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years he was a circuit court judge. 
Since 1990, he has been a justice for the 
third district appellate court. 

Before going to law school, he 
worked at a local high school as a his-
tory teacher and baseball coach. Dur-
ing law school, he helped pay his bills 
by working as a security guard. After 
graduating, he started his own law 
firm. Since becoming a judge, he has 
earned a reputation, deservedly, from 
Democrats, Republicans, as well as 
Independents, as an outstanding—firm, 
fair and thorough—jurist. 

He is also involved in community 
work. Mike McCuskey is known 
throughout the Peoria area for going 
to local grade schools and reading to 
children. He emcees the senior citizen 
activities during the annual county 
fair. 

Then there is Pat Murphy in the 
Southern District of Illinois. I never 
met Pat Murphy before he came to the 
interview process that CAROL MOSELEY- 
BRAUN and I held. I have to tell you, he 
just swept us off our feet. He is such an 
impressive individual. 

Pat Murphy was born and raised in 
Marion, IL, from a very humble family. 
He served in the Marine Corps in Viet-
nam. At the age of 17, he enlisted. On 
almost exactly his 18th birthday, he ar-
rived in Vietnam where he served a 
tour of duty as an enlisted man in K 
Company, 3rd Battalion, 1st Marine 
Corps weapons platoon. 

After he got out of the Marine Corps, 
Pat Murphy decided to go on to get his 
college degree and law degree with the 
help of the GI bill. 

His parents died, and some of his 
brothers and sisters were still very 
young. Pat took on the responsibility 
of raising his four younger brothers 
and sisters. As he said to us, ‘‘We ended 
up raising one another.’’ 

I met Pat’s brother Kevin. He is the 
unit manager and a guard at the Mar-
ion Federal Penitentiary. 

Pat’s story shows extensive legal ex-
perience. Since beginning the practice 
of law, Pat Murphy has tried almost 
100 cases. I will tell you, it is hard to 
find a trial attorney who can say that. 
He has tried almost 100 cases before a 
jury; 200 before a judge. He has rep-
resented banks, municipalities, school 
boards, insurers and individuals. He 
has tried several criminal cases, rep-
resenting plaintiffs and defendants. In 
the first year he was eligible, he was 
elected to the prestigious American 
College of Trial Attorneys. He has built 
more than a solid reputation in south-
ern Illinois. He has been building a na-
tional reputation. 

Isn’t this the kind of person we want 
to serve on the Federal bench? I think 
it is, and so does the Judiciary Com-
mittee in unanimously approving his 
nomination. 

One thing I have to say, though, that 
shouldn’t be left out of Pat Murphy’s 
biography is that he is known through-
out Marion and southern Illinois for 
his unstinting generosity to veterans. 
He himself served, as I said, in the Ma-

rine Corps during Vietnam, and ever 
since, he has given local veterans pro 
bono—that is free—representation 
whenever they walk through the door. 

I have heard it said that in southern 
Illinois, when there is a funeral and 
burial of a veteran, many times they 
will see this lawyer come driving up, 
jump out of the car and stand in rev-
erence at the grave site for his fellow 
veteran. 

Pat Murphy has endeared himself to 
so many of the people in southern Illi-
nois and would be an excellent choice 
for Federal judge. 

So here we sit 127 days after these 
two men have their names brought be-
fore the Senate for confirmation. There 
is no objection in the Judiciary Com-
mittee, no objection to their qualifica-
tions and talents, and yet they wait. 
With personal hardship, they are wait-
ing patiently for the opportunity to 
serve the United States of America as 
Federal district court judges. 

They have accepted that responsi-
bility pending our confirmation. 
Shouldn’t the Senate accept its respon-
sibility? Shouldn’t we vote out today, 
or at the latest the first day we can 
next week, these two men so that they 
can serve their country as Federal dis-
trict court judges, so that they can, in 
some way, address the backlog of cases 
in the southern and central districts 
and give people who have been waiting 
patiently for their day in court an op-
portunity for a trial? 

I hope we respond to this. I say to my 
colleagues in the U.S. Senate, I am 
going to continue to raise this issue. I 
think it is unfair what we are doing to 
these two individuals. I hope the Sen-
ate can move very, very quickly to rec-
tify this injustice. 

I yield back the remainder of my 
time. 

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

ator from Missouri. 
Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I rise 

to address a problem of significant 
magnitude. I ask unanimous consent to 
speak for up to 10 minutes. 

