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Senators who would agree to uphold
the President’s veto on bloated spend-
ing bills, should it be necessary.

I am pleased to say that Senator
BUNNING and I collected the signatures
of 35 Senators who have agreed to
“‘vote against any congressional effort
to override [vetoes] to enforce fiscal
discipline.”

What these 35 signatures do is send
an important message to all of our col-
leagues regarding the need for the Sen-
ate to stay within the budget resolu-
tion guidelines.

Simply put, the President will have
the support he needs in Congress to
sustain his veto of spending bills that
are not fiscally responsible.

As far as I am concerned, the ‘‘easy”’
vote would have been to vote in favor
of S. 1. However, I was not elected to
the Senate to take the easy votes and
hide from my responsibilities to the
taxpayers of Ohio and this nation.

It is high-time for us to stand-up and
show that we have the courage to be
fiscally responsible, to prioritize our
spending on the basis of those respon-
sibilities that are truly Federal in na-
ture, and to make the tough choices.

If Congress won’t do it, I hope the
President will, because the American
people deserve to know that their gov-
ernment is serving in their best inter-
est.

In my view, the funding expectations
that are established in S. 1 are just too
unrealistic, and if the President does
not insist on a final bill that is more
fiscally responsible, I do not doubt that
my friends across the aisle will demand
that he fund ESEA to the fully author-
ized level in his next budget.

That’s why I urge President Bush to
insist that the Members of the con-
ference committee to S. 1 eliminate
the enormous excess in spending that
this bill contains before it is sent back
to each of the respective Houses of
Congress for a final vote.

By so doing, it will show the citizens
of this nation that their President
truly is not only the Education Presi-
dent, but that he cares about putting
an end to Congress’ spendthrift ways as
well.

————
THE VERY BAD DEBT BOXSCORE

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, at the
close of business yesterday, Monday,
June 18, 2001, the Federal debt stood at
$5,634,686,176,609.17, five trillion, six
hundred thirty-four billion, six hun-
dred eighty-six million, one hundred
seventy-six thousand, six hundred nine
dollars and seventeen cents.

Five years ago, June 18, 1996, the Fed-
eral debt stood at $5,118,201,000,000, five
trillion, one hundred eighteen billion,
two hundred one million.

Ten years ago, June 18, 1991, the Fed-
eral debt stood at $3,496,571,000,000,
three trillion, four hundred ninety-six
billion, five hundred seventy-one mil-
lion.

Fifteen years ago, June 18, 1986, the
Federal debt stood at $2,044,497,000,000,
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two trillion, forty-four billion, four
hundred ninety-seven million.
Twenty-five years ago, June 18, 1976,
the Federal debt stood at
$610,653,000,000, six hundred ten billion,
six hundred fifty-three million, which
reflects a debt increase of more than $5
trillion, $5,024,033,176,609.17, five tril-
lion, twenty-four billion, thirty-three
million, one hundred seventy-six thou-
sand, six hundred nine dollars and sev-
enteen cents during the past 25 years.

———

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

WEST VIRGINIA DAY

e Mr ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I
am enormously proud to reflect upon
West Virginia’s years of accomplish-
ment and good works on this, its 138th
anniversary as a State. Among West
Virginia’s greatest achievements are
its outstanding citizens who have had
an influence, not only on their home
State, but also on the Nation as a
whole. West Virginia is home of some
of the country’s greatest educators, au-
thors, and scientists. Like all great
Americans, these luminaries worked
for the advancement of others. Like all
great West Virginians, they pursued
their goals while remembering their
roots.

I am reminded of Anna Jarvis, a
teacher who longed to heal the rift be-
tween brothers during the Civil War.
Miss Jarvis strove to provide a com-
mon bond between all Americans,
northern and southern, that could
serve as a stepping-stone toward a
more lasting peace. To this end, she
founded ‘‘Mother’s Friendship Day,”
now known as Mother’s Day, which
honors the sacrifices of all mothers. In-
deed, Anna achieved her goal; and, she
created a tradition that endures today.

