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The House met at 10 a.m.

The Chaplain, Rev. James David
Ford, D.D., offered the following pray-
er:

Breathe upon us, O God, the breath of
life, speak to us in the depths of our
hearts, look upon us with favor, hold us
in Your strong arm and at the end of
time, grant us Your peace that passes
all human understanding. We place
these petitions before You, gracious
God, for You have been our help in ages
past and You are our hope for years to
come. As You have given us our very
lives, so You give us the blessings that
make each day possible and make each
opportunity an occasion for serving
others in their need. In Your name, we
pray. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. Will the gentle-
woman from California [Mrs.
SEASTRAND] come forward and lead the
House in the Pledge of Allegiance.

Mrs. SEASTRAND led the Pledge of
Allegiance as follows:

| pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate had passed
without amendment a bill of the House
of the following title:

H.R. 740. An act to confer jurisdiction on
the United States Court of Federal Claims

with respect to land claims of Pueblo of
Isleta Indian Tribe.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed with an amendment
in which the concurrence of the House
is requested, a bill of the House of the
following title:

H.R. 3060. An act to implement the Proto-
col on Environmental Protection to the Ant-
arctic Treaty.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER

The SPEAKER. The Chair will enter-
tain ten 1-minutes on each side.

TROUBLE IN IRAQ

(Mr. GEKAS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, the trouble
in Irag was in the north, so we shot
missiles in the south, 27 the first day,
17 the next day, then 1. A missile a day
is not going to keep Saddam away. We
know that we must and we do support
the President’s military action. He is
the Commander in Chief and in times
of this type of international crisis, we
must remain united as a people and as
a Congress, reflecting the wishes of our
people.

But, Mr. Speaker, we also need to
have the White House explain fully the
long range goals and targets of this
military action so that the American
people will know that they do not have
to face the prospect of another missile
attack or another reaction by Saddam
or a reaction to that action by our
Armed Forces. What is the overall final
policy envisioned by the White House?
We need to know that so that we can
support it as Congress should, and so
that the American people will know
what to support.

THE DOLE-GINGRICH TAX PLAN

(Mr. BROWN of Ohio asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
the folks who brought us the Govern-
ment shutdown are back at it. Cut
taxes on the rich, they say, and cut
Medicare and student loans to pay for
it. The Dole-Gingrich tax plan, some
$600 billion in tax breaks mostly for
the rich, will mean ever bigger cuts in
Medicare, ever bigger cuts in student

loans, ever bigger cuts in environ-
mental protection than the original
Gingrich plan.

The Gingrich-Dole plan will mean
fewer Medicare services and fewer stu-
dent loans. The Gingrich-Dole plan will
mean higher Medicare premiums, high-
er Medicare copayments, higher Medi-
care deductibles, and higher costs for
middle-class students getting student
loans.

The Dole-Gingrich plan will mean
Medicare beneficiaries who are now
paying about $46 a month in premiums
will see their premiums approaching
$100 a month.

Mr. Speaker, not cuts in Medicare
and student loans to pay for tax breaks
for the wealthy. It simply does not
make sense.

DEMOCRATS HOOKED ON
SPENDING

(Mrs. SEASTRAND asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mrs. SEASTRAND. Mr. Speaker, the
liberal Democrat leadership will be
holding mock hearings today for the
sole purpose of criticizing the Repub-
lican plan to cut taxes by 15 percent.

Liberal Democrats just can’t stand
the idea of Americans keeping what
they earn. For some reason, they love
big government; they love spending bil-
lions and trillions of hard-earned tax
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dollars on Washington-based bureauc-
racy.

Today at their hearing, liberal Demo-
crats will bring the old arguments that
Republicans want to slash programs to
the elderly to pay for tax breaks for
the rich. But these arguments have
been thoroughly rejected by the Amer-
ican people. Congress has proven that
we can have substantial tax relief
while saving sensitive programs, like
Medicare, from bankruptcy.

The difference here is that Repub-
licans trust the American people. Fam-
ilies should have the freedom to do
what they want with their own money.
Liberal Democrats love big govern-
ment and they love the big taxes need-
ed to run it.

BOB DOLE’S ECONOMIC PLAN

(Ms. DELAURO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, Bob
Dole’s economic plan does spell disas-
ter for the millions of Americans who
depend on Medicare. His proposal for a
close to $600 billion tax cut could result
in $300 billion in Medicare cuts. That is
not my number, that is the Congres-
sional Budget Office which is con-
trolled by the Republicans. It calls the
cuts draconian. They say that Medi-
care beneficiaries would probably find
their own costs rising substantially,
that is a direct quote, if $300 billion in
Medicare cuts were required. Mr. Dole
says he plans to pay for this tax cut by
closing corporate loopholes.

Get a hold of the New York Times
this morning where this is the follow-
ing quote from the New York Times:

During Mr. Dole’s 27 years in the Senate,
he has proved himself to be a master at engi-
neering the very sorts of special tax breaks
for constituents and corporations that he
now decries. And recipients of those breaks
in turn have been among Mr. Dole’s most
generous contributors.

Let me say this to you, that he was
also very proud that he voted against
Medicare, 1 of 12 to do that. Who do
you trust to deal with the Medicare
system, Mr. Dole or the Democrats who
have stood here to defend Medicare
every single day for the last 20 months
against the Republican onslaught?

TEENAGE DRUG USE

(Mr. BALLENGER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, here
is a headline from the Greenville News
out of South Carolina, 2 weeks ago:
“Twice as Many Teens Using Drugs as
in 1992.”

Mr. Speaker, why do we have this
headline? Why is it teen drug use has
exploded? There are probably many
plausible theories, but | think the most
important is the attitudes of those in
positions of authority. In the 1980’s, the
Reagan administration told young peo-
ple to just say no.
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But in 1993, when Bill Clinton first
took over as President, he slashed the
budget of the Office of National Drug
Policy. Then, his administration hired
about 40 staffers who had to be placed
in a special drug program because they
admitted to using hard drugs such as
crack cocaine only a few months before
going to the White House.

Mr. Speaker, when we have an ad-
ministration that takes a casual view
of adult drug use, its no wonder we
have headlines like this.

IRS AUDIT OF COLLEGE COURSE

(Mr. VOLKMER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Speaker, | be-
lieve it is time for Members of this
House to stand up to intimidation. A
letter has been sent from the chairman
of the Committee on Ways and Means,
Mr. ARCHER, to the Commissioner of
the Internal Revenue Service, Ms.
Richardson, intimating that she should
not continue with the audit of the two
courses that were given in Georgia on
which the Speaker was a party. They
were at the Reinhardt College and the
Keenesaw State University.

These audits that are ongoing are le-
gitimate audits of a not-for-profit
foundation that was possibly used for
political purposes. Yet Mr. ARCHER has
written to the Commissioner asking
her not to continue with the audits.
That is intimidation. Never, | have
been here 20 years, | have never known
a chairman of the Committee on Ways
and Means ever try to intimidate an
IRS commissioner.

ANOTHER VIEW ON IRS AUDIT

(Mr. LINDER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman who just spoke referring to the
IRS audit of the course did not point
out that this may be the only college
course given for credit that has been
audited in the history of this country.
I wonder why. The IRS is also auditing
the Christian Coalition, the National
Rifle Association, and Pat Robertson. |
wonder if they are auditing the AFL-
ClO.

This is perhaps the most biased, the
most tendentious, the most politically
active IRS in the history of this coun-
try. And the chairman of the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means has a right to
ask for an explanation. He did not
order anyone to stop. He asked for an
explanation. It is time that they ex-
plain their political activity.

MORE ON THE IRS

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)
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Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, the
IRS. Murderers, terrorists, rapists,
child abusers, even traffic violators are
also innocent until proven guilty. It
had been good enough for Madison, Jef-
ferson, Washington, good enough for
everyone except the Internal Revenue
Service. The Internal Revenue Service
says taxpayers should remain guilty
and have to prove themselves innocent
in tax court. And they said, Congress,
if you change the burden of proof law it
will cost us billions of dollars. Unbe-
lievable, Congress.

Could you imagine Madison saying to
Jefferson, discussing the Bill of Rights,
Tom, this is great stuff but it costs too
much? Beam me up. You want to talk
about family values. The IRS, NEwT
GINGRICH, picking on political targets.

Congress, put this thing in order. It
is time to change the law. A taxpayer
is a citizen, too. They should be inno-
cent until proven guilty. Bring your
damn case or do not bring it right.
Think about that. | am asking Con-
gress to change the burden of proof in
a tax case and start treating taxpayers
like American citizens. | yield back the
balance of these laws.

REPORT ON TEENAGE DRUG USE

(Mrs. CHENOWETH asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Speaker, 2
weeks ago, the Department of Health
and Human Services released a shock-
ing report on teenage drug use. Here
are some of the findings: Overall drug
use for 12- to 17-year-olds, from 1992 to
1995 is up 78 percent; marijuana use up
105 percent in the same age group dur-
ing the same period; marijuana use, in
just the last year: up 37 percent; LSD
use, 1992-95: up 183 percent; LSD use in
just the last year: up 54 percent; co-
caine use, 1994-95: up 166 percent. In
just 1 year.

It used to be that the White House
encouraged our young people to just
say no. Today, the White House just
says nothing about this explosion of
teenage drug use.

The Clinton war against drugs has
been a failed war against drugs. And
now we see the consequences.

