universal collection of rights that peo-
ple around the globe hold sacred. It is
recognized in both the Universal Dec-
laration of Human Rights and the
International Covenant of Civil and Po-
litical Rights.

Despite the seeming universality of
the right to religious freedom, people
throughout the planet are every day
being denied the right to practice their
religion—Christian and Jew, Moslem
and Buddhist, Hindu and Baha’i. At its
most extreme, unthinkable acts have
been perpetrated against an entire peo-
ple in the process of denying them the
right to practice their faith, I am
speaking of the annihilation of more
than 6 million Jews by Adolf Hitler
while the world looked on.

Even today, religious intolerance re-
mains rooted in too many societies
throughout the planet—in Iran, in
Sudan, in Burma, in the People’s Re-
public of China, in Russia—and this is
by no means an exhaustive list.

H.R. 2431, as amended, seeks to estab-
lish a policy and procedures for the
United States government to follow in
defending religious freedom inter-
nationally. It provides for the imposi-
tion of targeted sanctions against gov-
ernments which practice religious per-
secution. However, it also gives the
President and the Secretary of State
some measure of flexibility in carrying
out the policy.

I am also pleased to note that it ex-
cludes the denial of food and medicine
as a sanctions option under this legis-

lation. I have never believed that to
deny innocent men, women and chil-
dren access to the very basic neces-
sities of life places the United States as
a government on a particularly high
moral ground at the very time we are
trying to elicit a higher standard of
moral behavior by other governments.
The bill also includes waiver authority
that will enable the President to react
with flexibility to changing events in
furtherance of U.S. national interests.
Finally, the bill includes a sunset pro-
vision that would lift any sanctions
imposed pursuant to this act after two
years, unless specifically reauthorized
by the Congress.

I believe that President Clinton is
committed to promoting international
religious freedom. In no way should the
passage of this legislation be inter-
preted as a criticism of the administra-
tion’s efforts to champion the cause of
international religious freedom. Rath-
er, my support for this legislation
should be viewed as an effort to com-
plement the Administration’s efforts.
Passage of the pending legislation will
signal to the world that the Congress
stands fully behind all efforts to pro-
mote religious freedom along with
other fundamental human rights as a
core component in the United States
foreign policy agenda.

I commend Senator NICKLES and my
colleague from Connecticut Senator
LIEBERMAN for all their work on this
legislation. Thanks to their efforts to
perfect and refine its provisions, this
legislation will be far more effective in
furthering U.S. efforts to promote re-
spect for religious freedom throughout
the world.

Mr. President, I am pleased to join
with them and many others in this
Chamber in voting for final passage of
this bill at the appropriate time.

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, the
International Religious Freedom Act of
1998 represents a vitally important
piece of legislation to raise awareness
of and combat religious persecution
overseas. Some would downplay the
problem of religious persecution
abroad, but preserving religious free-
dom at home and promoting it in other
countries is central to the purpose and
objectives of the United States.

In our own history as a nation and in
the histories of countries around the
world, religious freedom has been at
the center of movements for broader
civil liberty. Efforts to restrict reli-
gious freedom strike at the heart of
liberty itself. Thus, the United States
has a duty to stand for religious liberty
abroad as we continue to preserve it at
home.

If the Administration had been more
aggressive in confronting religious per-
secution, such legislation might not be
necessary. In fact, at a White House
meeting to discuss one of the major
bills on religious persecution, Presi-
dent Clinton told religious leaders that
legislation which actually required
him to confront persecution abroad
would put ‘‘enormous pressure on who-
ever is in the executive branch to fudge



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES12094 October 9, 1998
an evaluation of the facts of what is
going on.’’

That is a troubling statement by the
President of the United States, which
not only calls us to question this Ad-
ministration’s commitment to fight re-
ligious persecution, but the reliability
of other presidential certifications on
issues such as Chinese missile and nu-
clear proliferation. Such statements by
Administration officials make it clear
why legislation to address religious
persecution is needed.

Religious persecution is a tragic fact
of life in many countries, from Latin
America to Asia to Africa. Religious
persecution in Sudan and China has
been of particular concern to me. As
Chairman of the Africa Subcommittee,
I held a hearing on religious persecu-
tion in Sudan in September of last
year.

Religious persecution has become en-
meshed in a brutal Sudanese civil war
that has taken more than 1.5 million
civilians since 1983, with over 4 million
more being displaced by the fighting.
An estimated 430,000 refugees have fled
Sudan to seek safety in neighboring
countries.

Human rights organizations working
in Sudan have testified before Congress
that the government uses ‘‘aerial bom-
bardment and burning of villages, arbi-
trary arrests, torture, chattel slavery—
especially child slavery—hostage tak-
ing, summary execution, inciting dead-
ly tribal conflict, the abduction and
brainwashing of children, the arrest of
Christian pastors and lay church work-
ers, and the imprisonment of moderate
Muslim religious leaders’’ to suppress
dissent and form a radical Islamic
state. Such barbarous atrocities, along
with Sudan’s support for international
terrorism, has led me to introduce leg-
islation to cut off financial trans-
actions with the Sudanese government.

The viciousness of religious persecu-
tion in Sudan should not callous us to
the very real and brutal oppression
taking place in other countries. As
Nina Shea notes in The Lion’s Den,
China has more Christians in prison be-
cause of religious activities than any
other nation. The State Department’s
first comprehensive review of persecu-
tion against Christians, issued in July
1997 and entitled ‘‘U.S. Policy in Sup-
port of Religious Freedom,’’ says, ‘‘The
Government of China has sought to re-
strict all actual religious practice to
government-subsidized religious orga-
nizations and registered places of wor-
ship.’’

China’s efforts to restrict religious
freedom are driven by oppressive poli-
cies which seek to make all religion
subservient to the state’s secular ob-
jectives. In the book China: State Con-
trol of Religion, Human Rights Watch
states that ‘‘the Chinese government
believes that religion breeds dis-
loyalty, separatism, and subversion.’’
The book goes on to note: ‘‘Chinese au-
thorities are keenly aware of the role
that the church played in Eastern Eu-
rope during the disintegration of the
Soviet empire.’’

Rather than embrace and encourage
the free expression of faith, the Chinese
government is engaged in a massive,
ongoing, and brutal effort to repress
non-sanctioned religious activity. Min-
isters or lay people who seek to prac-
tice their faith free from bureaucratic
interference and oppression are sub-
jected to imprisonment, torture, and
worse. The Far Eastern Economic Re-
view noted that 15,000 religious sites
were destroyed by government police
in the first five months of 1996 alone.
Paul Marshall and Nina Shea note that
‘‘China’s underground Christians are
the target of what they themselves de-
scribe as the most brutal repression
since the early 1980s when China was
just emerging from the terror of the
Cultural Revolution.’’