Another West Virginian, author
Pearl S. Buck, sought much the same
goal. Ms. Buck’s revolutionary novel,
“The Good Earth”, highlighted the
plight of poor women and children in
early-20 century China. In addition,
Pearl worked tirelessly to advance the
civil rights movement, as well as the
women’s rights movement. Her efforts
brought increased understanding and
tolerance for the underprivileged.
Pearl S. Buck was inspired by the tol-
erance and charity of her fellow West
Virginians and instilled these ideals in
a new generation of Americans.

Like Anna and Pearl, Reverend Leon
Sullivan recognized his ability to
change the lives of others through ex-
ample. A Baptist minister, educator,
and civil rights activist, Leon also
served on the board of directors of the
General Motors Corporation. There, he
promoted the idea of corporate respon-
sibility abroad. His desire for racial
egalitarianism worldwide forged the
path for the Sullivan principles; these
beliefs were instrumental in the aboli-
tion of apartheid in South Africa.
Though he recently passed away, Rev-
erend Sullivan leaves a lasting legacy
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of fairness and equality both at home
and abroad.

Finally, I think of Homer Hickam, an
aerospace engineer who, in spite of his
humble background, attended college
and achieved great professional suc-
cess. Today, Homer attributes his ac-
complishments to the early influence
of an outstanding teacher. His story
demonstrates that educators inspire
students and open doors. Most impor-
tantly, it reminds us of why we should
collectively invest in education.

Today, I commend all of West Vir-
ginia’s heroes, those that are well
known and those who remain anony-
mous. I hope all Americans are inspired
by the generosity, integrity, and devo-
tion displayed by the people of this
great State.e

———

TRIBUTE TO TIM BEAULAC

e Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr.
President, I rise today to pay tribute
to Tim Beaulac of Gorham, NH, for
being named as the Pharmacist of the
Year for the Northeast Region, which
includes Maine, New Hampshire and a
portion of Vermont.

He achieved the award with the as-
sistance of other members of the phar-
macy staff at the Gorham WalMart
Store including: assistant pharmacist,
Kellie Lapointe, department manager,
Sandy Trottier, and pharmacy techni-
cians Mona Garneau and Karen Taylor.

Tim is a graduate of the Massachu-
setts College of Pharmacy and began
his career at Berlin City Drug as a
pharmacist for ten years. He also was
employed at the former City Drugs in
Gorham for several years.

Tim and his wife, Marylou, have one
daughter, Holly, who is a sixth grader
at Gorham Middle School.

I commend Tim on this exemplary
achievement and recognition in the
pharmaceutical industry. He has served
the citizens of Gorham with dedication
and care for many years. The people of
Gorham and our entire state have ben-
efitted from his contributions. It is
truly an honor and a privilege to rep-
resent him in the U.S. Senate.®

——————

TRIBUTE TO COLONEL WILLIAM J.
GRAHAM

e Mr. CLELAND. Mr. President, it is
with great pleasure that I rise today to
pay special tribute to an outstanding
soldier who has dedicated his life to the
service of our Nation. Colonel William
J. Graham will take off his uniform for
the last time this month as he retires
from the U.S. Army following 21 years
of active duty commissioned service.

Colonel Graham began his military
career with an appointment to the U.S.
Military Academy at West Point. He
completed the rigorous course of study
at the academy and graduated with a
Bachelor of Science degree, having fo-
cused his studies in the areas of gen-
eral engineering and national security.
He was commissioned a second lieuten-
ant in 1980.

During Colonel Graham’s career as
an Army aviator, he was selected to
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command at every level from platoon
through brigade. He reorganized, built,
and fine-tuned several record-setting
organizations, and enjoyed making
things happen. His leadership, manage-
ment, problem-solving and team-build-
ing skills have been proven during
combat, peacekeeping operations, and
peacetime, and he is a proven expert in
crisis management, organizational
planning, and training.

Colonel Graham’s aviation units were
among the most frequently deployed to
challenging international security en-
vironments. During his career he
served in and deployed to many of the
world’s ‘‘hotspots,” including Xorea,
Germany, Bosnia, Macedonia, Hungary,
Croatia, Panama, Honduras, and Gre-
nada. Colonel’s Graham’s career cul-
minated with duty as the Deputy Leg-
islative Assistant to the Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff where he
served as liaison between the Nation’s
most senior military officer and the
U.S. Senate.