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

f 

CHINA’S PROLIFERATION 
ACTIVITY 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I rise 
today to address a rather disturbing ar-
ticle that appeared not only in the 
Washington Times but also in the 
Washington Post, a similar article. The 
headline in the Times says: ‘‘China in 
New Nuclear Sales Effort.’’ The head-
line in the Post: ‘‘U.S. Action Stymied 
China Sale to Iran.’’ 

These articles represent a concern of 
mine, because they detail China’s con-
tinuing nuclear proliferation, not just 
nuclear proliferation, but proliferation 
to the nation of Iran. 

According to these articles, U.S. in-
telligence discovered secret China-Iran 
negotiations concerning Chinese trans-
fer of hundreds of tons of anhydrous 

hydrogen fluoride. Anhydrous hydro-
gen fluoride is a material used in en-
riching uranium to weapons grade ura-
nium. 

This transfer was scheduled to go to 
Iran’s Isfahan Nuclear Research Cen-
ter. The Isfahan Center is the principal 
site of Iran’s efforts to manufacture 
the explosive core of an atomic device, 
according to the articles. 

So what we have here, both in the 
Washington Post and in the Wash-
ington Times, is the chronicling of Chi-
na’s effort to send these kinds of com-
ponents and processes to Iran in order 
for Iran, a rogue nation, to enhance its 
capacity to be involved with atomic 
weapons of mass destruction. 

This revelation of new Chinese ef-
forts to aid Iran’s nuclear weapons pro-
gram is deeply troubling, and it follows 
solemn commitments from Chinese 
leaders just last October that China 
would cut off nuclear assistance to 
Iran. 

What is more troubling to me, how-
ever, is the fact that the Clinton ad-
ministration has overlooked more than 
a decade of similar promises that have 
been broken just as quickly and rou-
tinely as last October’s promise has 
now been revealed to have been broken 
on the face of the front pages of this 
city’s newspapers. 

This continued course by this admin-
istration to simply take at face value 
assurances consistent with other assur-
ances and, unfortunately, consistent 
with the disregard for those assurances 
in terms of policy, causes us to ques-
tion whether or not we should have 
been racing into these agreements, and 
particularly according to China the 
special standing which we have pro-
vided to China based on the events of 
last October. 

It is pretty clear to me that, in spite 
of the fact that China assured us last 
October that they were going to be 
adopting a different posture in regard 
to nuclear proliferation, their policy 
and their practice was not altered. 
Their policy and practice of providing 
this kind of proliferation to rogue na-
tions remains in place. 

It is, unfortunately, not new that the 
Chinese have broken agreements. I will 
submit for the RECORD a list of events 
and times in which the Chinese have 
said one thing and done another in re-
gard to nuclear proliferation—starting 
in 1981, 1983, 1984, 1985, 1986, 1987, 1989, 
1990, 1991, another incident in 1991, 1994, 
1995, 1996, and 1997. 

Now, this list, which has been assem-
bled by the Nuclear Control Institute, 
merely chronicles the habit, the prac-
tice, and the policy of China in saying 
one thing and doing another. 

A number of us were stunned last 
year when the administration said it 
wanted to elevate the standing of 
China as it related to nuclear tech-
nology. We were stunned because we 
were aware of this list. We were 
stunned, thinking that if in the sum-
mer of 1997 our own CIA labels China as 
the world’s worst proliferater of weap-
ons of mass destruction, why would we 
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90 days later want to constitute them 
as a nuclear cooperator and enter into 
a nuclear agreement with them that 
would entitle them to higher levels of 
information, higher degrees of coopera-
tion with the United States? 

I will submit this list for the RECORD. 
I will not belabor the Senate with all of 
the documentation here, but I would 
like the list to be included in the 
RECORD and the documentation be 
available to the Senate and to the 

American people. I ask unanimous con-
sent that it be printed in the RECORD. 

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

CHINA’S NON-PROLIFERATION WORDS VS. CHINA’S NUCLEAR PROLIFERATION DEEDS* 
[From the Nuclear Control Institute] 

Date and what China said— What China did— 

1981—‘‘Like many other peace-loving countries, China does not advocate or encourage nuclear proliferation, and we 
are emphatically opposed to any production of nuclear weapons by racists and expansionists such as South Africa 
and Israel.’’—Yu Peiwen, head of Chinese delegation to Conference on Disarmament in Geneva, Xinhua, 8/4/81.