BACK TO SCHOOL

(Ms. WOOLSEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, in my
home State of California, which is
being called the epicenter of the school
enrollment explosion, 5.5 million stu-
dents are returning to school this
week, 100,000 more than last year. Na-
tionwide enrollment is expected to rise
by 7 percent over the next 6 years. In-
stead of responding to this crisis, the
majority, however, is contributing to it
by proposing tax cuts on the rich while
voting to cut education spending by 7
percent, 7 percent below 1995 levels.
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President Clinton, on the other hand,
and the Democrats want to help our
schools, help our schools prepare for
the future by ensuring that every child
enters the classroom ready to learn, by
training more teachers and raising
learning standards through Goals 2000,
by expanding the use of technology in
our classroom and by making college
more affordable.

Mr. Speaker, it is time to make edu-
cation our No. 1 priority and ensure
that every student enters the class-
room ready to learn and has the oppor-
tunity.

DRUG USE AMONG TEENS

(Mr. HOKE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Speaker, | looked at
this survey that has been completed by
HHS about drug use among teenagers. |
do not get it. | am confused about why.

Here we have got overall drug use
that has doubled in the last 4 years.
Remember that after there was a sub-
stantial decline, Mr. Speaker, during
the 1980’s and the early 1990°’s, in the
past 4 years overall drug use has nearly
doubled. Marijuana use is up 105 per-
cent. LSD is up 183 percent. Cocaine is
up 166 percent. Inquiring minds wants
to know why.
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Why, Mr. Speaker, what has
changed? What has happened? What
can we look to? What is the expla-
nation?

Mr. Speaker, | was the first invitee
at a townhall meeting for the homeless
in Cleveland about a week ago, and 1
asked those people what is the No. 1
problem that got them to this situa-
tion that they find themselves in, and
they said drugs.

WE NEED THE TRUTH ABOUT TAX
CUTS

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, | think the question should be
asked this morning as we move into
this process where the American people
will make choices: ““What does a 15-per-
cent tax cut do for you or for those
Americans who are looking for a better
life?””

We do not need political rhetoric. We
do not need confusion. We need the
truth.

It is interesting that my colleagues
on the other side of the aisle want to
now use the straw man of teenage drug
use, something that all of us abhor,
something that is necessary to prevent,
when they are the very ones asking for
almost a $600 billion tax cut that bene-
fits those making over $100,000 so that,
one, we can cut the drug-free schools
program. As a member of the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary, that is what they
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cut, cut the DARE Program that en-
hances and gives our children the in-
centive not to take drugs.

Mr. Speaker, | believe in prevention,
but a tax cut does nothing but to scare
seniors by causing a $300 billion cut in
Medicare, it cuts the environment and,
likewise, it cuts our opportunities for
education.

Let us tell the truth. This 15 percent
across the board has no basis in fact.
There is no way to tell how it can be
done. There is no way to say that it
will improve your life. Please realize
what the truth is. Fight against those
tax cuts and let us educate our chil-
dren.

SET AN EXAMPLE ON DRUG
TESTING

(Mr. SOLOMON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, as my
colleagues know, back in the early
1980’s Ronald Reagan, at my urging, en-
acted random drug testing on the mili-
tary. At that time over 25 percent of
our active military were using drugs in
one form or another. Once we put ran-
dom drug testing into effect, within 4
years it had dropped from 25 percent
down to 4 percent.

What is happening in America today
is so frightening with 12- and 13-year-
olds using marijuana and a 137-percent
increase, 14- and 15-year-olds now in-
creasing by 200 percent. Something has
got to be done.

On opening day of the next Congress
I will introduce a rule change to the
House which will set the example
bringing Members of Congress and
their staff under random drug testing
rules. We need to set the example. We
need to go back to just say no to our
young people so that they know it is
important.

I hope my colleagues will support my
rule change on January 3, 1997.

DOLE TAX CUT BAD FOR SENIORS

(Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I have no fear of taking a
drug test, and | suggest we do it here
on the floor of the House.

Let me talk about the cuts that we
have in safe and drug-free schools, the
same people we have heard this morn-
ing talk about the increase in drug use,
and yet this majority Republican Con-
gress cut $99 million out of safe and
drug-free schools that the President re-
quested, again the DARE programs.

But that is not what | want to talk
about today. Mr. Speaker, | really
wanted to talk about the proposed
spending of all the political career of
Senator Dole as a budget balancer and
now calling for a 15 percent tax cut.
This sounds great and all of us would
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like to have one, but how are we going
to pay for it? In recent history, if there
is any indication, it will be paid for by
cuts in education, by cuts in the Medi-
care needs for seniors, and of course,
remember last year when Senator Dole
bragged about voting against the cre-
ation of Medicare in 1965. Now he says
he wants to preserve and protect it.

Mr. Speaker, | am concerned that
after November 5, if that happens, we
will then hear about where those cuts
are going to come, and they are going
to come from education, from Medicare
for seniors and from programs that we
need to plan for the 21st century.

GINGRICH AUDIT

(Mr. WARD asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WARD. Mr. Speaker, it has come
to my attention that a colleague of
mine is trying to intimidate the IRS.
In today’s Washington Times, | read
that Republican leaders are upset that
the IRS is making an inquiry into the
corporate funding of Speaker GING-
RICH’s courses at two Georgia schools.
It seems that the Republican leader-
ship is not pleased with the timing of
the inquiry just 2 months before the
election.

But, as my colleagues know, the in-
formation about the audit was not
leaked by the IRS. In fact, it was the

schools involved who told the press
that these IRS audits were taking
place.

Mr. Speaker, the audit is not new. It
has been underway for some time.
There is no political motive here. The
American people deserve to know if one
of their public servants has been a
party to anything even remotely ille-
gal, like the possible illegal corporate
funding of these courses.

Perhaps it is ill-timed, but Speaker
GINGRICH’S constituents deserve to
know the truth.

LAY OFF, MR. ARCHER

(Mr. LEWIS of Georgia asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
this morning the Associated Press re-
ported that the chairman of the House
Ways and Means Committee, BILL AR-
CHER, has sent an intimidating letter
to the Internal Revenue Service con-
cerning an investigation the IRS has
launched into a partisan political
course NEWT GINGRICH taught at two
Georgia colleges.

The IRS has good reason to inves-
tigate Speaker GINGRICH. Allegations
regarding the Speaker’s abuse of tax
exempt organizations have swirled for
more than 2 years.

Mr. Speaker, it is fitting and appro-
priate for the IRS to investigate the se-
rious allegations of misuse of nonprofit
organizations by Speaker GINGRICH.
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Mr. ARCHER ought to keep his hands off
and let the IRS do its job. Not even the
chairman of the powerful Ways and
Means Committee can protect the
Speaker from the justice he is due.

PERMISSION FOR SUNDRY COM-
MITTEES AND THEIR SUB-
COMMITTEES TO SIT TODAY
DURING THE 5-MINUTE RULE

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that the following
committees and their subcommittees
be permitted to sit today while the
House is meeting in the Committee of
the Whole House under the 5-minute
rule: The Committee on Agriculture,
the Committee on Banking and Finan-
cial Services, the Committee on Com-
merce, the Committee on Economic
and Educational Opportunities, the
Committee on Government Reform and
Oversight, the Committee on the Judi-
ciary, and the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

Mr. Speaker, it is my understanding
that the minority has been consulted
and that there is no objection to this
request.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HUTCHINSON). Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

RESIGNATION AS MEMBER OF
COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following resigna-
tion as a member of the Committee on
Small Business:

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, September 4, 1996.

Hon. NEWT GINGRICH,

Speaker, U.S. House of Representatives, Ray-
burn House Office Building, Washington,
DC.

DEAR SPEAKER GINGRICH: Having accepted
your appointment to the Committee on Agri-
culture, | hereby submit to you my resigna-
tion from the Committee on Small Business.

It has been a great honor for me to serve
under the capable leadership of Chairwoman
Meyers, and it is with deep regret that I
leave her committee. However, | will con-
tinue to work closely with her and the com-
mittee to protect the interests of America’s
small business community.

With best wishes, | am

Sincerely,
DAVID FUNDERBURK,
Member of Congress.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the resignation is accepted.
There was no objection.

COMMUNICATION FROM THE HON-
ORABLE RICHARD A. GEPHARDT,
DEMOCRATIC LEADER

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Honorable RICHARD
A. GEPHARDT, Democratic leader:
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
OFFICE OF THE DEMOCRATIC LEADER,
Washington, DC, September 4, 1996.
Hon. NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker of the House, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to Section
389(d)(2) of Public Law 104-127, | hereby ap-
point the following individual to the Water
Rights Task Force:

Mr. Richard Roos-Collins of California.

Yours very truly,
RICHARD A. GEPHARDT.

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
H.R. 3675, DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 1997

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, | ask unani-
mous consent to take from the Speak-
er’s table the bill (H.R. 3675) making
appropriations for the Department of
Transportation and related agencies
for the fiscal year ending September 30,
1997, and for other purposes, with Sen-
ate amendments, thereto, disagree to
the Senate amendments, and agree to
the conference asked by the Senate.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Virginia?

There was no objection.

MOTION TO INSTRUCT OFFERED BY MR. OBEY

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | offer a mo-
tion to instruct conferees.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. OBEY moves that in resolving the dif-
ferences between the House and the Senate,
the managers on the part of the House at the
conference on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses on the bill, H.R. 3675, be in-
structed to disagree to Senate Amendment
Numbered 150.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] will
be recognized for 30 minutes, and the
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. WOLF]
will be recognized for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY].

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, | support
the motion offered by the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] and accept
the motion.

Mr. OBEY. | thank the gentleman.

Since the gentleman from Virginia
[Mr. WoOLF] has accepted the motion, |
see no need to debate it. | appreciate
the gentleman’s position.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Do both
Members yield back their time?