Colonel Graham’s retirement rep-
resents a loss to both the Joint Forces
and the U.S. Army. Throughout a ca-
reer of distinguished service, he has
made innumerable long-term and posi-
tive contributions to both the military
and our Nation. As Colonel Graham
transitions to tackle new challenges in
the business community, we will cer-
tainly miss him and wish continued
success for both him and his family.e

——————

THE GROWING ALLIANCE
BETWEEN RUSSIA AND CHINA

e Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, Dr. Con-
stantine Menges has a distinguished
career in the field of national security.
He has written a timely piece on the
growing alliance between Russia and
China. I hope my colleagues will read
this article and heed his expert advice.
I ask that the article be printed in the
RECORD.
The article follows:
[From the Washington Times, June 14, 2001]

CHINA-RUSSIA: PREVENTING A MILITARY
ALLIANCE
(By Constantine Menges)

An important item on the agenda of Presi-
dent Bush as he meets President Putin of
Russia should be the new 30-year treaty of
cooperation which the leaders of Russia and
China are scheduled to sign in July 2001.

This treaty will formalize the ever-increas-
ing Chinese-Russian strategic coordination
of recent years, which is intended to counter
the United States around the globe.

Why would the leadership of China and
Russia believe they need to join for this pur-
pose? At their summit meeting in July 2000,
Mr. Putin endorsed China’s view as expressed
in their joint statement that the U.S. ‘‘is
seeking unilateral military and security ad-
vantages’ in the world. Mr. Putin also criti-
cized the ‘‘economic and power domination
of the United States’ and agreed with China
on the need to establish a still undefined
‘“‘new political and economic order.”

The new China-Russia treaty will not only
mean a significantly increased political-stra-
tegic challenge to the U.S., it will also pose
additional military risks. These are illus-
trated by Russia’s sale of advanced weapons
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systems to China which it is aiming at U.S.
forces and by the February 2001 Russian
military exercises that included mock nu-
clear attacks against U.S. military units
viewed as opposing a Chinese invasion of Tai-
wan.

The relationship between Russia and China
went from alliance in the 1950s to deep hos-
tility from 1960 to 1985 followed by gradual
normalization during the Gorbachev years.
After 1991, Boris Yeltsin continued negotia-
tions to demarcate the disputed border but
kept a political distance because China re-
mained communist and had publicly wel-
comed the 1991 coup attempt by Soviet com-
munist hard-liners and also opposed Mr.
Yeltsin’s democratic aspirations.

Mr. Yeltsin and the first President Bush
had three summit meetings in 1992 and 1993,
and Russia declared its intention to move to-
ward a ‘‘strategic partnership and in the fu-
ture, toward alliance’ with the U.S. The mu-
tually positive and hopeful initial relation-
ship with the new, post-Soviet Russia, also
included a signed agreement on reductions in
offensive nuclear weapons and a joint deci-
sion on modifying ‘‘existing agreements”
(including the ABM treaty) to permit global
missile defense which both Presidents
Yeltsin and Bush acknowledged were needed.
Unfortunately the Clinton administration
did not pursue the opportunity for Russian-
U.S. agreement on missile defense.

In April 1996, Mr. Yeltsin decided to agree
with China on a ‘‘strategic partnership” and
increased Russian weapons sales. Through a
series of regular summit meetings, China
moved the ‘“‘partnership” with Russia toward
strategic alignment marked by an ever-larg-
er component of shared anti-U.S. political
objectives (e.g. support for Iraq, opposition
to missile defense) along with increased Rus-
sian military sales and military cooperation.
This was ignored by the previous administra-
tion.

As a result, for the first time in 40 years
the U.S. faces coordinated international ac-
tions by China and Russia. This could have
six principal negative implications starting,
first, with the fact that Russia has accepted
and repeats most of communist China’s
views about the U.S., for example that the
U.S. seeks to dominate the world.

Second, the Chinese view of the coming
July 2001 treaty emphasizes that, when one
of the parties to the treaty ‘‘experiences
military aggression,” the other signatory
state should when requested ‘‘provide polit-
ical, economic, and military support and
launch joint attacks against the invading
forces.”