And yet, in spite of such repression
by the Chinese Communist govern-
ment, this Administration declined
even to sponsor a resolution at the
U.N. Commission on Human Rights
condemning China’s human rights
record. Apparently, some type of back
door deal was made with the Chinese
government in which a few prisoners
would be released and we would turn
our head and close our ears to the
thousands that remain in Chinese pris-
ons and labor camps.

I am aware of mounting concern in
the U.S. business community on the
damage done to U.S. competitiveness
due to unilateral sanctions. I want U.S.
companies to compete and succeed in
the international marketplace. The
Nickles legislation, however, is a care-
fully crafted bill which offers the
President an array of options to pro-
mote religious liberty abroad and will
target any resulting sanctions on those
countries most deserving of reproach
for religious persecution. This legisla-
tion is a necessary first step to address
the problem of religious persecution.

Mr. President, I submit that it is
time for the Senate of the United
States to take a stand on this issue of
religious persecution, and passage of
the Nickles legislation offers just such
an opportunity. It is also time for the
Executive Branch to take a stand on
this issue. Rather than look at how we
might ‘‘fudge’’ legislative requirements
to avoid confronting oppression abroad,
let us have the courage of our convic-
tions. Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. President, I rise
today to express my enthusiastic sup-
port for the International Religious
Freedom Act of 1998, which was passed
by the Senate earlier today. This legis-
lation condemns religious persecution
and promotes what is indisputably a
fundamental human right—the right to
freedom or religion.

I am proud to have co-sponsored this
legislation, which I might add was
passed by the Senate without opposi-
tion. That is due in no small part to
the efforts of Senators NICKLES and
LIEBERMAN. I want to commend them
and their staffs for all the hard work
they’ve done to craft a bill that is
meaningful and effective without being
excessively rigid or inflexible.

Mr. President, it has amazed me to
see how Americans’ awareness of reli-
gious persecution abroad has grown
just in this decade. It is, no doubt, a re-
sult of the incredible resources and
vast amounts of information that ordi-
nary Americans now have at their fin-
gertips. As more and more people gain
access to the Internet, the velocity of
information continues to increase.
Americans have learned about religious
persecution by foreign governments
around the globe and they expect our
government to take serious action to
curb this behavior.

Their can be no doubt that we have a
responsibility to advocate and encour-
age freedom of religion in foreign
lands. We, as a nation, have always
held it to be the most sacrosanct of
human rights. Indeed, it is not just en-
shrined in our Bill of Rights, it is a
thread that is woven into the very fab-
ric of our national identity.

The International Religious Freedom
Act channels U.S. assistance to govern-
ments that are not gross violators of
human rights, in particular the right
to religious freedom. It provides for
sanctions or other comparable action
against countries that persecute citi-
zens on religious grounds. The bill es-
tablishes a Commission on Inter-
national Religious Persecution to pub-
lish yearly recommendations to the
White House and the Congress on how
to promote religious freedom abroad. It
also establishes an Ambassador-at-
Large of Religious Freedom within the
State Department and a Special Advi-
sor on International Religious Freedom
within the National Security Council.
As a result, it requires the Administra-
tion to produce a yearly ‘‘Annual Re-
port on Religious Freedom Around the
World.’’

Mr. President, these are reasonable
provisions that I believe will help focus
our efforts to stand up for religious
freedom abroad while at the same time
allowing the executive branch a degree
of needed flexibility to deal with dif-
ferent facts and circumstances in dif-
ferent instances of persecution. It is an
important bill, and I am hopeful that
the Congress can send it to the Presi-
dent for signature before adjournment.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, it is fit-
ting that, as we conclude the 105th
Congress, we can add to our long list of
accomplishments the passage of the
International Religious Freedom Act of
1998.

This bill has been in the works
throughout this Congress and is a fine
example of the legislative results we
can achieve through long, thoughtful
study and debate. I would like to com-
pliment the numerous members and
their staffs who have worked on this
bill since its inception. Senator SPEC-
TER introduced the first version of this
bill last year. Senator LUGAR and Sen-
ator LIEBERMAN worked diligently to
develop that initial draft. And Senator
NICKLES took the final drafts and
brought the bill to the version we will
vote on today.
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Numerous compromises were made,

but the lasting product of this body
rarely passes without such compromis-
ing, and again I wish to compliment all
the senators who so assiduously devel-
oped the bill I expect will pass over-
whelmingly this morning.

There is a conceptual problem when-
ever we seek to apply serious diplo-
matic and economic sanctions to
worldwide problems. On the one hand,
you risk over 70 cases of unintended
consequences. I use that number be-
cause recent estimates are that at
least 70 nations violate, abuse or pro-
scribe outright religious freedom. One
legislative solution mandating tangible
and serious sanctions applied to over 70
cases can have a myriad of con-
sequences we don’t intend.

On the other hand, a mere resolution
of disapproval of such behavior appears
weak, and can give the signal that the
Congress is strong on denunciation, but
weak on action.

Mr. President, one of my favorite
quotes on geopolitics comes from the
British historian Paul Johnson, who
wrote in his magisterial history of the
blood-soaked 20th century, Modern
Times, that ‘‘it is of the essence of geo-
politics to be able to distinguish be-
tween different degrees of evil.’’

Of course, evil is evil. But, it takes
sophisticated legislating to address it
in a geopolitically sound way, and I be-
lieve that this current bill has suc-
ceeded in doing that.

By the detailed and considered list of
incremental actions directed of the
President, and by the selective waiver
authorities, we have, in the Inter-
national Religious Freedom Act of 1998,
a piece of legislation that is both sub-
stantive and flexible. It conscien-
tiously fulfills the Congress’s intent to
act against one of the most hideous
violations of human rights, persecution
based on faith.

We could not ignore the moral imper-
ative to act, Mr. President. It would be
impossible now to list all of the egre-
gious abuses of this fundamental right
that are occurring today, and I fear
that to select a few examples risks sug-
gesting other, unmentioned, abuses are
less objectionable.

Nor would it be accurate to suggest
that abuses of religion occur merely in
totalitarian or authoritarian regimes.
The renowned human rights organiza-
tion Freedom House recently reported
that the number of democracies in the
world has grown over the past ten
years from 66 democracies to 117. This
is a remarkable accomplishment and
bodes well for global political trends.