In 1981, China supplies South Africa (at that time not a member of the NPT and pursuing a nuclear weapons pro-
gram) with 60 tons of unsafeguarded enriched uranium. This enriched uranium may have enabled South Africa to 
triple weapons-grade uranium output at the Valindaba facility.1 In 1981, other unsafeguarded Chinese exports in-
clude highly enriched uranium, uranium hexaflouride, and heavy water to Argentina, and heavy water to India. 
Both nations are non-NPT states with nuclear weapons programs at the time.2 

1983—‘‘China does not encourage or support nuclear proliferation.’’—Vice Premier Li Peng, Xinhua, 10/18/83 ............. In 1983, China contracts with Algeria, then a non-NPT state, to construct a large, unsafeguarded plutonium-produc-
tion reactor. Construction of the reactor complex began after November 1984—well after China’s April 1984 
pledge to subject all future nuclear exports to IAEA safeguards, and while China is negotiating a nuclear co-
operation agreement with the United States.3 China also supplies Algeria with large hot cells, which can be used 
to handle highly radioactive spent fuel to separate plutonium.4 

1984—‘‘We are critical of the discriminatory treaty on the nonproliferation of nuclear weapons, but we do not advo-
cate or encourage nuclear proliferation. We do not engage in nuclear proliferation ourselves, nor do we help other 
countries develop nuclear weapons.’’—Premier Zhao Ziyang, White House state dinner on 1/10/84, Xinhua, 1/11/84 
(Note: A U.S. official later said that ‘‘These were solemn assurances with in fact the force of law,’’ AP, 6/15/84).

U.S. officials reveal that, in the early 1980s, China provided Pakistan with the design for a nuclear weapon, and 
probably enough highly enriched uranium (HEU) for one to two bombs.5 

1985–86—‘‘China has no intention, either at the present or in the future, to help non-nuclear countries develop nu-
clear weapons.’’—Li Peng, Chinese Vice Premier, Xinhua, January 18, 1985.
‘‘The Chinese made it clear to us that when they say they will not assist other countries to develop nuclear weap-

ons, this also applies to all nuclear explosives . . . We are satisfied that the [nonproliferation] policies they have 
adopted are consistent with our own basic views.’’—Ambassador Richard Kennedy, Department of State, Con-
gressional testimony, 10/9/85.

‘‘Discussions with China that have taken place since the initialling of the proposed [nuclear] Agreement have con-
tributed significantly to a shared understanding with China on what it means not to assist other countries to 
acquire nuclear explosives, and in facilitating China’s steps to put all these new policies into place. Thus, ACDA 
believes that the statements of policy by senior Chinese officials, as clarified by these discussions, represent a 
clear commitment not to assist a non-nuclear-weapon state in the acquisition of nuclear explosives.’’—ACDA, 
‘‘Nuclear Proliferation Assessment Statement,’’ submitted to Congress on 7/24/85 with the U.S./China Agreement 
for Cooperation, 7/19/85.

‘‘China is not a party to the NPT, but its stance on the question is clear-cut and above-board . . . it stands for 
nuclear disarmament and disapproves of nuclear proliferation . . . In recent years, the Chinese Government has 
more and more, time and again reiterated that China neither advocates nor encourages nuclear proliferation, and 
its cooperation with other countries in the nuclear field is only for peaceful purposes’’.—Ambassador Ho Qian 
Jiadong, speech given at the Conference on Disarmament in Geneva, 6/27/85 (quoted by Amb. Richard Kennedy 
in congressional testimony, 7/31/85).

In addition to covering up its export of the unsafeguarded reactor to Algeria, China secretly sells Pakistan tritium, 
an element used in the trigger of hydrogen bombs as well as to boost the yield of fission weapons.6 

1987–89—‘‘China does not advocate or encourage nuclear proliferation, nor does it help other countries develop nu-
clear weapons.’’—Vice Foreign Minister Qian Qichen, Beijing Review, 3/30/87.
‘‘As everyone knows, China does not advocate nor encourage nuclear proliferation. China does not engage in devel-

oping or assisting other countries to develop nuclear weapons.’’—Foreign Ministry spokesman, Beijing radio, 
5/4/89.

In 1989, China agrees to build a light-water reactor for Pakistan, begins assisting Iran’s development of indigenous 
manufacturing capability for medium-range ballistic missiles, and assists Iraq in the manufacture of samarium- 
cobalt ring magnets for uranium-enrichment centrifuges.7 

1990—‘‘. . . the Chinese government has consistently supported and participated in the international community’s 
efforts for preventing the proliferation of nuclear weapons.’’—Ambassador Hou Zhitong, Xinhua, 4/1/91.

