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of Congress, have signed letters to the
President.

Rather than prejudge what can be
achieved by this trip or try to tie the
President’s hands concerning the Mid-
dle East, I want to simply make a few
straightforward points.

First, no one who knows the Middle
East can honestly expect momentous
accomplishments from a short visit
like this, especially when the new
Israeli Government is still in the proc-
ess of forming. But despite that, it is
very positive that the President is
traveling to the region, and this is as
good a time as any.

Second, the peace process, as we have
come to refer to it, between Israelis
and Palestinians has been stalled for a
dozen years. In many ways the pros-
pects for an end to the conflict are
worse today than in the mid-1990s, and
there is plenty of blame to go around.
Just traveling to Israel and the West
Bank reaffirms this administration’s
interest in helping the parties find
ways to make progress on the key
issues. Ultimately, however, it is up to
them, not the United States, to resolve
their differences.

Third, it reaffirms President Obama’s
longstanding support for Israel. While
during the Presidential campaign there
were shameful attempts to portray the
President as somehow not committed
enough or supportive enough of Israel,
that was pure politics. The record is
abundantly clear that he has been, is—
and, there is every reason to believe,
will continue to be—a strong supporter
of Israel. Top Israeli officials have ac-
knowledged this.

That is not to say that we and the
Israeli Government are going to agree
on every issue. Israel and the United
States share fundamental interests,
but we are different countries and
sometimes our interests diverge. That
is to be expected.

Fourth, the President’s visit is an op-
portunity for Israelis and Palestinians
to recognize that the status quo is
unsustainable. Maintaining this unten-
able limbo is neither in their interests
nor in the interests of our great Na-
tion. Unilateral actions by either side
are harmful to the peace process. Rhet-
oric that dehumanizes or demonizes
the other is harmful. Settlement con-
struction in disputed territory is harm-
ful. Incitement to violence is harmful.
Both sides need to demonstrate that
they want lasting peace through nego-
tiations.

The President will also visit Jordan,
which is facing increasing pressure
from the flood of Syrian refugees, an
issue that concerns us all. The fiscal
year 2013 continuing resolution that is
expected to pass the Senate this week
includes additional assistance for Jor-
dan and for Syria’s other neighbors to
help address these needs.

And, of course, there are growing
concerns about Iran’s nuclear program.
I believe the President has wisely pro-
ceeded with caution in the way his ad-
ministration has responded to this
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grave threat. While some have urged
the President to adopt a purely mili-
tary policy toward Iran, the advice of
our top military leaders is restraint.
We should exhaust other means at our
disposal to try to convince Iran to
abandon its nuclear ambitions and to
avoid another war in that part of the
world.

Mr. President, I commend President
Obama for traveling to the Middle
East. Real peace with enduring secu-
rity between Israelis and Palestinians
has long been and remains a key goal
of the United States. It is one toward
which the Congress and the adminis-
tration should work together.

———

FREE SPEECH IN THE AMERICAS

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, there is
much at the Organization of American
States that needs to be reformed, but
the Inter-American Commission on
Human Rights, JACHR, is not among
them. Yet that is what the Government
of Ecuador and some other Latin
American governments purport to be
calling for when the OAS general as-
sembly meets this coming Friday.

In reality, it is not about reform at
all but a concerted effort to severely
weaken the IACHR, the one institution
in the Americas that has been a con-
sistent, strong defender of free expres-
sion and other fundamental human
rights that have been too often denied
by those same governments.

I have spoken previously about the
courageous work of Colombian lawyer
Dr. Catalina Botero, the special
rapporteur for freedom of expression. I
have also spoken about the efforts by
Ecuador’s President Rafael Correa to
intimidate and control what remains of
an independent press in his country. So
I will not repeat myself here.

But the United States is the largest
contributor to the OAS, and we have
provided additional funds in recent
years to support the critically impor-
tant work of the TJACHR. I want to be
sure Senators are aware of what is hap-
pening, as it could have serious con-
sequences for our future support for
the OAS. I ask unanimous consent that
an article in the Washington Post by
Cesar Gaviria Trujillo, former Presi-
dent of Colombia and Secretary Gen-
eral of the OAS, be printed in the
RECORD.

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

[From The Washington Post, Mar. 19, 2013]

MUZZLING A FREE-SPEECH CHAMPION
(By César Gaviria Trujillo)

César Gaviria Trujillo is a former president
of Colombia and past secretary general of
the Organization of American States.

A historic showdown set to occur at Fri-
day’s meeting of the general assembly of the
Organization of American States could de-
termine the future of human rights protec-
tions throughout the Western Hemisphere.

A group of nations led by Ecuador is push-
ing to ‘‘reform’ the Inter-American Commis-
sion on Human Rights and its office on free-
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dom of expression. The purported aim of
these changes is to ‘‘strengthen’” human
rights protections. If implemented, however,
the reforms will severely weaken the com-
mission and make it easier for governments
to ignore basic rights and limit free speech.

When I served as president of Colombia
from 1990 to 1994, I saw how difficult it could
be for national institutions to evolve and
change without external pressure. As sec-
retary general of the OAS between 1994 and
2004, I saw firsthand how effective the Inter-
American Commission could be in providing
this pressure when nations needed help to
move forward on human rights.

The commission has played a crucial role,
particularly in defending the principles of
the Inter-American Democratic Charter. It
has pressed for transparency and fair elec-
tions, and, equally important, it has inter-
vened when governments sought to under-
mine judicial independence or free speech. A
genuine democracy requires checks and bal-
ances as well as freedom of the press.

The changes being promoted would dras-
tically curtail the autonomy that has been
critical to the Inter-American Commission’s
success. One proposal would prevent the
commission from obtaining funds from out-
side the region, effectively putting a finan-
cial stranglehold on the panel. As of this
year, about a third of the commission’s
budget comes from Europe.

This measure would have a devastating im-
pact, especially on the commission’s Special
Rapporteurship for Freedom of Expression,
which for many years has led the fight for
press freedoms throughout the region and
has served as a constant thorn in the side of
governments that do not believe in free
speech. The office stands to lose virtually all
of its budget, making it easier for govern-
ments to prosecute their critics, impose cen-
sorship and close independent media outlets.

Another reform under consideration would
prevent states that have not ratified the
American Convention on Human Rights from
nominating members to the commission.
This measure appears to be designed to limit
the involvement of the United States and
Canada, neither of which has ratified the
convention though they are nonetheless sub-
ject to its monitoring and, most important,
are major sources of financial and political
support for its work.

Our region has made important progress on
human rights since the dark days of the Cold
War. Nearly all of this hemisphere’s dicta-
torships have been replaced by democracies.
Yet these democracies have at times tram-
pled on free speech and other fundamental
rights. The Inter-American human rights
system is the best mechanism we have for
ensuring that governments in the Americas
do a better job of protecting these rights and
freedoms.

So far, only a handful of countries have
joined Ecuador in this determined effort to
weaken our regional human rights system.
Those governments that are truly com-
mitted to human rights and democracy must
stand up for the commission this week and
put an end to this ill-conceived campaign.

——————

CLIMATE CHANGE

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, during
the past 50 years there has been signifi-
cant progress in improving living
standards in developing countries.
Some of the successes have been par-
ticularly noteworthy: eradicating
smallpox and almost eradicating polio,
stabilizing population growth rates in
many areas, longer life spans, lower in-
fant mortality, fewer people living in
poverty, the expansion of democracy.
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