But we should not believe this trend
is irreversible, nor should we assume
that all of the new democracies are
well-established in their institutions.
While democratic development is re-
quired to further the protection of indi-
vidual rights, including the right to
conscience and faith, certain demo-
cratic regimes around the world still
constrain complete freedom of religion.

There is a relation, however, between
the degree of abuse of the right to indi-

vidual faith and authoritarian regimes,
because it mostly is in authoritarian
regimes do you the horrific abuses—
torture, imprisonment, execution and
disappearance—that are most disturb-
ing to Americans. That is why all of us
gathered today to support this bill
must redouble our efforts to maintain
a strong commitment to the develop-
ment and expansion of democracy as a
pillar of American foreign policy.

Mr. President, I take my own Mor-
mon faith seriously; and, because of my
faith, I am acutely aware of the histor-
ical suffering of an intolerant society.
Perhaps that is what makes me more
attuned to the sufferings of the faith-
ful—of all the great religions—around
the world. Perhaps it is because I am a
conservative, who simply believes in a
life based on faith, family and country,
with faith underpinning the values of
family and country.

But it is probably because I am an
American, a proud citizen of a country
where we have so developed a rule of
law that enshrines the individual right
to belief that we are the envy of free-
dom-seeking people around the world
and the enemies of those regimes too
insecure, too primitive, and, in some
cases, too barbaric to countenance this
most fundamental freedom.

Mr. President, I have traveled a great
deal in this world, and I have met
many leaders. I have met communists
who believed, and believers who coun-
tenanced oppression of other faiths.
The varieties of personal faith and its
expressions are countless, but the fun-
damental political right to personal
conscience is indivisible, and univer-
sally desired.

This bill before demonstrates that
the United States Congress, and all its
members with all their faiths, believe
that the pursuit of this political right
must be a conscious, vocal, activist,
and determined part of our foreign pol-
icy. I urge my colleagues to support
this bill.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, as
an original cosponsor, I rise in strong
support of the International Religious
Freedom Act and hope for the per-
secuted everywhere. I commend my
colleagues on both sides of the aisle in
the Senate and House for their dedi-
cated efforts in crafting this legisla-
tion.

Mr. President, the desire for religious
freedom is not uniquely American. But
as Americans we are in a unique posi-
tion to advocate it. As a superpower,
we have the resources. As a nation of
free people, we have the responsibility.
Religious freedom is at the core of our
country and enshrined in our Constitu-
tion. Our nation’s founders fled from
religious persecution in search of a
land where they could freely exercise
their ideal of religious freedom They
stood recognizing that the suppression
of their faith was tryanny over their
hearts and minds. They knew that
without the freedom to gather, to wor-
ship, to speak about their God, there
would be no freedom. So they laid a

cornerstone for our democracy, estab-
lishing freedom in law. And from that
day, the protection of religious free-
dom has become part of our legacy,
part of our identify as a nation. We
must exercise this identify or one day
realize that we have lost it. For the
fruits of democracy, hoarded in the
hands of the few, become bitter and
rotten.

Mr. President this legislation takes
concrete steps to promote the basic
right to religious freedom. It estab-
lishes three entities to cooperatively
guarantee that combating religious
persecution is a priority in U.S. foreign
policy. Within the State Department,
an Ambassador-at-Large for Religious
Liberty will serve as a high level dip-
lomat, raising issues of religious perse-
cution in bilateral meetings and head-
ing up the Office of International Reli-
gious Freedom at the State Depart-
ment. A Special Advisor on Religious
Persecution at the National Security
Council will monitor incidents of per-
secution and act as an advisor and re-
source for the executive branch. The
Commission on International Religious
Liberty, a ten member, bipartisan com-
mission, will investigate religious per-
secution and provide an outside voice
for policy recommendations to both
Congress and the White House. Under
this legislation, the U.S. government
collects information on religious perse-
cution, through the compilation of an
Annual Report on Religious Persecu-
tion, and responds to these violations
through a broad range of options, rang-
ing from diplomatic protest to eco-
nomic sanctions. The apparatus under
this legislation is not simply reactive,
however. It also provides for active
promotion of religious freedom through
international broadcasts, Fulbright ex-
changes, and training for Foreign Serv-
ice Officers and refugee and asylum
personnel on these issues. While the ap-
paratus may seem extensive, it only re-
flects the magntitude of the problem. I
believe that is the least that we can do
to lay a concrete foundation for reli-
gious freedom.

Religious persecution around the
world may go unnoticed in the hectic
run of our daily lives, but for millions
of people it is a horrifying, incessant
reality. They live in fear of arrest, im-
prisonment, torture, and death for sim-
ply exercising their faith. In Pakistan,
fear reigns under the constitution,
which stipulates the death penalty for
blaspheny against Mohammed. Ayoob
Masih, a Christian, was beaten by a
mob for reading his Bible, arrested, im-
prisoned, fined, and sentenced to death
by hanging for blasphemy. Local police
have failed to control angry mobs de-
stroying the homes and churches of
Christians in Pakistan. Ahmadis, Hin-
dus, Zakris, and other minority reli-
gious groups have also been targets of
lynching. In Egypt, Coptic Christians
are routinely denied permits to build
or repair churches. In Cairo’s Tora dis-
trict, security forces forcibly closed
the doors of the Church of St. Bishoi,
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waxing its windows and preventing any
further entry and any freedom to wor-
ship there. An eighteen year old girl in
Laos was thrown into prison by govern-
ment forces for teaching Bible classes
to neighborhood children. In Iran, a
man was shot in the street for not
being in the mosque during prayer
time. Bahai’s have also been subject to
a rash of executions. In Sudan, where
civil war has ravaged the land and
claimed over a million lives, Christians
and Animists are subject to abduction,
imprisonment, torture, enslavement,
forced conversion to Islam, and execu-
tion. Christian children are abducted,
forced into reeducation camps, given
Arab names, and raised as Muslims. A
Muslim sheik who Christianity was ar-
rested, charged with apostasy, and
faced with execution unless he re-
turned to Islam within two months.
Only government-certified clergymen
are allowed to talk about religion in
Uzbekistan. Private religious instruc-
tion is also formally banned under
pains of stiff fines and labor camp sen-
tences.