In September 1990, after Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait and the imposition of an international trade embargo, China pro-
vides Iraq with lithium hydride, a chemical compound useful in both boosted-fission and thermonuclear (hydro-
gen) bombs, as well as in ballistic missile fuel.8 

1991—‘‘The report claiming that China provides medium-range missiles for Pakistan is absolutely groundless. China 
does not stand for, encourage, or engage itself in nuclear proliferation and does not aid other countries in devel-
oping nuclear weapons.’’—Foreign ministry spokesman Wu Janmin, Zhongguo Ximwen She, 4/25/91.

Sometime around 1991, China provides ballistic missile technology to Syria, including the nuclear-capable M–9 mis-
sile. In 1993, a Chinese corporation exports ammonium perchlorate, a missile fuel precursor, to the Iraqi govern-
ment via a Jordanian purchasing agent.9 In August 1993, the United States imposes sanctions on China for ex-
porting nuclear-capable M–11 ballistic missiles to Pakistan. 

1991—‘‘China has struck no nuclear deals with Iran . . . This inference is preposterous.’’ Chinese embassy official 
Chen Guoqing, rebutting a claim that China had sold nuclear technology to Iran, letter to Washington Post, 7/2/91.

In 1991, China supplies Iran with a research reactor capable of producing plutonium 10 and a calutron, a technology 
that can be used to enrich uranium to weapons-grade.11 (Calutrons enriched the uranium in the ‘‘Little Boy’’ 
bomb that destroyed Hiroshima, and were at the center of Saddam Hussein’s effort to develop an Iraqi nuclear 
bomb.) 

1994—‘‘China does not engage in proliferation of weapons of mass destruction . . .’’—Foreign Minister Qian Qichen, 
AP newswire, 10/4/94.

China supplies a complete nuclear fusion research reactor facility to Iran, and provides technical assistance in 
making it operational.12 China, with apparent U.S. acquiescence, agrees to replace France as supplier of low-en-
riched uranium fuel for India’s U.S.-supplied Tarapur reactors. The U.S. cut off supply of LEU soon after India’s 
nuclear explosion of 1974. This LEU supply makes it easier for India to concentrate other nuclear assets on its 
weapons program.13 

1995—‘‘China has never transferred or sold any nuclear technology or equipment to Pakistan . . . We therefore hope 
the U.S. Government will not base its policy-making on hearsay.’’—Foreign Ministry Deputy Secretary Shen Guofang, 
Hong Kong, AFP, 3/26/96 (after discovery of the ring magnet sale to Pakistan).

In 1995, China exports 5,000 ring magnets to Pakistan. Such magnets are integral components of high-speed gas 
centrifuges of the type used by Pakistan to enrich uranium to weapons-grade.14 

1996—‘‘. . . We have absolutely binding assurances from the Chinese, which we consider a commitment on their 
part not to export ring magnets or any other technologies to unsafeguarded facilities . . . The negotiating record is 
made up primarily of conversations, which were detailed and recorded, between U.S. and Chinese officials.’’—Under 
Secretary of State Peter Tarnoff, congressional testimony, 5/16/96.
‘‘China’s position on nuclear proliferation is very clear . . . It does not advocate, encourage, or engage in nuclear 

proliferation, nor does it assist other countries in developing nuclear weapons. It always undertakes its inter-
national legal obligations of preventing nuclear proliferation . . . China has always been cautious and respon-
sible in handling its nuclear exports and exports of materials and facilities that might lead to nuclear prolifera-
tion.’’—Statement by Foreign Ministry spokesman Cui Tiankai, Beijing, Xinhua, 9/15/97.

In July 1997, a CIA report concludes that, in the second half of 1996, ‘‘China was the single most important sup-
plier of equipment and technology for weapons of mass destruction’’ worldwide.15 The report also states that, for 
the period July to December 1996—i.e. after China’s May 11, 1996 pledge to the United States not to provide 
assistance to unsafeguarded nuclear facilities—China was Pakistan’s ‘‘primary source of nuclear-related equip-
ment and technology . . .’’ 16 

1997—‘‘The question of assurance does not exist. China and Iran currently do not have any nuclear cooperation . . . 
We do not sell nuclear weapons to any country or transfer related technology. This is our long-standing position, 
this policy is targeted at all countries.’’ Foreign Ministry spokesman Shen Guofang, Los Angeles, 11/2/97, Reuters, 
11/3/97.
‘‘I wish to emphasize once again China has never transferred nuclear weapons or relevant technology to other 

countries, including Iran . . . China has never done it in the past, we do not do it now, nor will we do it in the 
future.’’—Foreign Ministry spokesman Shen Guofang, Kyodo, 10/21/97.