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, | yield back
the balance of my time.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield back
the balance of my time, and | move the
previous question.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion to instruct
offered by the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin [Mr. OBEY].

The motion was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the Chair appoints the fol-
lowing conferees: Messrs. MYERS of In-
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diana, ROGERS, KNOLLENBERG, RIGGS,
FRELINGHUYSEN, BuUNN of Oregon,
PARKER, LIVINGSTON, BEVILL, FAzZIO of
California, CHAPMAN, VISCLOSKY, and
OBEY.

There was no objection.

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
H.R. 3816, ENERGY AND WATER
DEVELOPMENT APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 1997

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent to take from
the Speaker’s table the bill (H.R. 3816)
making appropriations for energy and
water development for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 1997, and for
other purposes, with a Senate amend-
ment thereto, disagree to the Senate
amendment, and agree to the con-
ference asked by the Senate.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Indiana?

There was no objection.

MOTION TO INSTRUCT OFFERED BY MR. BEVILL

Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Speaker, | offer a
motion to instruct conferees.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. BEVILL moves that the managers on
the part of the House at the conference on
the disagreeing vote of the two Houses on
the bill H.R. 3816 be instructed to insist on
the House position in respect to section 510
of the House-passed bill prohibiting the im-
position by the Tennessee Valley Authority
of a performance deposit on persons con-
structing docks or making other residential
shoreline alterations.

Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question on the motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. First,
does the gentleman seek time?

Mr. BEVILL. No, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. MYERS]
seek time?

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Speaker,
we accept the amendment.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion to instruct
offered by the gentleman from Ala-
bama [Mr. BEVILL].

The motion was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the Chair appoints the fol-
lowing  conferees: Messrs.  WOLF,
DELAY, REGULA, ROGERS, LIGHTFOOT,
PACKARD, CALLAHAN, DICKEY, LIVING-
STON, SABO, DURBIN, COLEMAN, FOGLI-
ETTA, and OBEY.
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UNITED STATES ARMED FORCES
PROTECTION ACT OF 1996

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, |
call up House Resolution 517 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. REs. 517

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 1(b) of rule XXIII, declare the
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House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 3308) to amend
title 10, United States Code, to limit the
placement of United States forces under
United Nations operational or tactical con-
trol, and for other purposes. The first read-
ing of the bill shall be dispensed with. Gen-
eral debate shall be confined to the bill and
shall not exceed one hour equally divided
and controlled by the chairman and ranking
minority member of the Committee on Na-
tional Security. After general debate the bill
shall be considered for amendment under the
five-minute rule and shall be considered as
read. No amendment shall be in order except
those printed in the report of the Committee
on Rules accompanying this resolution. Each
amendment may be considered only in the
order specified, may be offered only by a
Member designated in the report, shall be
considered as read, shall be debatable for the
time specified in the report equally divided
and controlled by the proponent and an op-
ponent, shall not be subject to amendment,
and shall not be subject to a demand for divi-
sion of the question in the House or in the
Committee of the Whole. The Chairman of
the Committee of the Whole may: (1) post-
pone until a time during further consider-
ation in the Committee of the Whole a re-
quest for a recorded vote on any amendment;
and (2) reduce to five minutes the minimum
time for electronic voting on any postponed
question that follows another electronic vote
without intervening business, provided that
the minimum time for electronic voting on
the first in any series of questions shall be
fifteen minutes. At the conclusion of consid-
eration of the bill for amendment the Com-
mittee shall rise and report the bill to the
House with such amendments as may have
been adopted. The previous question shall be
considered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without inter-
vening motion except one motion to recom-
mit with or without instructions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HUTCHINSON). The gentleman from New
York [Mr. SoLoMON] is recognized for 1
hour.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
poses of debate only, | yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. HALL] and welcome him
back from a very productive trip, | un-
derstand, to North Korea, where there
is a serious famine going on.

Pending vyielding that time, Mr.
Speaker, | yield myself such time as |
may consume. During consideration of
this resolution, all time yielded is for
purposes of debate only.

(Mr. SOLOMON asked and was given
permission to include extraneous mate-
rial.)

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, House
Resolution 517 is a structured rule pro-
viding for the consideration of H.R.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

3308, the Armed Forces Protection Act
of 1996. The rule provides for 1 hour of
general debate, equally divided be-
tween the chairman and the ranking
member of the Committee on National
Security. The rule provides that after
general debate, the bill shall be consid-
ered for amendment under the 5-
minute rule, and makes in order only
those amendments printed in the re-
port of the Committee on Rules.

Those amendments are as follows: an
amendment offered by the gentleman
from South Carolina [Mr. SPENCE]
making technical clarifications, debat-
able for 10 minutes. That is equally di-
vided between them; an amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Maryland
[Mr. BARTLETT], the gentlewoman from
ldaho [Mrs. CHENOWETH], and the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT],
pertaining to the wearing of U.N. insig-
nia by U.S. Forces. That amendment is
debatable for 40 minutes and, of course,
is equally divided as well. And an
amendment offered by the distin-
guished gentlewoman from Colorado
[Mrs. SCcHROEDER] adding an additional
reporting requirement of the projected
U.S. financial share of U.N. operations,
which will be debatable for 20 minutes,
again equally divided.

The rule further provides that
amendments may be considered only in
the order specified, shall be considered
as read, shall not be subject to amend-
ment, and shall not be subject to a de-
mand for a division of the question.

Finally, the rule provides for one mo-
tion to recommit, with or without in-
structions.

Mr. Speaker, the minority was of-
fered 1 hour on a substitute of their
choice, and they have chosen not to ac-
cept that, so there will not be a minor-
ity substitute offered here today. They
did have that opportunity, should they
have wanted to do it.

Mr. Speaker, this rule attempts to
accommodate the concerns of those
Members who submitted amendments,
yet provides for expeditious consider-
ation of this important bill during the
abbreviated week. It is a good rule and
I would certainly urge its adoption.

On the bill itself, | would just like to
make some quick observations. For the
past several months | have served as
the Republican leadership’s point man
on the issue of the U.N. control of U.S.
Forces. | am pleased to see this legisla-
tion before us prior to us adjourning in
about 3 weeks from now. It is an excel-
lent bill, and | commend the chief
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sponsor, the gentleman from Maine,
Mr. LONGLEY, as well as the gentleman
from South Carolina, Chairman
SPENCE, and the gentleman from Cali-
fornia, Mr. DELLUMS, for their work in
getting this bill to us at this point.

This legislation is very similar to
language in last year’s defense bill that
President Clinton specifically cited as
one of the reasons he vetoed the meas-
ure. In my view, that was a mistake,
but unfortunately, it fits a pattern es-
tablished by this President of allowing
our military forces to be dragged into
multinational and other missions
which have little or no bearing on our
national interest of our national secu-
rity.

This unwise tendency resulted in
tragedy in Somalia, losing American
military lives, and squandered scarce
military resources down in Haiti. It
presently has our forces embroiled in a
complex quagmire in Bosnia. And a
question now arises as to what will
happen in lIraq, where there is some
concern there, certainly on my part
there is concern, because we know that
this is not the same situation as Desert
Storm, when we saw one country in-
vading the boundaries of another. Now
it is a civil strife within the boundaries
of a country. | just think we have to
really take a close look at just how
much involvement we are in there.

Mr. Speaker, this legislation obvi-
ously does not address all aspects of
the problem. It simply ensures Amer-
ican command of U.S. Forces in U.N.
operations, except in extraordinary cir-
cumstances. But that is a great start.
By stipulating that our Armed Forces
only serve under U.S. military com-
manders, this legislation will, in turn,
ensure that these young men and
women who serve in our uniform will
put their lives of the line for American
and only American national interests.

Why should it be otherwise, Mr.
Speaker? U.S. military personnel swear
to defend the United States, not the
United Nations. U.S. military person-
nel swear to obey a chain of command
leading to the President of the United
States, not Boutros-Ghali or someone
else. That is why this is good legisla-
tion and that is why | trust we will

pass this bill overwhelmingly today
with bipartisan support.
Mr. Speaker, 1 include for the

REcORD the following information on
the amendment process under special
rules:

THE AMENDMENT PROCESS UNDER SPECIAL RULES REPORTED BY THE RULES COMMITTEE,! 103D CONGRESS V. 104TH CONGRESS

[As of September 4, 1996]

Rule type

103d Congress 104th Congress

Number of rules

Percent of total Number of rules Percent of total

Open/Modified-Open 2

Structured/Modified Closed 3

Closed 4

Total

46 44 82 59
49 47 39 28
9 9 18 13

104 100 139 100

1This table applies only to rules which provide for the original consideration of bills, joint resolutions or budget resolutions and which provide for an amendment process. It does not apply to special rules which only waive points of
order against appropriations bills which are already privileged and are considered under an open amendment process under House rules.
2An open rule is one under which any Member may offer a germane amendment under the five-minute rule. A modified open rule is one under which any Member may offer a germane amendment under the five-minute rule subject only
to an overall time limit on the amendment process and/or a requirement that the amendment be preprinted in the Congressional Record.
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3A structured or modified closed rule is one under which the Rules Committee limits the amendments that may be offered only to those amendments designated in the special rule or the Rules Committee report to accompany it, or
which preclude amendments to a particular portion of a hill, even though the rest of the bill may be completely open to amendment.
4A closed rule is one under which no amendments may be offered (other than amendments recommended by the committee in reporting the bill).