This type of insidious government
control is also present in China, where
Article 36 of the Chinese Constitution
guarantees religious freedom, but reli-
gious repression is carefully meted out
through an apparatus of government
registration, intense scrutiny, unre-
lenting intimidation, and brutal pun-
ishment. Only five religions are per-
mitted and control is exercised over
these official churches in matters such
as personnel selection, sermon themes,
congregation size, and dissemination of
religious materials. Unofficial, or ille-
gal, religious gatherings are forcibly
broken up, its participants arrested,
victims of extortion, torture, and even
fatal beatings. Zheng Muzheng, who
was active in sharing his faith, was
beaten to death in a jail in Hunan
Province. His grieving widow has been
repeatedly interrogated and held with-
out arrest. Members of unofficial
churches fortunate enough not to be
imprisoned live under the glare of gov-
ernment surveillance. They are arbi-
trarily and repeatedly detained with-
out formal charges, threatened with
loss of property and employment, sub-
ject to heavy fines—all for believing in
and worshiping an authority higher
than the Communist Party. Under
their reign of terror, Tibetan Buddhist
monasteries and temples cannot be
constructed and are often destroyed.
Monks and nuns are restricted in num-
bers and tortured. Palden Gyatso, a Ti-
betan Buddhist monk, testified before
the House International Relations
Committee about the routine use by
the Chinese government of electric
shock guns, serrated and hooked
knives, handcuffs and thumbcuffs on
those who would dare to exercise their
constitutionally guaranteed freedom of
religion.

The grim and disturbing reality is
that religious persecution is not lim-
ited to a particular region or a particu-
lar faith. It beats on the backs of

Christians, Jews, Buddhists, Hindus,
Muslims, Baha’is. It scourages over
half the world’s population in over sev-
enty countries.

Mr. President, this legislation takes
comprehensive action against this
alarming trend of oppression. Through
its reporting provisions, it sheds light
on the dark practices of persecution—
a radiant ray of hope for those lan-
guishing in prisons. By requiring the
President to use those means deemed
necessary to not allow these atrocious
acts to persist, this legislation cracks
the heavy yoke of persecution. In its
active promotion of religious freedom,
it sweeps open the gates of suppressed
faith, preparing the way for the lib-
erty.

Mr. President, I am aware that de-
tractors of this legislation claim that
it establishes a false hierarchy of
human rights abuses. But I suspect
that for those same critics, treating all
human rights abuses on an equal basis
means voting against all human rights
provisions on an equal basis. Others
claim that it binds the hands of the
President, propelling him on a course
of self-defeating foreign policy, forcing
him to ultimately ‘‘fudge’’ sanctions.
This well-crafted legislation has taken
this concern into consideration, incor-
porating the views of its sponsors, the
Administration, and the business com-
munity. It focuses on specific and par-
ticularly egregious instances of reli-
gious persecution. While it requires the
President to act, it also presents the
President with a wide berth of options
and requires a review of the potential
impact on American security and eco-
nomic interests and its intended effi-
cacy.

Still others claim that we should not
be moralizing or imposing our values
on other countries. Those suffering in
prison for practicing their faith would
certainly disagree. Freedom of religion
is a universal right and aspiration, rec-
ognized and articulated in a number of
international instruments including
the Universal Declaration of Human
Rights, which states that ‘‘Everyone
has the right to freedom of thought,
conscience, and religion . . . to mani-
fest his religion or belief in teaching,
practice, worship, and observance.’’
The International Covenant on Civil
and Political Rights recognizes that
‘‘Everyone shall have the right to free-
dom of thought, conscience, and reli-
gion. This right shall include freedom
to have or to adopt a religion or belief
of his choice, and freedom, either indi-
vidually or in community with others
in public or private, to manifest his re-
ligion or belief in worship, observance,
practice, and teaching.’’ By advocating
this freedom, we are not imposing our
values on others but reaffirming a uni-
versal right.

We must not cower under the covers
of complacency. We must not be
complicit actors, carried away in a cur-
rent of oppression. We must not, for
fear of taking a false step on the path
of justice, refuse to walk at all. We

must be the voice of those muted by
their oppressors, crying out for a land
of the free. We must, in the words of
Ronald Reagan, ‘‘. . . be staunch in our
conviction that freedom is not the sole
prerogative of a lucky few, but the in-
alienable and universal right of all
human beings.’’

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I
offer my comments on the NICKLES
substitute amendment to H.R. 2431, the
International Religious Freedom Act of
1998.

Mr. President, I commend the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma [Mr. NICKLES] for
all the hard work that he and others
have devoted to this important piece of
legislation. These Senators, and our
House colleagues, have recognized the
importance of promoting religious free-
dom abroad, and have tried to craft
legislation that both emphasizes our
serious concerns about this issue, and
provides authority to the President to
react to governments which abuse
these fundamental rights.

In particular, I appreciate their ef-
forts to make improvements to the
original bill, most of which I support.

Mr. President, the issue of religious
freedom is especially important for our
country. Freedom of religion is one of
the bedrock principles of American de-
mocracy. Our founders, who came to
America in part to flee religious intol-
erance, championed freedom of religion
as a universal right, and made it an in-
tegral part of the Constitution through
the Bill of Rights.

Throughout our history, immigrants
from every corner of the globe have ar-
rived on our shores seeking a commu-
nity where they could practice their re-
ligion openly and without fear of perse-
cution. Today, we value the separation
of church and state as one of our guid-
ing principles.

But we are all well aware that such
liberties are not fully enjoyed every-
where, and there are millions of people
who daily face persecution or intoler-
ance because of their religious beliefs.
Worse yet, the exploitation of religious
and ethnic differences for political ends
has become all too common in the
post-Cold War era.

These trends have been around for
centuries, but have been getting more
serious press attention in the last sev-
eral years. They mirror the myriad
other abuses that are conducted, or at
least tolerated, by non-democratic re-
gimes around the world. Examples of
restrictions on basic freedoms—of ex-
pression, of association, of the press—
abound, and those who dare violate
such restrictions face imprisonment,
repression or even death. As we con-
sider this legislation today, it is likely
that somewhere, a political prisoner is
being beaten by the police or armed
forces, or by some paramilitary group
whose members might include police
officers or soldiers. It is likely that
somewhere a union organizer is being
detained or harassed by authorities,
that a woman is being raped by govern-
ment thugs, that a newspaper is being
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shut down, or that a prisoner has ‘‘dis-
appeared.’’

The question for us today is this:
what is the appropriate U.S. policy re-
sponse to such acts of oppression by
other nations on the basis of religious
beliefs? We should also ask: what is the
appropriate response to oppression of
any kind?

I firmly believe that the defense of
human rights around the world relates
directly to our ‘‘national interests’’
and therefore justifies leadership from
the United States, a nation founded on
respect for individual rights and lib-
erties.