According to a CIA report, China is ‘‘a key supplier’’ of nuclear technology to Iran, exporting over $60 million worth 
annually. Fourteen Chinese nuclear experts are reportedly working at Iranian nuclear facilities.17 

END NOTES 

* China’s non-proliferation statements are documented in Rep. Benjamin Gilman, ‘‘China’s Nuclear Nonproliferation Promises: 1981–1997,’’ Congressional Record, November 5, 1997, p. H10073. China’s proliferation deeds are docu-
mented in Steven Dolley, ‘‘China’s Record of Proliferation Misbehavior,’’ Nuclear Control Institute, September 29, 1997. 
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Mr. ASHCROFT. Now, this most re-

cent set of incidents, of course, re-
vealed in the Washington Times today, 
and in the Washington Post as well, 
and I am sure in other newspapers 
across the country, was the subject of a 
special briefing to Members of the U.S. 
Senate very recently. I was not a part 
of that briefing and I do not know what 
was said at the special briefing, but the 
information that I am including is in-
formation from these news sources. I 
want to make it clear that I would not 
be breaching any special information 
provided to the Senate. I was not a 
party to it. But the information is well 
known. 

What is perhaps in some measure 
troubling is that the administration 
sought to portray this episode with 
China as a success. They say, ‘‘Look 
what we stopped. Look what we were 
able to do.’’ They say that China re-
sponded more swiftly to our complaints 
this time, that when we caught them 
red-handed in the process of breaking 
their word, they were more ready to 
admit they were breaking their word. 
To hear administration officials talk, 
the swiftness of China’s response to the 
exposure of their proliferation activity 
is grounds for disregarding that the ad-
ministration was hoodwinked by the 
Chinese all along. 

Well, the inventory since 1981 is sort 
of the litany, if you will, of the insist-
ent and nagging record of proliferation 
violation after proliferation violation 
after proliferation violation upon pro-
liferation violation. These things pro-
vided a basis for saying to the adminis-
tration, we should not trust the Chi-
nese, at least without some record, 
without some record that proliferation 
will stop, and yet within days after our 
CIA labeled the Chinese as the world’s 
worst proliferaters, we in this adminis-
tration seemed ready to believe their 
next assurance. And, of course, these 
newspapers indicate that our belief 
should have been in their practice and 
policy of the past, which has been a 
policy of betrayal and a policy of dis-
regard, not a policy of compliance with 
agreements relating to nonprolifera-
tion of nuclear weapons. 

Who knows what other nuclear as-
sistance projects China has in store 
with Iran or other rogue regimes. Who 
knows how many such projects we have 
not detected, have not called their 
hand on, have not asked them to stop 
because we did not know about them. 
We happen to intercept information 
here. 

Given China’s past proliferation 
record, and given that the 1997 CIA re-
port that called China—and I quote— 
‘‘the most significant supplier of weap-
ons of mass destruction-related goods 
and technology to foreign countries’’— 
that was a quote; the CIA labeled them 
that less than a year ago—it is pretty 
clear that people of good sense would 
say, maybe we ought to ask that they 
be compliant, maybe we ought to ask 
that they observe their agreements for 
at least a short interval before we 

endow them with our full trust and 
confidence. 

I opposed President Clinton’s deci-
sion to begin nuclear cooperation with 
China based on the CIA report, based 
on this heritage of denying and break-
ing these agreements. And now the 
newspapers of this morning, from both 
the right and the left, if you will, have 
said that China was in the process of 
breaking these agreements currently 
after China has given its word. 

In order for United States-China nu-
clear cooperation to proceed, the Presi-
dent certified to Congress that China— 
and this is what he certified—‘‘is not 
assisting and will not assist any non-
nuclear-weapon state, either directly 
or indirectly, in acquiring nuclear ex-
plosive devices or the material and 
components for such devices.’’ 

The President’s haste to make this 
certification seriously undermined U.S. 
counterproliferation credibility, credi-
bility that would be desperately needed 
just a few weeks later in a confronta-
tion with Saddam Hussein over the 
same issue of the threat of weapons of 
mass destruction—not a unique issue. 