SPECIAL RULES REPORTED BY THE RULES COMMITTEE, 104TH CONGRESS
[As of September 4, 1996]

H. Res. No. (Date rept.) Rule type Bill No. Subject Disposition of rule
H. Res. 38 (1/18/95) 0 HR. 5 Unfunded Mandate Reform A: 350-71 (1/19/95).
H. Res. 44 (1/24/95) MC H. Con. Res. 17 ... Social Security A: 255-172 (1/25/95).
HJ. Res. 1 ... Balanced Budget Amdt
H. Res. 51 (1/31/95) 0 HR. 101 Land Transfer, Taos Pueblo Indians A: voice vote (2/1/95).
H. Res. 52 (1/31/95) 0 H.R. 400 Land Exchange, Arctic Nat'l. Park and Preserve A: voice vote (2/1/95).
H. Res. 53 (1/31/95) 0 H.R. 440 Land Conveyance, Butte County, Calif A: voice vote (2/1/95).
H. Res. 55 (2/1/95) 0 HR. 2 Line Item Veto A: voice vote (2/2/95).
H. Res. 60 (2/6/95) 0 H.R. 665 Victim Restitution A: voice vote (2/7/95).
H. Res. 61 (2/6/95) 0 H.R. 666 Exclusionary Rule Reform A: voice vote (2/7/95).
H. Res. 63 (2/8/95) MO H.R. 667 Violent Criminal Incarceration A: voice vote (2/9/95).
H. Res. 69 (2/9/95) 0 H.R. 668 Criminal Alien Deportation A: voice vote (2/10/95).
H. Res. 79 (2/10/95) MO HR. 728 Law Enforcement Block Grants A: voice vote (2/13/95).
H. Res. 83 (2/13/95) MO HR. 7 National Security Revitalization PQ: 229-199; A: 227-197 (2/15/95).
H. Res. 88 (2/16/95) mMC HR. 831 Health Insurance Deductibility PQ: 230-191; A: 229-188 (2/21/95).
H. Res. 91 (2/21/95) 0 H.R. 830 Paperwork Reduction Act A: voice vote (2/22/95).
H. Res. 92 (2/21/95) MC HR. 889 Defense Supplemental A: 282-144 (2/22/95).
H. Res. 93 (2/22/95) MO H.R. 450 Regulatory Transition Act A: 252175 (2/23/95).
H. Res. 96 (2/24/95) MO H.R. 1022 Risk it A: 253-165 (2/27/95).
H. Res. 100 (2/27/95) 0 HR. 926 Regulatory Reform and Relief Act A: voice vote (2/28/95).
H. Res. 101 (2/28/95) MO H.R. 925 Private Property Protection Act A: 271-151 (3/2/95).
H. Res. 103 (3/3/95) MO H.R. 1058 Securities Litigation Reform
H. Res. 104 (3/3/95) MO H.R. 988 Attorney Accountability Act A: voice vote (3/6/95).
H. Res. 105 (3/6/95) MO A: 257-155 (3/7/95).
H. Res. 108 (3/7/95) .......cccocvvvvvvvvvvvirinins Debate HR. 956 Product Liability Reform A: voice vote (3/8/95).
H. Res. 109 (3/8/95) MC PQ: 234-191 A: 247-181 (3/9/95).
H. Res. 115 (3/14/95) MO H.R. 1159 Making Emergency Supp. Approps A: 242-190 (3/15/95).
H. Res. 116 (3/15/95) MC HJ. Res. 73 ... Term Limits Const. Amdt A: voice vote (3/28/95).
H. ReS. 117 (3/16/95) ...vvvreverrrrerrrevririenens Debate HR. 4 Personal Responsibility Act of 1995 A: voice vote (3/21/95).
H. Res. 119 (3/21/95) MC A: 217-211 (3/22/95).
H. Res. 125 (4/3/95) 0 HR. 1271 Family Privacy Protection Act A: 423-1 (4/4/95).
H. Res. 126 (4/3/95) 0 H.R. 660 Older Persons Housing Act A: voice vote (4/6/95).
H. Res. 128 (4/4/95) MC HR. 1215 Contract With America Tax Relief Act of 1995 A: 228-204 (4/5/95).
H. Res. 130 (4/5/95) MC HR. 483 Medicare Select Expansion A: 253-172 (4/6/95).
H. Res. 136 (5/1/95) 0 HR. 655 Hydrogen Future Act of 1995 A: voice vote (5/2/95).
H. Res. 139 (5/3/95) 0 HR. 1361 Coast Guard Auth. FY 1996 A: voice vote (5/9/95).
H. Res. 140 (5/9/95) 0 HR. 961 Clean Water Amendments A: 414-4 (5/10/95).
H. Res. 144 (5/11/95) 0 HR. 535 Fish Hatchery—Arkansas A: voice vote (5/15/95).
H. Res. 145 (5/11/95) 0 H.R. 584 Fish Hatchery—Ilowa A: voice vote (5/15/95).
H. Res. 146 (5/11/95) 0 HR. 614 Fish Hatchery—Minnesota A: voice vote (5/15/95).
H. Res. 149 (5/16/95) MC H. Con. Res. 67 Budget Resolution FY 1996 PQ: 252-170 A: 255-168 (5/17/95).
H. Res. 155 (5/22/95) MO H.R. 1561 American Overseas Interests Act A: 233-176 (5/23/95).
H. Res. 164 (6/8/95) mMC H.R. 1530 Nat. Defense Auth. FY 1996 PQ: 225-191 A: 233-183 (6/13/95).
H. Res. 167 (6/15/95) 0 HR. 1817 MilCon Appropriations FY 1996 PQ: 223-180 A: 245-155 (6/16/95).
H. Res. 169 (6/19/95) mMC HR. Leg. Branch Approps. FY 1996 PQ: 232-196 A: 236-191 (6/20/95).
H. Res. 170 (6/20/95) 0 HR. For. Ops. Approps. FY 1996 PQ: 221-178 A: 217-175 (6/22/95).
H. Res. 171 (6/22/95) 0 HR. Energy & Water Approps. FY 1996 A: voice vote (7/12/95).
H. Res. 173 (6/27/95) C HJ. Flag Constitutional Amendment PQ: 258170 A: 271152 (6/28/95).
H. Res. 176 (6/28/95) MC HR. Emer. Supp. Approps PQ: 236-194 A: 234-192 (6/29/95).
H. Res. 185 (7/11/95) 0 HR. Interior Approps. FY 1996 PQ: 235-193 D: 192-238 (7/12/95).
H. Res. 187 (7/12/95) 0 HR. Interior Approps. FY 1996 #2 PQ: 230-194 A: 229-195 (7/13/95).
H. Res. 188 (7/12/95) 0 HR. Agriculture Approps. FY 1996 PQ: 242185 A: voice vote (7/18/95).
H. Res. 190 (7/17/95) 0 HR. Treasury/Postal Approps. FY 1996 PQ: 232-192 A: voice vote (7/18/95).
H. Res. 193 (7/19/95) C HJ. Disapproval of MFN to China A: voice vote (7/20/95).
H. Res. 194 (7/19/95) 0 HR. Transportation Approps. FY 1996 PQ: 217-202 (7/21/95).
H. Res. 197 (7/21/95) 0 HR. Exports of Alaskan Crude Oil A: voice vote (7/24/95).
H. Res. 198 (7/21/95) 0 HR. Commerce, State Approps. FY 1996 A: voice vote (7/25/95).
H. Res. 201 (7/25/95) 0 HR. VA/HUD Approps. FY 1996 A: 230-189 (7/25/95).
H. Res. 204 (7/28/95) MC S. 2 Terminating U.S. Arms Embargo on Bosnia A: voice vote (8/1/95).
H. Res. 205 (7/28/95) 0 HR. Defense Approps. FY 1996 A: 409-1 (7/31/95).
H. Res. 207 (8/1/95) MC HR. Communications Act of 1995 A: 255-156 (8/2/95).
H. Res. 208 (8/1/95) 0 HR. Labor, HHS Approps. FY 1996 A: 323-104 (8/2/95).
H. Res. 215 (9/7/95) 0 HR. Economically Targeted Investments A: voice vote (9/12/95).
H. Res. 216 (9/7/95) MO HR. Intelligence Authorization FY 1996 A: voice vote (9/12/95).
H. Res. 218 (9/12/95) 0 HR. Deficit Reduction Lockbox A: voice vote (9/13/95).
H. Res. 219 (9/12/95) 0 HR. Federal Acquisition Reform Act A: 414-0 (9/13/95).
H. Res. 222 (9/18/95) 0 HR. CAREERS Act A: 388-2 (9/19/95).
H. Res. 224 (9/19/95) 0 HR. Natl. Highway System PQ: 241-173 A: 375-39-1 (9/20/95).
H. Res. 225 (9/19/95) MC HR. Cuban Liberty & Dem. Solidarity A: 304-118 (9/20/95).
H. Res. 226 (9/21/95) 0 HR. Team Act A: 344-66-1 (9/27/95).
H. Res. 227 (9/21/95) 0 HR. 3-Judge Court A: voice vote (9/28/95).
H. Res. 228 (9/21/95) 0 HR. Internatl. Space Station A: voice vote (9/27/95).
H. Res. 230 (9/27/95) C HJ. Continuing Resolution FY 1996 A: voice vote (9/28/95).
H. Res. 234 (9/29/95) 0 HR. Omnibus Science Auth A: voice vote (10/11/95).
H. Res. 237 (10/17/95) MC HR. isapprove Sentencing Guidelines A: voice vote (10/18/95).
H. Res. 238 (10/18/95) MC HR. Medicare Preservation Act PQ: 231-194 A: 227-192 (10/19/95).
H. Res. 239 (10/19/95) C H.R Leg. Branch Approps PQ: 235-184 A: voice vote (10/31/95).
H. Res. 245 (10/25/95) H Social Security Earnings Reform PQ: 228191 A: 235-185 (10/26/95).
HR. 2 Seven-Year Balanced Budget
H. Res. 251 (10/31/95) HR. Partial Birth Abortion Ban A: 237-190 (11/1/95).
H. Res. 252 (10/31/95) HR. D.C. Approps. A: 241-181 (11/1/95).
H. Res. 257 (11/7/95) H.J. Cont. Res. FY 1996 A: 216-210 (11/8/95).
H. Res. 258 (11/8/95) HR. Debt Limit A: 220-200 (11/10/95).
H. Res. 259 (11/9/95) 0 HR. ICC Termination Act A: voice vote (11/14/95).
H. Res. 262 (11/9/95) C HR. Increase Debt Limit A: 220-185 (11/10/95).
H. Res. 269 (11/15/95) 0 HR. Lobhying Reform A: voice vote (11/16/95).
H. Res. 270 (11/15/95) C HJ. Further Cont. Resolution A: 249-176 (11/15/95).
H. Res. 273 (11/16/95) MC HR. Prohibition on Funds for Bosnia A: 239-181 (11/17/95).
H. Res. 284 (11/29/95) 0 HR. Amtrak Reform A: voice vote (11/30/95).
H. Res. 287 (11/30/95) 0 HR. Maritime Security Act A: voice vote (12/6/95).
H. Res. 293 (12/7/95) C HR. Protect Federal Trust Funds PQ: 223-183 A: 228-184 (12/14/95).
H. Res. 303 (12/13/95) 0 HR. 1 Utah Public Lands PQ: 221-197 A: voice vote (5/15/96).
H. Res. 309 (12/18/95) C H Budget Res. W/President PQ: 230-188 A: 229-189 (12/19/95).
H. Res. 313 (12/19/95) 0 HR. 5 Texas Low-Level Radioactive A: voice vote (12/20/95).
H. Res. 323 (12/21/95) C HR. Natl. Parks & Wildlife Refuge Tabled (2/28/96).
H. Res. 366 (2/27/96) MC HR. Farm Bill PQ: 228-182 A: 244-168 (2/28/96).
H. Res. 368 (2/28/96) 0 HR. Small Business Growth Tabled (4/17/96).
H. Res. 371 (3/6/96) C HR. Debt Limit Increase A: voice vote (3/7/96).
H. Res. 372 (3/6/96) MC HR. Cont. Approps. FY 1996 PQ: voice vote A: 235-175 (3/7/96).
H. Res. 380 (3/12/96) C HR. Effective Death Penalty A: 251-157 (3/13/96).
H. Res. 384 (3/14/96) MC HR. Immigration PQ: 233-152 A: voice vote (3/19/96).
H. Res. 386 (3/20/96) C HJ. Further Cont. Approps PQ: 234-187 A: 237183 (3/21/96).
H. Res. 388 (3/21/96) C HR. 1. Gun Crime Enforcement A: 244-166 (3/22/96).
H. Res. 391 (3/27/96) C HR. Contract w/America Advancement PQ: 232180 A: 232-177, (3/28/96).
H. Res. 392 (3/27/96) MC HR. Health Coverage Affordability PQ: 229186 A: Voice Vote (3/29/96).
H. Res. 395 (3/29/96) MC H.J. Tax Limitation Const. Amdmt. PQ: 232-168 A: 234-162 (4/15/96).
H. Res. 396 (3/29/96) 0 HR. Truth in Budgeting Act A: voice vote (4/17/96).
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SPECIAL RULES REPORTED BY THE RULES COMMITTEE, 104TH CONGRESS—Continued