We are bound by our country’s found-
ing principles to promote and defend
certain ideas: that we are all created
equal, that we are born with certain in-
alienable rights, that government is le-
gitimate only with the consent of the
people, and that government should
exist to promote the general welfare
and to secure the blessings of liberty
for all. Our other national interests—
security and economic opportunity—
have the best chance for advancement
in a climate of freedom and respect for
individual rights, and are undermined
where that climate does not thrive.

I have never shied away from the use
of every economic, diplomatic, or rhe-
torical tool to advance our human
rights agenda. It is through the vigor-
ous use of these tools that the United
States can exercise the type of leader-
ship such fundamental violations of
justice demand. To a certain extent,
this is the approach implicit in the bill
we are considering today, which pro-
vides a menu of presidential actions to
respond to violations of religious free-
dom.

But, with deference to my colleague
from Oklahoma and the work he has
done on this bill and although I sup-
port the bill, I have some outstanding
concerns regarding this legislation. I
believe that if we had been able to fully
consider this bill in the Committee on
Foreign Relations, we would have been
able to work out some of these issues.

I strongly support the basic premise
of the bill, that the United States
should defend religious liberty, but I
am concerned that it might appear to
subordinate other fundamental rights
to the right to religious freedom. As we
defend the freedom of religion, should
we not just as vigorously defend the
rule of law, basic human rights and the
exercise of political rights? We would
be pleased if, tomorrow, Sudan’s ruling
National Islamic Front suddenly lifted
its Shar’ia law and allowed Christians
to worship freely. But would we then
tolerate the forced conscription of chil-
dren, the lack of press freedom and the
manipulation of humanitarian assist-
ance that also takes place in the
Sudan?

I also have some concerns about a
few specific provisions.

First, this bill creates a new commis-
sion, the ‘‘Commission on Inter-
national Religious Freedom.’’ Al-
though I am open to arguments on this

subject, I am not convinced a new com-
mission is needed. We already have in
operation the Advisory Committee on
Religious Freedom. This body, which is
broadly representative of various reli-
gious communities, has been in oper-
ation since early 1997 and has already
produced several useful reports about
the state of religious freedom around
the world. Its work has helped focus
administration attention on the issue
of religious persecution and the condi-
tions of religious minorities.

Second, Section 205 of the bill au-
thorizes $6 million over two years to
carry out the work of this new Com-
mission. The protection of religious
freedom is vital work that must be
done, but I believe this is an enormous
amount of money to be devoting to a
commission of any sort, and I have
seen no explanation of why $6 million
is required. The Advisory Committee
was able to conduct its work with ex-
isting resources from the Department
of State. I understand that the Com-
mittee’s work greatly strained the re-
sources of the Department’s Bureau for
Democracy, Human Rights and Labor,
but I also understand that, even if staff
salaries are included, the Committee
could have been run with a budget of
less than $500,000. Also, the new Com-
mission proposed by the legislation
would be comprised of nine commis-
sioners, rather than the 20 on the exist-
ing Advisory Committee, so it might be
expected to require less resources.

In addition, I am concerned that be-
cause of the narrow language of Sec-
tion 205, the authorized funds might be
used only for the specific activities of
the Commission, and not for the many
additional requirements of the bill
which would then have to borne by the
already stretched resources of the Bu-
reau of Democracy, Human Rights and
Labor.

Mr. President, I hope there will be
further clarification of the intended
uses of these funds, and—if the Con-
gress does appropriate such high levels
of funding—I hope it will be used to
further the goals of the whole bill, and
not simply Title II.

Third, another provision that raises
some concerns is Section 107, which
provides equal access to the premises
of diplomatic missions to any U.S. citi-
zen seeking to conduct religious activi-
ties. It is in the best American tradi-
tion to provide a haven for Americans
of faith who find themselves in a coun-
try that is not hospitable to their reli-
gion, but I wonder if some might argue
that this provision would expand what
the Supreme Court has determined
constitutes a ‘‘public forum’’ with re-
spect to equal access for religion. In
practice, it is possible that it might
then be deemed by some court to be an
unconstitutional endorsement of a par-
ticular religion. That is not what we
intend, so I hope the provision allows
for discretion on the part of the chiefs
of mission to appropriately respond to
requests from the American commu-
nity.

My fourth concern relates to the pro-
visions in Section 108—not what is in
those provisions, but rather, what has
been left out. Section 108 requires the
Secretary of State to prepare and
maintain issue briefs on religious free-
dom on a country-by-country basis.
These will be similar to the annual
country reports on human rights,
which have proven to be an excellent
source of information on conditions in
individual countries. However, the
briefs are also required to include lists
of ‘‘persons believed to be imprisoned,
detained, or placed under house arrest
for their religious faith.’’ In cases
where the production and publicizing of
prisoner lists is useful, perhaps we
should devote similar attention to indi-
viduals detained in the pursuit of other
internationally recognized human
rights. The Secretary should consider
exercising her authority to broaden the
list to include all prisoners of con-
science, as appropriate. In addition,
there may be cases where the produc-
tion or publication of such a list might
actually be harmful to the individuals
in question, or indeed to our intel-
ligence resources. I believe on this
point the administration is given con-
siderable discretion.

Fifth, in an earlier draft of this legis-
lation, included in the description of
what might constitute a violation of
religious freedom was ‘‘arbitrary prohi-
bitions or restrictions on the grounds
of religion on holding public office, or
pursuing educational or professional
opportunities.’’ For unknown reasons,
this language unfortunately was de-
leted from all subsequent drafts of this
bill, including the current version.
However, the bill’s definitional lan-
guage is merely suggestive, indicating
areas the administration can take into
consideration when making a deter-
mination about a given country. I will
assume that the administration will
also consider restrictive prohibitions
on education and employment, among
other factors, when making such deter-
minations. Any kind of religious dis-
crimination is unacceptable.

Finally, Section 103 provides for the
establishment of a religious freedom
Internet web site which would contain
major international documents relat-
ing to religious freedom, among other
items. This is a fantastic way to dis-
seminate information about this issue
to individuals around the world who
can use it to help promote their causes
in their own countries. Already we
have seen the importance of the Inter-
net in promoting civil society. The
Internet is the modern version of the
underground literature of the Cold
War, only it does not require printing
presses which can be taken away, and
it is more readily available to its audi-
ence. I hope, however, that the Sec-
retary of State will take the oppor-
tunity to also include in the web site
other important documents related
more generally to human rights. In
that way, we can be sure to pursue the
protection of all human rights through
the most modern technology possible.
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Also, Mr. President, just to make the

record clear, I do not support the provi-
sions of Section 406 which allow an ex-
ception to the sanctions in this bill for
defense contractors.