As the American public has learned from
the April 2001 reconnaissance aircraft event,
China defines not only Taiwan but also most
of the international South China Sea and all
its islands as its sovereign territory. If the
United States should threaten or take any
type of counteraction (political, economic or
military) against China to uphold the rights
of US aircraft or ships in that international
air and sea space or to help allies or other
countries defend themselves against coercion
by China, which has territorial disputes with
11 neighboring countries including Japan and
India, China could define this as ‘‘black-
mail” and a violation of its ‘‘sovereignty’’. It
would then hope to draw Russia in mili-
tarily, if only as a potential counter-threat
as suggested by the February 2001 Russian
military exercise.

A third negative consequence is ever-in-
creasing Russian military sales and other
support for the buildup of Chinese advanced
weapons systems specifically targeted at
U.S. air, sea and electronic military capa-
bilities and vulnerabilities in the Pacific.
For example the Russian anti-ship missiles
that accompany the two Russian destroyers
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already delivered (and the four more to
come) skim the ocean at twice the speed of
sound, can carry nuclear warheads and were
designed to sink U.S. aircraft carriers. In the
1990s, Russia sold China about $9 billion to
$20 billion in advanced weapons systems
aimed at U.S. forces (jet fighters, sub-
marines, destroyers, anti-air/missile sys-
tems) with another $20 billion to $40 billion
in weapons and high-technology sales
planned through 2004. The income from these
sales also helps Russia further modernize its
strategic nuclear forces that currently have
4,000 warheads on about 1,000 ICBMs.

A fourth negative result is that Russia and
China are working together and in parallel
to oppose any U.S. decision to deploy na-
tional or Asian regional missile defenses;
they are seeking to persuade U.S. allies to
oppose this and refuse cooperation. At the
same time Russia has sold China one of its
most advanced weapons (S-300), originally
designed to shoot down the Pershing medium
range missile as well as aircraft and cruise
missiles, along with a similar medium-range
system (Tor-M1) in such quantity that China
is now in effect already deploying its own
missile/air defense system on the coast.

Fifth, Russia and China have been pro-
viding weapons of mass destruction compo-
nents, technology and expertise to a number
of dictatorships such as North Korea, Iraq,
Iran and Libya which are hostile to the
United States and its allies. Russia and
China have also established military supply
links with Cuba and the pro-Castro Chavez
regime in Venezuela. The risk of conflict in-
creases as all these dangerous regimes be-
come militarily stronger and also believe
they are backed by both China and Russia.

The sixth negative result is that the ever-
closer relationship with China strengthens
the authoritarian tendencies with Russia,
thereby increasing the risk it will become
more aggressive internationally. While the
Chinese government develops relations with
the Putin government and military, the Chi-
nese Communist Party has revived direct re-
lations with the Communist Party in Russia.

At their June 16, 2001, meeting in Slovenia,
it is urgent that President Bush seek to per-
suade President Putin that Russia should as-
sure the U.S. and the world that there is no
open or secret military component to the
July 2001 China-Russia treaty. Mr. Bush
should remind Mr. Putin that the U.S. has no
territorial or other claims of any kind on
Russia. In contrast, communist China has on
numerous occasions during the 1950s and
through 1992 formally demanded that Russia
“return’’ virtually all of the Russian Far
East that China alleges was stolen by an ‘‘il-
legal’’ 1860 treaty. Russia is arming a poten-
tially very dangerous country, perhaps mak-
ing the same mistake Josef Stalin did in
selling weapons to arm Germany which then
attacked the Soviet Union in 1941.

Unless Russia excludes such a military
component in the new treaty, Mr. Bush
should indicate that the U.S. will view this
as a China-Russia military alliance and a po-
tentially grave threat to be met by the sig-
nificant reductions in U.S. economic support
for Russia directly, through debt restruc-
turing, international institutions and trade
access. Further the U.S. would see the need
to immediately accelerate movement toward
missile defense.

The U.S. and its allies need to give the
China-Russia strategic alignment effective
attention. With skill and foresight it is still
possible to turn back the momentum by
hard-liners in both Russia and China toward
more confrontation while adopting realistic
U.S. policies that maintain deterrence and
peaceful relations.e
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