[As of September 4, 1996]

H. Res. No. (Date rept.) Rule type Bill No. Subject Disposition of rule
H. Res. 409 (4/23/96) 0 H.R. 2715 Paperwork Elimination Act A: voice vote (4/24/96).
H. Res. 410 (4/23/96) 0 H.R. 1675 Natl. Wildlife Refuge A: voice vote (4/24/96).
H. Res. 411 (4/23/96) C HJ. Res. 175 ..............  Further Cont. Approps. FY 1996 A: voice vote (4/24/96).
H. Res. 418 (4/30/96) 0 H.R. 2641 U.S. Marshals Service PQ: 219-203 A: voice vote (5/1/96).
H. Res. 419 (4/30/96) 0 H.R. 2149 Ocean Shipping Reform A: 422-0 (5/1/96).
H. Res. 421 (5/2/96) 0 H.R. 2974 Crimes Against Children & Elderly A: voice vote (5/7/96).
H. Res. 422 (5/2/96) 0 H.R. 3120 Witness & Jury Tampering A: voice vote (5/7/96).
H. Res. 426 (5/7/96) 0 H.R. 2406 U.S. Housing Act of 1996 PQ: 218-208 A: voice vote (5/8/96).
H. Res. 427 (5/7/96) 0 H.R. 3322 Omnibus Civilian Science Auth A: voice vote (5/9/96).
H. Res. 428 (5/7/96) MC H.R. 3286 Adoption Promotion & Stability A: voice vote (5/9/96).
H. Res. 430 (5/9/96) S H.R. 3230 DoD Auth. FY 1997 A: 235-149 (5/10/96).
H. Res. 435 (5/15/96) MC H. Con. Res. 178 . Con. Res. on the Budget, 1997 PQ: 227-196 A: voice vote (5/16/96).
H. Res. 436 (5/16/96) C H.R. 3415 Repeal 4.3 cent fuel tax PQ: 221-181 A: voice vote (5/21/96).
H. Res. 437 (5/16/96) MO H.R. 3259 Intell. Auth. FY 1997 A: voice vote (5/21/96).
H. Res. 438 (5/16/96) MC H.R. 3144 Defend America Act
H. Res. 440 (5/21/96) MC H.R. 3448 Small Bus. Job Protection A: 219-211 (5/22/96).

MC H.R. 1227 Employee Commuting Flexibility

H. Res. 442 (5/29/96) 0 H.R. 3517 Mil. Const. Approps. FY 1997 A: voice vote (5/30/96).
H. Res. 445 (5/30/96) 0 H.R. 3540 For. Ops. Approps. FY 1997 A: voice vote (6/5/96).
H. Res. 446 (6/5/96) MC H.R. 3562 WI Works Waiver Approval A: 363-59 (6/6/96).
H. Res. 448 (6/6/96) MC H.R. 2754 Shipbuilding Trade Agreement A: voice vote (6/12/96).
H. Res. 451 (6/10/96) 0 H.R. 3603 Agriculture Appropriations, FY 1997 A: voice vote (6/11/96).
H. Res. 453 (6/12/96) 0 H.R. 3610 Defense Appropriations, FY 1997 A: voice vote (6/13/96).
H. Res. 455 (6/18/96) 0 H.R. 3662 Interior Approps, FY 1997 A: voice vote (6/19/96).
H. Res. 456 (6/19/96) 0 H.R. 3666 VA/HUD Approps A: 246-166 (6/25/96).
H. Res. 460 (6/25/96) 0 H.R. 3675 Transportation Approps A: voice vote (6/26/96).
H. Res. 472 (7/9/96) 0 H.R. 3755 Labor/HHS Approps PQ: 218-202 A: voice vote (7/10/96).
H. Res. 473 (7/9/96) MC H.R. 3754 Leg. Branch Approps A: voice vote (7/10/96).
H. Res. 474 (7/10/96) MC H.R. 3396 Defense of Marriage Act A: 290-133 (7/11/96).
H. Res. 475 (7/11/96) 0 H.R. 3756 Treasury/Postal Approps A: voice vote (7/16/96).
H. Res. 479 (7/16/96) 0 H.R. 3814 Commerce, State Approps A: voice vote (7/17/96).
H. Res. 481 (7/17/96) MC H.R. 3820 Campaign Finance Reform PQ: 221-193 A: 270-140 (7/25/96).
H. Res. 482 (7/17/96) MC H.R. 3734 Personal Responsibility Act A: 358-54 (7/18/96).
H. Res. 483 (7/18/96) 0 H.R. 3816 Energy/Water Approps A: voice vote (7/24/96).
H. Res. 488 (7/24/96) MO HR. 2391 Working Families A: 228-175 (7/26/96).
H. Res. 489 (7/25/96) MC H.R. 2823 Dolphin Conservation Program A: voice vote (7/31/96).
H. Res. 499 (7/31/96) MC H.R. 123 English Language Empowerment A: 236-178 (8/1/96).
H. Res. 516 (9/4/96) 0 H.R. 3719 Small Business Programs
H. Res. 517 (9/4/96) S H.R. 3308 Armed Forces Protection

Codes: 0-open rule; MO-modified open rule; MC-modified closed rule; S/C-structured/closed rule; A-adoption vote; D-defeated; PQ-previous question vote. Source: Notices of Action Taken, Committee on Rules, 104th Congress.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, |
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, |
yield myself such time as | may
consume.

(Mr. HALL of Ohio asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
House Resolution 517 is a modified
closed rule which will make in order
H.R. 3308, a bill to prohibit placing U.S.
military forces under control of foreign
commanders in U.N. military or peace-
keeping operations.

I do not have any problems with the
rule. My concerns are on the substance
of the bill. This bill is unnecessary. It
is probably unconstitutional. And it
will interfere with the President’s abil-
ity to use U.S. military troops for hu-
manitarian and peacekeeping missions
around the world.