Again, I commend the sponsors of
this legislation and everyone who has
worked so hard to produce a consensus
package.

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, as a
co-sponsor of the International Reli-
gious Freedom Act, I rise today to
commend my colleagues for their ef-
forts to bring this bill to the Senate.
This legislation takes concrete steps to
insure continued U.S. leadership and
diplomatic focus on issues of religious
liberty around the world. Few things
are more precious to the American peo-
ple than freedom of religion, and I
strongly support our efforts to bring
this freedom to those who are per-
secuted for their faiths around the
world.

The vast majority of those who suffer
abridgement of their right to religious
liberty do not suffer torture, rape, or
murder. Instead, they face harassment,
discrimination, and onerous bureau-
cratic obstacles to registering their re-
ligious organizations. The Act covers
all violations of religious liberty, not
just the most egregious acts of persecu-
tion and I commend the drafters of this
legislation for its broad coverage.

As Chairman of the Commission on
Security and Cooperation in Europe, I
am very concerned over rising religious
intolerance and even oppression in the
OSCE region. As Eastern European
countries begin to loosen their grip on
their economies, they must also learn
to relinquish government control over
legitimate private action by their citi-
zenry that is protected by inter-
national commitments. I have written
repeatedly strong letters to heads of
state or government in support of reli-
gious liberty and to hold them to their
international human rights commit-
ments.

The Commission has had two hear-
ings and several public briefings on
this issue in the OSCE region. We have
heard testimony that, contrary to our
expectations when the Communist gov-
ernments of the former Warsaw Pact
states fell, a variety of official meas-
ures have been taken restricting, or in
some cases denying, freedom of
thought, conscience, religion or belief.
One of the core values of the United
States is freedom of religion. The var-
ious documents of the Helsinki Process
and the Universal Declaration on
Human Rights have adopted this fun-
damental freedom and established it as
an international norm all nations are
expected to meet. I strongly believe
that adoption of this legislation will
help the United States advocate reli-
gious liberty around the world, and ad-
dress some of the specific problems our
hearings and briefings have docu-
mented.

This year in Uzbekistan, for instance,
a new law was passed which, among
other restrictions, requires 100 Uzbek

citizens to sign a religious commu-
nity’s application for registration,
criminalizes any unregistered religious
activity, and penalizes religious free
speech. In 1997, similarly restrictive
laws were passed in Russia and Mac-
edonia and a number of OSCE partici-
pating states are reportedly consider-
ing legislation imposing significant re-
strictions on religious liberty, particu-
larly for minority religious groups.

In Western Europe, the trends toward
increased religious intolerance has
been more insidious. In the last few
years, governments in Western Europe,
particularly France, Germany, Bel-
gium, and Austria, have targeted nu-
merous groups that they label ‘‘dan-
gerous’’ and have published official
government propaganda against them,
placed them under surveillance by se-
curity agencies, and revoked tax ex-
empt status based on the determina-
tion that groups are not a positive in-
fluence on society. Furthermore, these
Western European actions embolden
the more intolerant sectors of Eastern
European society to further restrict re-
ligious liberty for minority or ill-fa-
vored groups.

By requiring the President to take
action against all countries engaged in
violations of religious liberty, the Act
insures that less egregious cases of re-
ligious liberty violations will not be ig-
nored. By enumerating the specific pol-
icy responses required ranging from a
private demarche to sanctions, the Act
reflects the need for flexibility in di-
plomacy. Finally, by instituting a sep-
arate commission, the Act facilitates
accurate and independent reporting on
religious liberty violations around the
world.

Mr. President, I am proud to be a co-
sponsor of this important legislation
and I urge my colleagues to support
the International Religious Freedom
Act.

Mr. BIDEN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Delaware.
Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that I be able to
proceed for 2 minutes on this legisla-
tion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered. The Senator from Delaware is
recognized.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I support
the International Religious Freedom
Act presented by the Assistant Major-
ity Leader, the Senator from Okla-
homa and the Senator from Connecti-
cut.

We have discussed this legislation at
some length over the last couple of
weeks, and my colleagues have been
very gracious in trying to accommo-
date some of my concerns with the bill.

Although it is not a perfect bill, it is
a compromise that I support.

The persecution of individuals for
their faith, like persecution for politi-
cal beliefs or ethnicity, is abhorrent to
all Americans. Unfortunately, too
many nations around the world fail to

protect the basic human rights of their
citizens. The reasons for this are often
complex and varied—but they are never
justified.

What justification can there be, for
example, for the jailing by the Chinese
government of thousands of dis-
sidents—not to mention a few Catholic
leaders who choose to remain loyal to
the Vatican, rather than bow to the
dictates of the so-called ‘‘official’’
church in Beijing?

What justification can there be for a
law in Russia which appears to dis-
criminate between ‘‘established’’ reli-
gious organizations and those whose
roots in Russia are not long-standing?

As a nation founded on the premise
that ‘‘all men are created
equal. . .endowed by their Creator with
certain unalienable rights’’, Americans
have long been committed to promot-
ing and protecting human rights. Ex-
isting law, in place since the 1970s, pro-
hibits U.S. assistance to nations which
engage in a ‘‘consistent pattern of
gross violations’’ of human rights—in-
cluding the right to religious freedom.
Since the 1970s, we have also had an
Assistant Secretary of State specifi-
cally devoted to the task of advancing
human rights.

In recent years, the Clinton Adminis-
tration has taken important steps to
promote religious freedom. In 1996,
Secretary of State Christopher estab-
lished an Advisory Committee on Reli-
gious Persecution Abroad, a 20-member
panel which is broadly representative
of many religious faiths, and has pro-
vided practical guidance to the Sec-
retary and the State Department about
this important subject.

More recently, Secretary of State
Albright has appointed a Senior Ad-
viser to take the lead on religious free-
dom in the State Department.

This legislation is designed to further
elevate religious freedom on our for-
eign policy agenda. It does so by creat-
ing a new Office on International Reli-
gious Freedom at the Department of
State, to be headed by an Ambassador-
at-Large.

Under this legislation, the State De-
partment will produce a new annual re-
port on religious freedom, which will
assess the state of religious freedom
around the world. This report, which
will expand on the information avail-
able in the annual human rights report
already produced by the State Depart-
ment, should prove an invaluable re-
source to Americans concerned about
religious freedom.