Mr. President, the startling incon-
sistencies in this administration’s pol-
icy regarding the proliferation of weap-
ons of mass destruction, these incon-
sistencies are putting the national se-
curity of our country at risk. Sec-
retary of State Madeleine Albright 
talks about NATO’s new central mis-
sion as combating the proliferation of 
weapons of mass destruction. The 
United States almost went to war last 
month in the Persian Gulf over the 
threat of weapons of mass destruction. 

We still face the prospect of having 
to use military force to address the 
threat posed by Saddam Hussein’s 
weapons of mass destruction. And yet, 
in spite of all this, the administration’s 
rhetoric on counterproliferation—in 
spite of the continuing object lesson of 
Saddam Hussein and the threat posed 
by his terrorist government—the Clin-
ton administration has entered into a 
nuclear cooperation agreement with 
China, the world’s worst proliferater of 
weapons of mass destruction. And we 
know, as of this week, that China is re-
pudiating the basis of those agree-
ments. 

Just as Saddam Hussein has out-
maneuvered this administration to 
keep his weapons of mass destruction 
in Iraq, China has outmaneuvered this 
administration to continue to pro-
liferate weapons of mass destruction to 
Iran. Not only is Beijing continuing to 
pursue nuclear assistance to Iran, but, 
according to the CIA, China is a major 
supplier to Iran of chemical weapons 
and missiles technology as well. 

I call on the President to put a halt 
to nuclear cooperation with China. The 
President, in my opinion, has pursued a 
policy of blind engagement with the 
Chinese. It is a policy which disregards 
the facts, the litany of breaches on the 
part of the Chinese. It disregards the 
facts of continuing breaches of their 
agreements by the Chinese who con-

tinue to proliferate weapons of mass 
destruction. In light of the reports on 
China’s continuation of proliferation 
activity, the proposed United States- 
China summit meeting in June should 
be reconsidered. 

Mr. President, the decision to begin 
nuclear cooperation with China was a 
political one. It was driven by the ad-
ministration’s desire to have a ‘‘mean-
ingful’’ meeting, an event strategy. 
Well, ‘‘meaningful’’ events cannot re-
place substantive foreign policy. We 
cannot say in one part of the world to 
Saddam Hussein, ‘‘Well, we’ll go to war 
with you over weapons of mass destruc-
tion,’’ while we are winking at some-
one else, saying, ‘‘Well, it’s OK if you 
continue to break your word and pro-
liferate weapons of mass destruction’’ 
to equally dangerous rogue regimes. It 
undermines America’s credibility in 
combating the proliferation of weapons 
of mass destruction. It is not worth the 
photo-op that we get from the Chinese 
by having a summit if we have to de-
stroy our policy and threaten the secu-
rity of this globe to do it. 

I believe that it is time for us to have 
a policy, a policy that is unmistakable 
and clear and a policy that is re-
spected, that weapons of mass destruc-
tion are not to be tolerated and that 
the United States will not extend privi-
leges of nuclear cooperation to those 
who would take nuclear resources and 
make them available to rogue nations 
as weapons of mass destruction. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s 10 minutes has expired. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I 
yield the floor and thank the Chair. 

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

ator from Ohio. 
f 

CONGRATULATIONS, SENATOR 
FORD 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, earlier 
today Senator DASCHLE, our minority 
leader, made some remarks in tribute 
to the longest-serving Senator from 
Kentucky to serve in the U.S. Senate, 
and that is WENDELL FORD, our minor-
ity whip. 

I wanted to add my words of con-
gratulations, in recognition of this per-
son that I believe to be one of our most 
outstanding U.S. Senators. He is a very 
dedicated public servant. He is also a 
good personal friend. He is the senior 
Senator from Kentucky, WENDELL 
FORD. I don’t think it is any accident 
that the people of Kentucky have re-
turned WENDELL time after time, one 
election after another, to where he now 
has served here almost a quarter of a 
century. 

WENDELL, of course, is a very person-
able person. He likes people. I think 
that was evidenced early in his career 
when I believe he was national presi-
dent of the Jaycees. Later on, the peo-
ple of Kentucky, after having elected 
him Governor for a term, then elected 
him to the U.S. Senate. He has served 
them well here over the last nearly 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 00:45 Oct 31, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00016 Fmt 4637 Sfmt 0634 E:\1998SENATE\S13MR8.REC S13MR8m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y


		Superintendent of Documents
	2015-06-02T14:19:19-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