I am proud of the role that our serv-
ice men and women have played saving
lives and providing humanitarian relief
around the world. | have been to Soma-
lia, Bosnia, and other places where
United States troops have worked with
our allies to make extraordinary con-
tributions to the peoples of those re-
gions.

I have seen the results of these mis-
sions with my own eyes. Starving peo-
ple are fed, the sick are cared for, and
the homeless provided shelter. These
are good things that we should encour-
age.

These kinds of missions not only help
others. They can boost the morale of
our own Armed Forces and provide val-
uable training.

| fear this bill could greatly diminish
the U.N. peacekeeping efforts and our
ability to contribute to those efforts.

re-

There is no need to tie the Presi-
dent’s hands with this bill. Moreover,
this bill represents a dangerous over-
reach by Congress into the constitu-

tional powers of the Commander in
Chief.
Finally, | have a concern over the

timing of the bill. As we debate this
measure, our Armed Forces are partici-
pating in a joint military exercise to
patrol the no-fly zone over Irag. The
situation is tense.

Mr. Speaker, now is not the time to
debate a bill that will take away power
from our Commander in Chief. We need
to stand by the President and show our
support at this critical time.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, | yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. DORNAN], one of the most valu-
able and respected Members of this
body and a member of the Committee
on National Security.

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Speaker, | wanted
to take some time on the rule. | thank
the chairman of the Committee on
Rules for that, and also | will speak on
the bill because there is nothing about
this legislation that is going to in any
way inhibit American military forces
going on humanitarian missions and
helping people around the world who
find themselves in distress, either
through man’s inhumanity to man or
through the forces of our Creator, the
weather, nature, or starvation, which
is generally a combination of both,
more leaning on the man’s inhumanity
to man side.

I just came back yesterday from a
trip to some of our air bases in England
and some of our intelligence facilities.
As almost all of us will do, we asked to

have breakfast set up with our con-
stituents, usually enlisted people and
noncommissioned officers. Then we
will do the same at lunch and then at
dinner, maybe meet with some of the
commanding officers and senior NCO'’s.
I did that. This piece of legislation
came up. Of course, being professionals
in the field, they were not even aware,
because they are so busy, dedicated to
doing what they do, and the men and
women are doing it so well.

We discussed what would be accept-
able on, for example, a food mission.
My friend, the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. HALL], there is no more decent
person that | have ever served with in
two decades here, wants to reach out
and help people around the world. But
they said an armband would suffice to
indicate that you are part of some hu-
manitarian effort, a vivid colored arm
band. Sometimes in a dangerous area it
can even be what we call day-glo colors
to indicate this is a peaceful emission.

But to ask someone to wear head-
gear, to ask them to wear insignias
that are sewn onto the uniform, that
replace or require the taking off of
parts of the uniform of the United
States of America, which is the coun-
try to whose Constitution every mili-
tary person and everyone in this Cham-
ber and in the U.S. Senate has sworn to
protect and uphold, that is asking our
military men far too much.

We can reach out to people. They
know from our aircraft coming in that
it is a U.S. effort. Nobody has the
heavy military airlift that we do, the
brand new C-17, the C-5 Galaxy, the
stretch C-141s, or the incomparable C-
130 Hercules, going everywhere in the
world. We do not take and repaint our
aircraft.
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But | noticed in Bosnia that they
were spraying all the white U.N. vehi-
cles with European, what they -call
woodlands camouflage. When | asked
on both trips that | went there, just in
the last year, | said, who owns these
vehicles; as we would say in California,
who has the pink slip, it is still the
U.N. So | said, when we pull out of here
with this NATO mission, then the vehi-
cles will be painted white again and go
back to U.N. control? That is right.

So we have in the White House now a
team that is almost compulsive, until
very recently, about putting U.S.
forces under foreign international com-
mand. The whole problem that allowed
the killing to go on in Bosnia for 2% of
the 3% years was that the White House
was insistent upon putting us under
U.N. command, when the only thing
people there would have respected was
a NATO command, which is totally dif-
ferent, because it has a ratified treaty
from the last 1940’s, ratified from the
U.S. Congress. In other words, it fol-
lows legitimate constitutional author-
ity as set down in the greatest docu-
ment, our Constitution, ever written to
guide a people and its government.

I would just like to point out to the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. HALL], that
he has probably unknowingly touched
on one of the major, if not the major,
constitutional debates of our time.
That is, our President is not a dictator.
When Reagan was in the White House,
I listened to a lot of heartfelt pleas
from the other side vis-a-vis Central
America, that there were things the
President could not do without coming
to this Congress.

There is a very simple line in the
Constitution that says “In time of
war,” and war, that meant declared
war. Just read the writings of our
Founding Fathers: In time of war the
President shall be the Commander in
Chief. It is about 18 words, 16 words.
Then there is a comma and there is an-
other 18 words, “‘or when the militia is
called to active duty.” Of course that
meant then the National Guard, our
Minutemen, in principle.

This Congress is the only body that
can debate and decide, other than in
defense of emergencies, and it is debat-
able whether what is going on right
now in Iraq is a defensible emergency
when we are choosing sides between
Kurdish groups that are stupidly Kkill-
ing one another after Saddam Hussein
has mortared and shelled and machine-
gunned with helicopter gunships their
women and children, and we seem to be
leaning toward the side that is dealing
with the world’s greatest terrorist
state, Iran.

This is a constitutional problem.
That our Congress was not informed
over this action is outrageous. Let us
continue to debate that.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
California [Mr. DEeLLums], former
chairman of the Committee on Armed
Services.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.
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Mr. Speaker, | rise to oppose the rule
for debate on the bill, H.R. 3308. | do
not do so, Mr. Speaker, because | be-
lieve the rule offered by the Committee
on Rules is unfair. In fact, | believe
that under the circumstances of their
mandate to bring this bill to the floor,
the Committee on Rules has been fair,
it has been evenhanded, in attempting
to construct a rule that would allow
for various amendments and for gen-
eral debate on the issue that is before
the body.
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The reason, Mr. Speaker, that | op-
pose the rule is because | believe the
whole issue presented by H.R. 3308,
whether or not the Congress should
interfere with the President’s exclusive
powers under the Constitution as com-
mander in chief of our Nation’s mili-
tary forces has not, and | repeat and
underscore for the purposes of empha-
sis, has not received the deliberation
and the attention that it deserves in
the committees of appropriate jurisdic-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, | would remind you
that earlier in this Congress the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. HYDE], from
the other side of the aisle, our distin-
guished chairperson of the Committee
on the Judiciary, offered an amend-
ment that would have undone the War
Powers Resolution, despite broad senti-
ment in the body that the War Powers
Resolution has indeed not worked to
properly balance congressional and
Presidential powers.

The effort of the gentleman was de-
feated, at least in part, Mr. Speaker,
because of the articulated views of
some of us in these chambers that mat-
ters of this weight should not be legis-
lated initially on the floor of this body.
That is why there is a committee proc-
ess that allows for significant discus-
sion, debate, deliberation, and articula-
tion prior to a piece of legislation com-
ing to the floor of this body.

With all due respect to our chair, the
chair of the Committee on National Se-
curity, the gentleman for whom | have
great respect, the gentleman from
South Carolina [Mr. SPENCE], | noted in
my additional views to the committee
report on this very bill, H.R. 3308, that
our committee made only the most
cursory examination of this issue, held
no dedicated hearings on this issue, did
not hear from constitutional experts
on the wisdom of such a course, and
marked up the bill under pressure to
move quickly to the floor.

Mr. Speaker, we should step back and
take a comprehensive look at all of the
war powers issues that the cold war’s
end raises for this Nation. These are
significant issues here. We now find
ourselves in unprecedented and un-
chartered waters. It requires the high-
est and the best in us. We should be
substantive and deliberative as we em-
brace these difficult questions, not a
quick rush to judgment to make some
thinly veiled political statement.
These are massive constitutional issues
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that require that we look at the world
as it is evolving.

Mr. Speaker, we have reached across
the aisle and are serious in doing so to
work with our colleagues in the other
party to craft such a comprehensive
look, and | hope that we do so. It is in
that spirit that | urge defeat of the
rule in order that we will be able to
proceed with caution and with the dig-
nity and seriousness that is both wor-
thy of the very complex and important
issue that is before the Chamber.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, |
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, | must say to the pre-
vious speaker, the gentleman from
California [Mr. DELLUMS] who | just
have the greatest respect for, and he
earned that respect when he was chair-
man of the Committee on National Se-
curity, and we all do respect him. How-
ever, | just am concerned in that he
spoke eloquently about how fair this
rule is.

Mr. Speaker, | would just say to the
gentleman, this is a deliberative body.
This is where we debate the issues. And
this matter, the identical matter, has
been before this body four times and
has already passed this body. It passed
under H.R. 7 last year. It was a part of
the contract for America that we
passed. It was in last year’s defense
bill. This year it was marked up, as |
understand it, under regular procedure.

Again, this is not something we need
constitutional lawyers to tell us what
to suggest to the President, and that is
really all it is, because the President
does have the prerogative of, if this is
a national interest or national security
issue of the country, he has the prerog-
ative not to follow through.

| happen to be one that does not sup-
port the War Powers Act. | think the
whole act was unconstitutional. This
does not interfere with that. This sim-
ply says that we want our American
troops to serve only under American
command, and by golly, that is what
we are going to get one way or the
other.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SOLOMON. 1| yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. DELLUMS. | thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

First, 1 appreciate his compliment;
second, to say to the gentleman, if the
gentleman would recall, back in the
early 1970’s when we debated the War
Powers Act, this gentleman was zeal-
ous in defending the congressional war
powers. | was one of very few Demo-
crats in this Chamber, very few Mem-
bers, who opposed the War Powers Act
on the grounds that it watered down
and diluted a very powerful and clear
statement in the Constitution that
Congress should have the right to de-
clare war.