Additionally, a new Commission will
be established, for a period of four
years, which will serve in an advisory
capacity, producing a report of its own
on an annual basis which will include
recommendations for U.S. policy.

The bill also contains new provisions
of law requiring that the President im-
pose sanctions against the most severe
violators of the right to religious free-
dom.
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I must confess to some skepticism

that new sanctions legislation is nec-
essary, for two reasons. First, as I stat-
ed, current law already prohibits U.S.
assistance to countries which engage in
serious human rights violations.

Second, in recent months I have re-
considered my own view on sanctions
policy—and have come to the conclu-
sion that, even though Congress is well
within its constitutional power to
apply sanctions, it is not always wise,
as a matter of sound foreign policy, for
Congress to do so.

But I am willing to go along with
this sanctions law because it includes
many aspects that I believe must be
present in any sanctions law that Con-
gress enacts. Indeed, the sanctions pro-
vision in this bill offers considerable
flexibility to the President.

First, the bill provides the President
with a ‘‘menu’’ of options—seven dif-
ferent types of sanctions from which
the President must choose just one
sanction. If the President doesn’t like
the choices on the menu, he is free to
take ‘‘commensurate action’’—that is,
action commensurate to the items on
the menu of options.

Second, the bill provides a broad
waiver authority.

The President may waive the applica-
tion of the sanction if the foreign gov-
ernment has ceased the violations; if
using the waiver would ‘‘further the
purposes’’ of the Act; or if important
national interests of the United States
justified the exercise of the waiver.

Third, the bill provides that any
sanctions sunset two years after they
are imposed unless they are specifi-
cally reauthorized.

The President may also terminate
the sanctions if the foreign government
has ‘‘ceased or taken substantial and
verifiable steps to cease’’ the viola-
tions that gave rise to the sanctions.

Fourth, there is an exemption from
the sanctions for the provision of food,
medicine, medical equipment or sup-
plies, as well as other humanitarian as-
sistance.

In sum, although I am not eager to
enact a new sanctions law, I believe we
are setting an important precedent
with this bill in terms of what should
be contained in any sanctions law.

We must make every effort to ensure
that the steps we take under this law
will help those who are suffering from
persecution—and not increase the dan-
gers they face. During the hearings in
the Foreign Relations Committee on
this legislation, several witnesses rep-
resenting religious communities that
operate overseas expressed this con-
cern.

I know the sponsors of this bill share
this concern—and so I hope that both
Congress and the Executive Branch
will be attentive to it in the coming
years.

This bill takes several steps which I
hope will lead to the advancement of
religious freedom—one of the fun-
damental human rights—around the
world.

We must be certain that in imple-
menting this law, it is not to the det-
riment of other fundamental human
rights that are recognized internation-
ally.

As the columnist Stephen Rosenfeld
has written, religious freedom deserves
a seat at the human rights table, but it
should not overturn the table.

Mr. President, I see my friend from
Pennsylvania on the floor, Senator
SPECTER. I compliment him—he is the
one who got me into this, quite frank-
ly—and my colleagues from Oklahoma
and from Connecticut. I can claim no
credit for starting this initiative. I can
only claim that I have attempted to
play a role here to make sure that the
desire we all have to extend religious
freedom around the world becomes a
reality. I have tried to make sure that
our sanctions meet a realistic test of
promoting an actual change in the be-
havior of other nations. It was toward
that end that I worked on a small part
of this bill. I attempted to rationalize
the sanctions legislation on this issue
with what we are attempting to do on
all the other sanctions legislation we
have around here.

The thing we have all learned is, uni-
lateral sanctions on any subject seldom
ever work. Sometimes, and promoting
religious freedom is one of those times,
we may have to act even if it is not ef-
ficacious, just to state our principled
commitment to religious freedom. I
recommend my colleagues take a look
at this legislation though because I
think we have produced a sound sanc-
tions bill.

For that, I have to thank the au-
thors, Senator SPECTER and Senator
NICKLES and Senator LIEBERMAN, for
accommodating some of the changes I
suggested in the functional way in
which these sanctions would be em-
ployed.

I thank them for their consideration.
They were very gracious to me and
very patient with me. And I am very
satisfied with the way the bill has
turned out—not only the principle but
the efficacy of the legislation.

I thank my colleague for the extra
time, and I yield the floor.

Mr. NICKLES addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oklahoma.
Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I thank

my colleague from Delaware for his
statement but also for his leadership. I
have already complimented Senator
LIEBERMAN for his leadership and his
partnership in making this happen. But
also I mentioned last night Senator
SPECTER worked tirelessly on this; Sen-
ator COATS did as well. Senator FEIN-
STEIN came in and negotiated with us
and I think made some important
changes.

I also just quickly would like to
thank a couple of staff people. Cecile
Shea of Senator LIEBERMAN’s staff
worked tirelessly on this legislation;
John Hanford of Senator LUGAR’s staff
and Steve Moffitt of my staff have put
in maybe more hours on this piece of

legislation than most any I have seen.
Others who helped were Laura Bryant
and Willie Imboden.

Also, I thank Senator HELMS for his
support and leadership, as well as Con-
gressman WOLF for leading the effort in
the House of Representatives. They
have assured us that they will pass this
legislation as soon as they receive it.

So I thank my colleagues and I yield
the floor. And I yield the remainder of
my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on final passage.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill

having been read the third time, the
question is, Shall the bill, as amended,
pass? The yeas and nays have been or-
dered. The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Ohio (Mr. GLENN) and the
Senator from South Carolina (Mr. HOL-
LINGS) are necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GRAMS). Are there any other Senators
in the Chamber desiring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 98,
nays 0, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 310 Leg.]