What we are looking at here is a
question of congressional prerogatives
on the one hand and executive preroga-
tives on the others. These are sub-
stantive issues that we need to debate.
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With all due respect to the chairman of
the Committee on Rules, | dissent from
him on one significant point. What is
the reason why we have a committee
process and a subcommittee process?
That is because at the subcommittee
we hold the appropriate hearings, we
do all of the substantive detail, we do
bring in experts so that we make in-
formed judgments. Each time a com-
mittee brings a bill to this floor, the
435 Members of Congress should feel
certain that that committee did its job
substantively.

What | am saying to the gentleman,
that was not done in this instance. We
can deliberate here, but this is not the
first place that this bill ought to be
discussed. | thank the gentleman for
his generosity.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, let me just say that
I agree with the gentleman. | know
that he was a strong, staunch opponent
of the War Powers Act along with my-
self and the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. HYDE] and many others. But let
me just say that this matter has been
debated on this floor many, many
times. It is no different than the con-
stitutional amendment to prohibit the
physical desecration of the flag. We
know the issue. It is a very simple
issue. That is why it should be brought
to a vote on this floor.

Mr. Speaker, | urge support of the
rule and the bill.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | rise in strong
support of this rule. The rule before us makes
in order four amendments: a manager's
amendment, one that has bipartisan support
and two offered from the minority, including a
full substitute. | think most people will agree
that given the limited time remaining in this
Congress we have managed to report a fair
and responsible rule for the consideration of
this very important legislation. Mr. Speaker,
this bill raises the important question of wheth-
er or not U.S. troops will be put under foreign
command or forced to wear uniforms other
than those of the U.S. Armed Forces. Many
Americans find these notions abhorrent and |
am unalterably opposed to placing our troops
under anyone not directly accountable to the
American people and Congress. There has
been some misunderstanding about what H.R.
3308, the U.S. Armed Forces Protection Act
seeks to accomplish. So let us be clear: would
this bill make it more difficult for U.S. Forces
to become entangled in international peace-
keeping missions? Yes. Would it absolutely
prohibit our involvement in these efforts? No.
Since the end of the cold war, the number of
United Nations peacekeeping missions has
soared. Even so, there are no clear guidelines
for U.S. participation in these adventures. Our
experiences in Somalia, Bosnia, and Haiti
have taught us a number of important and
costly lessons. The bill before us works to
make the President more accountable when
deploying our troops as part of international
efforts. It would prohibit the use of taxpayer’s
money to pay for U.S. participation in U.N. ef-
forts unless: the President certifies that the
mission is in the national interest, sets forth
clear command and control arrangements,
outlines the anticipated costs and most impor-
tantly provides an exit strategy for U.S. troops.
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These are all sensible and necessary steps. |
strongly urge my colleagues to support pas-
sage of these important safeguards—we owe
it to the American people and we owe it to the
dedicated men and women who serve our
country in the Armed Forces.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, | yield
back the balance of my time, and |
move the previous question on the res-
olution.

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HUTCHINSON). Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 517 and rule XXII1, the Chair de-
clares the House in the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill,
H.R. 3308.

0O 1054

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 3308) to
amend title 10, United States Code, to
limit the placement of United States
forces under United Nations oper-
ational or tactical control, and for
other purposes, with Mr. KOLBE in the
chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the bill is considered as having
been read the first time.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
South Carolina [Mr. SPENCE] and the
gentleman from California [Mr. DEL-
LumMs] will each be recognized for 30
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from South Carolina [Mr. SPENCE].

(Mr. SPENCE asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, 1 yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, | rise today to open
the debate on H.R. 3308, the United
States Armed Forces Protection Act of
1996, which was introduced this past
April by the distinguished gentleman
from Maine [Mr. LONGLEY], a valued
member of the Committee on National
Security.

This legislation should look very fa-
miliar to my colleagues as the House
has attempted on several occasions to
extend protections to United States
service personnel who are placed under
foreign commanders in the United Na-
tions peacekeeping or military oper-
ations. Were it not for President Clin-
ton’s veto of last year’s defense author-
ization bill, these protections would al-
ready be the law of the land.

Let me briefly revisit this legisla-
tion’s history, which makes clear the
long record of bipartisan concern over
placing American troops under U.N.
command. H.R. 3308 had its genesis in
section 1041 of the fiscal year 1994 De-
fense Authorization Act back when my
colleagues on the other side of the aisle
were in the majority. Section 1041 re-
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quired the Secretary of Defense to sub-
mit to Congress a formal report ‘‘when-
ever the President places United States
military forces under the operational
control of a foreign officer as part of
the U.N. operation.”

Last year, the House considered and
passed very similar legislation several
times. This issue was first addressed in
H.R. 7, the National Security Revital-
ization Act. The fiscal year 1996 De-
fense Authorization Act also contained
virtually identical language, and a
modified version of the provision was
contained in the conference report
which was passed by both the House
and the Senate. But despite the clear
bipartisan vote of the Congress on this
issue, President Clinton vetoed the de-
fense bill, due in no small part on his
objection to this issue.

Yet this is eminently reasonable and
practical legislation. Critics will argue
that this legislation infringes upon the
President’s constitutional preroga-
tives. Let me make clear, this legisla-
tion is not a prohibition. It simply im-
poses and additional step any President
must take before committing young
American men and women to serve
under the flag of the United Nations.

It is an entirely appropriate policy
restriction that simply requires any
President to certify their subordinat-
ing U.S. forces to U.N. command is in
the Nation’s security interest prior to
deploying our forces on such a com-
mand arrangement. This straight-
forward limitation is the unfortunate,
but necessary result of the administra-
tion’s willingness, seen from Somalia
to Bosnia and from Macedonia to Haiti,
to subordinate American interests to
those of the United Nations.

Contrary to those who would assert
that this legislation is no more than an
exercise in U.N. bashing, | believe it
necessary that it recognize the U.N.’s
limits as articulated by Secretary Gen-
eral Boutros Boutros-Ghali himself.
Last year the Secretary General ac-
knowledged that the United Nations
does not have ‘“‘the capacity to deploy,
direct, or command and control peace
enforcement operations * * * and it
would be folly to attempt to do so at
the present time.” Under these cir-
cumstances, the litmus test for any
President wanting to subordinate U.S.
military forces to U.N. command ought
to be strict.

President Clinton’s opposition to this
bipartisan legislation, which was taken
to the point of vetoing last year’s de-
fense bill, compels us to consider it
again. | urge my colleagues to once
again send an unequivocal and biparti-
san signal to the President and the
American people by supporting H.R.
3308.

Mr. Chairman, | ask unanimous con-
sent that the gentleman from Maine
[Mr. LONGLEY] manage the remainder
of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
South Carolina?

There was no objection.



H10054

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as | may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, as | noted during the
debate on the rule, | do not think that
our very valuable committee process
has succeeded fully in considering the
weight and the merit of the issue be-
fore us. | would not reiterate that ar-
gument here.

Despite that fact, | think that much
has been said to illuminate the pitfalls
and the shortcomings of adopting H.R.
3308.
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Mr. Chairman, these pitfalls and
shortcomings are very real traps that
ensnare us when we fail to set aside
politics in favor of policy, public rela-
tions in favor of public education, and
short-term advantage against the long-
term interest of our Nation.

Let me say why | oppose this bill in
as precise a manner as | can, Mr. Chair-
man.

Foremost, | believe that this legisla-
tion will work mischief that will place
at increased risk the lives and safety of
our men and women in uniform. It
would do so for several reasons. First,
it will restrict the President from
quickly and with confidence in its ulti-
mate effectiveness, from establishing
command relations that best meet the
military situation our troops may face.

Second, by virtue of the message we
send to potential allies in these ac-
tions, and that is that we do not trust
your officers, we make it more likely
that we will go it alone than we will
participate in coalition efforts which,
as | perceive it as the world is evolving
to the 21st century, more often than
not, should and will be the order of the
day. Going it alone obviously increases
the risk to our men and women in uni-
form. It seems to me that that is not
discussable or debatable. That is clear-
ly a fact.

U.S. troops in numerous conflicts,
Mr. Chairman, including the War of
Independence up to the operation that
we referred to as Operation Desert
Storm, have been placed under foreign
command. So what is all the hoopla
here? From the very first war that was
dedicated to forming this Nation to the
last time we sent troops to wage war in
the context of the Persian Gulf we have
had American troops under foreign
command. There is nothing, Mr. Chair-
man, in our military history that says
this per se is problematic. Nothing.
And | would challenge my colleagues,
if they can find it historically, to raise
the issue on the floor, and | will say,
point well taken.

Former military leaders have elo-
quently set out in a letter to the
Speaker of this House, Speaker GING-
RICH, why this is both unnecessary and
indeed dangerous. | quote from a letter
signed by, among others, former Joint
Chief Chairman General David Jones
that was went to our Speaker, the gen-
tleman from Georgia, during the de-
bate on H.R. 7 when this issue arose.
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I quote: ““We urge rejection of the re-
strictions on the President’s command
and control authority as unnecessary,
unwise and militarily unsound,”” end of
quote.

I am opposed to this bill because | be-
lieve it is a strategic oxymoron, Mr.
Chairman. As we have entered into the
post-cold-war era, both of our Presi-
dents who have governed in this time
have come to understand the desirabil-
ity and the common sense in pursuing
coalition actions and in doing so
through the United Nations, when pos-
sible.