YEAS—98

Abraham
Akaka
Allard
Ashcroft
Baucus
Bennett
Biden
Bingaman
Bond
Boxer
Breaux
Brownback
Bryan
Bumpers
Burns
Byrd
Campbell
Chafee
Cleland
Coats
Cochran
Collins
Conrad
Coverdell
Craig
D’Amato
Daschle
DeWine
Dodd
Domenici
Dorgan
Durbin
Enzi

Faircloth
Feingold
Feinstein
Ford
Frist
Gorton
Graham
Gramm
Grams
Grassley
Gregg
Hagel
Harkin
Hatch
Helms
Hutchinson
Hutchison
Inhofe
Inouye
Jeffords
Johnson
Kempthorne
Kennedy
Kerrey
Kerry
Kohl
Kyl
Landrieu
Lautenberg
Leahy
Levin
Lieberman
Lott

Lugar
Mack
McCain
McConnell
Mikulski
Moseley-Braun
Moynihan
Murkowski
Murray
Nickles
Reed
Reid
Robb
Roberts
Rockefeller
Roth
Santorum
Sarbanes
Sessions
Shelby
Smith (NH)
Smith (OR)
Snowe
Specter
Stevens
Thomas
Thompson
Thurmond
Torricelli
Warner
Wellstone
Wyden

NOT VOTING—2

Glenn Hollings

The bill (H.R. 2431), as amended, was
passed.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. GRAMM. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The title was amended so as to read:
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An act to express United States foreign

policy with respect to, and to strengthen
United States advocacy on behalf of, individ-
uals persecuted in foreign countries on ac-
count of religion; to authorize United States
actions in response to violations of religious
freedom in foreign countries; to establish an
Ambassador at Large for International Reli-
gious Freedom within the Department of
State, a Commission on International Reli-
gious Freedom, and a Special Adviser on
International Religious Freedom within the
National Security Council; and for other pur-
poses.

Several Senators addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah.

Mr. DASCHLE addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

Democratic leader.

f

PATIENT PROTECTION ACT OF
1998—MOTION TO PROCEED

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I move
that the Senate proceed to the consid-
eration of Calendar No. 505, H.R. 4250,
the House-passed health care reform
bill.

Mr. HATCH. 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. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I move to
table the pending motion to proceed
and ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

question is on agreeing to the motion
to table.

The clerk will call the roll.
The assistant legislative clerk called

the roll.
Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the

Senator from Kentucky (Mr. MCCON-
NELL) is necessarily absent.

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Ohio (Mr. GLENN) and the
Senator from South Carolina (Mr. HOL-
LINGS) are necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 50,
nays 47, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 311 Leg.]

YEAS—50

Abraham
Allard
Ashcroft
Bennett
Brownback
Burns
Campbell
Chafee
Coats
Cochran
Collins
Coverdell
Craig

DeWine
Domenici
Enzi
Frist
Gorton
Gramm
Grams
Grassley
Gregg
Hagel
Hatch
Helms
Hutchinson

Hutchison
Inhofe
Jeffords
Kempthorne
Kyl
Lott
Lugar
Mack
McCain
Murkowski
Nickles
Roberts
Roth

Santorum
Sessions
Shelby
Smith (NH)

Smith (OR)
Snowe
Stevens
Thomas

Thompson
Thurmond
Warner

NAYS—47

Akaka
Baucus
Biden
Bingaman
Bond
Boxer
Breaux
Bryan
Bumpers
Byrd
Cleland
Conrad
D’Amato
Daschle
Dodd
Dorgan

Durbin
Faircloth
Feingold
Feinstein
Ford
Graham
Harkin
Inouye
Johnson
Kennedy
Kerrey
Kerry
Kohl
Landrieu
Lautenberg
Leahy

Levin
Lieberman
Mikulski
Moseley-Braun
Moynihan
Murray
Reed
Reid
Robb
Rockefeller
Sarbanes
Specter
Torricelli
Wellstone
Wyden

NOT VOTING—3

Glenn Hollings McConnell

The motion to lay on the table the
motion to proceed was agreed to.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, may we
have order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

UTAH SCHOOLS AND LAND
EXCHANGE ACT OF 1998

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate proceed
to the immediate consideration of Cal-
endar No. 574, H.R. 3830.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
A bill (H.R. 3830) to provide for the ex-

change of certain lands within the State of
Utah.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the immediate consider-
ation of the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I yield to
Senator HATCH for 2 minutes, and then
to Senator BENNETT for 2 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I rise to
express my support for this legislation
to exchange school trust lands located
in Utah to the federal government.
This timely piece of legislation has the
full support of the Utah delegation, the
Governor of Utah, and the Clinton ad-
ministration, as well as the PTA and
local educators from across our state.
It is, in some small measure, the result
of the unfortunate situation created
several years ago when President Clin-
ton created the Grand Staircase
Escalante Monument that withdrew
hundreds of thousands of additional
Utah school trust lands from benefit-
ting Utah s school children. This bill

represents the largest land exchange in
the history of Utah.

I commend the President for being
willing to do this, the Secretary of the
Interior for being willing to do this,
and others on the floor, including my
colleague, Senator BENNETT, the chair-
man of the Energy Committee, Senator
MURKOWSKI, and the distinguished Sen-
ator from Arkansas, Senator BUMPERS.
Without their leadership and support,
this legislation would not have been
possible. I want to express that appre-
ciation. This is a momentous day for
the State of Utah that will leave a last-
ing legacy for our school children.

This bill passed the House of Rep-
resentatives in July and was approved
by the Senate Committee on Energy
and Natural Resources last month. I
am pleased the full Senate will con-
sider it today and send it to the Presi-
dent.

I and all the citizens of Utah have
looked forward anxiously to this day,
which has been a long time coming.

When Utah became a state in 1896,
Congress designated a portion of each
township in the state to be set aside as
School Trust Land which would be used
to generate revenue for Utah’s schools.
The patchwork layout of these school
trust lands across the state has histori-
cally created management difficulties
between federal and state governments.
As new national parks, forests, and
monuments are designated, the school
lands are often enveloped within them.
This has the effect of closing off devel-
opment of these lands and, therefore,
any revenue they might produce for
the school land trust fund.

As of 1995, over 200,000 acres of school
trust land, called inholdings, were iso-
lated this way. As I mentioned, Presi-
dent Clinton doubled this amount with
his designation of the Grand Staircase-
Escalante Monument in 1996.

At the time of the creation of the
Grand Staircase-Escalante Monument,
President Clinton gave numerous as-
surances that Utah’s school children
would not be hurt by this designation.
H.R. 3830 represents the partial fulfill-
ment of these promises.

The Utah Schools and Lands Ex-
change Act is the culmination of long
and careful deliberations between Gov-
ernor Leavitt and Secretary of the In-
terior Bruce Babbitt. As a result of this
thorough and delicate planning, the act
enjoys broad support from environ-
mentalists, private landowners, edu-
cators, legislators, and the Administra-
tion.

The bill exchanges approximately
350,000 acres of school trust lands lo-
cated in Utah monuments, recreation
areas, national parks, and forests to
the Federal Government. To provide
equitable compensation for these
lands, Utah will receive cash, lands,
mineral rights, coal deposits, and other
Federal properties. I assure my col-
leagues that this is a fair and equitable
exchange of assets.

The land received by the Federal
Government, totaling 376,739 acres of
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