This is not a party issue, Mr. Chair-
man. It should not be a party issue.
This is common sense. We have an un-
paralleled opportunity to craft new
mechanisms for avoiding conflict,
dampening it when it arises, control-
ling it when it flares up and in stopping
aggression, if we must, that are only
realizable if we promote, not denigrate,
multinationalism and internationally
sanctioned peace operations.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, | oppose this
bill because | believe it tramples on the
President’s unique and exclusive au-
thority as commander in chief. | say
this as one of the most zealous guard-
ians of congressional war power. As |
said in the context of the discussion on
the rule, 1 was one of the few people in
this body that voted against the War
Powers Act on the grounds that it di-
luted what is clearly stated as congres-
sional war-making powers in the Con-
stitution of the United States.

Further, Mr. Chairman, | have sued
Presidents, taken them to Federal
court, and would again, to defend this
body’s prerogative to declare war and
authorize troop deployments to con-
flicts. I would have voted for legisla-
tion that compels such prior authoriza-
tion and opposed the War Powers Reso-
lution because | believed it gave the
Presidents a blank check to go first
and seek our approval second.

But | would hasten to point out, Mr.
Chairman, that respect for constitu-
tional prerogative is a two-way street,
one which we must be prepared to walk
on in both directions.

I will not repeat the constitutional
arguments laid out in my additional
views on the committee report. We
worked long and hard and laboriously
on those views. They have been widely
read by many, extremely well received
by most. 1 urge my colleagues to read
those views. 1 do not have time to go
into all of that now.

Suffice it to say that | believe that
the Framers of our Constitution ac-
tively considered the question, should
the Congress be involved in the com-
mand and control of our military
forces, and they answered the question
with a resounding no.

Read the Federalist Papers. They de-
bated this question specifically. They
did not want this body involved in
command and control. They said no.
Consider this statement from the Fed-
eralist Papers, and | quote:

The President of the United States is to be
the commander in chief. The propriety of
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this provision is so evident in itself that lit-
tle need be said to explain or enforce it. They
saw this as obvious.

Of all the cares and concerns of govern-
ment, the direction of war most peculiarly
demands those qualities which distinguish
the exercise of power by a single hand.

Mr. Chairman, while the United Na-
tions did not exist and peacekeeping
was not a part of the lexicon of the
Framers of the Constitution, nothing
about these operations suggests that
the principle that the legislature has
no business in establishing command
relations is any less true of them than
of warfare.

Should we be concerned with com-
mand relationships, Mr. Chairman?
The answer is yes. Should we seek in-
formation from the President on what
they are? Yes. Should we seek to estab-
lish them or proscribe the choices any
President might make in advance of
considering the requirements of a mili-
tary operation? | say no; the Framers
of the Constitution said no. We should
be informed people, but we are moving
beyond simply being informed.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, for these rea-
sons and others, | urge that the com-
mittee reject the bill and that we allow
the deliberative process of congres-
sional committees to work this issue in
a more comprehensive manner that is
sure to produce a better product.

Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. LONGLEY. Mr. Chairman, | yield
1 minute to the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. SAXTON].

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong support of this legislation. It is
a good bill, a sound bill, and a bill
which we need for our national secu-
rity interests and for the men and
women who serve our country in uni-
form.

Let me first commend my good
friend, the gentleman from Maine, JiMm
LONGLEY, for his outstanding work on
this bill. As a Marine Corps reserve of-
ficer who served in Desert Storm and
in Bosnia, JIM LONGLEY brings real-life
experience and insight to this issue.

It is particularly frustrating if not
downright dangerous to see the grow-
ing tendency of this administration to
cede operational control of U.S. forces
to the ill-equipped, ill-prepared bureau-
cratic United Nations. Yes, there are
times when we must act in concert
with our allies, perhaps often, and yes,
there are occasions when the United
Nations can help defuse a crisis. But
when U.S. lives and interests are at
stake, the American public expects and
demands that Americans be at the
helm.

No one questions the capability of
the U.S. military. We have the best-
trained, best-equipped men and women
in the world. To project and command
military forces over great distances is
something that few nations can do, and
no nation can do it better than the
United States. Yet this capability does
not come without a price. Every year
thousands of troops are engaged in ei-
ther real-life or training operations
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which hone this capability, often at
great human risk. And they should re-
main under U.S. control.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr.
yield myself 30 seconds.

Mr. Chairman, the distinguished gen-
tleman from California [Mr. DORNAN]
quoted the Constitution of the United
States. | would like to read the rel-
evant passage. I know he is a learned
colleague and would not like to speak
in error.

Section 2 of the Constitution states,
“The President shall be Commander in
Chief of the Army and Navy of the
United States, and of the Militia of the
several States, when called into the ac-
tual Service of the United States,” and
it goes on, he must require, et cetera,
et cetera.

I am simply saying to the gentleman
from California that he misinterpreted
or misquoted the Constitution of the
United States. The President is indeed
the Commander in Chief of our Armed
Forces.

Mr. LONGLEY. Mr. Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Colo-
rado [Mr. HEFLEY].

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Chairman, today
Congress provides what the American
people are asking for. Today America
begins to tell Boutros Boutros-Ghali
that he cannot send our sons and
daughters to war, that only the Con-
gress and the American President can
do that.

The Constitution gives Congress the
power to declare war and the President
the authority of being Commander in
Chief as the gentleman has just indi-
cated. We must be cautious in protect-
ing that.

As an original cosponsor of this bill,
I believe it is imperative that we estab-
lish our authority and the authority of
the President.

No American should be placed in
harm’s way by anyone other than the
American Congress and the American
President.

Our soldiers should risk their lives
only when U.S. national security inter-
ests are at stake. | do not believe that
the Secretary General of the United
Nations even knows what our national
security interests are.

During this debate, many of my col-
leagues will say that this is simply a
political exercise, something to give
Bob Dole to use against Bill Clinton. If
we wanted that, that has already been
done. He has already vetoed this con-
cept once before. So that has been
done. Of course we know that he
changes his position a lot in an elec-
tion year, so maybe he will again.

We can never again allow another So-
malia. Because U.S. interests became
intertwined with U.N. interests, 19
Americans lost their lives. This must
never happen again.

Let us pass this legislation and send
a message to the American soldiers
that we will never again send them on
an ill-defined, fuzzy U.N. mission. We
never again, Mr. Chairman, should be
in a position of having American young

Chairman, |
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people risk their lives under a U.N. flag
with a U.N. patch and under U.N. com-
mand and control. If they are going to
risk their lives, it ought to be under
American command and control.

I urge my colleagues to vote for this
bill.

DELLUMS. Mr.
yield myself 2 minutes.

Let me first state to my distin-
guished colleague from Colorado, he
began his remarks by saying Boutros
Boutros-Ghali should not be able to
send American troops anywhere in the
world. Mr. Chairman, who is arguing
with that? That is not what this bill
deals with. We have already said, and |
have already said, | am prepared to go
all the way to court.

I took President Bush to court in
order to preserve the prerogative of
Congress when many of my colleagues
did not have the heart to do it. This is
not what this debate is about. This is
not Congress’ war-making power. This
is about command and control once a
decision is made to deploy. So | would
hope that in the context of the few
meager moments we have to debate
this bill that we stay relevant to what
the substantive nature of the bill is.

I would go further and quote from
this administration’s policy on reform-
ing multilateral, multinational peace
operations dated May 1994:

The President retains and will never relin-
quish command authority over U.S. forces.
On a case-by-case basis, the President will
consider placing appropriate U.S. forces
under the operational control of a competent
U.N. commander for specific operations au-
thorized by the Security Council. The great-
er the U.S. military role, the less likely it
will be that the United States will agree to
have a U.N. commander exercise overall
operational control over U.S. forces.

0O 1115

That is what this President is saying.
Let us remove the politics from this
discussion. Let us remove the bumper
strip of rhetoric from the discussion.
Let us not insult each other’s intel-
ligence. Let us not denigrate the re-
sponsibility we have on the floor. Let
us stay focused on the substantive na-
ture of the issues before us, whether or
not we should step on the President’s
prerogatives in command and control.
If they are legitimate differences, then
let us know that debate.

Mr. LONGLEY. Mr. Chairman, | yield
2 minutes and 30 seconds to the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. HUNTER],
the distinguished chairman of the Sub-
committee on Procurement.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, | just
wanted to go over the language of the
provision itself and what it does be-
cause the operational and tactical con-
trol that is vested in the President and
his subordinates in the American chain
of command is a very precious thing
not just to people that are in the mili-
tary forces but to their parents, to
their families, to the people who rely
on somebody who is accountable for
that young person who may be in a life
or death combat situation.

Chairman, |
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I want to point out to my colleagues
that we do not detract from the Presi-
dent’s ability to, on a very limited
basis, cede that operational and tac-
tical control to, yes, a foreign com-
mander if it is a unique situation; but
we require a certification. It is a thor-
ough certification.

First, with respect to David Jones,
former chairman of the Joint Chiefs
and his problems with this certifi-
cation, if the President does not have
time to give the certification well in
advance, which is what we would like
to have, because we want the White
House to think about this, we want
them to think it through, then he can
give it after he has made the deploy-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, nonetheless, we go
through some fairly important areas.
We ask the President when he does this
certification to set forth a description
of the national security interest. We do
not think that is unfair or unreason-
able, that would be advanced by the
placement of United States forces
under the United Nations operational
or tactical control. We ask him to tell
us that. We ask him to tell us the ex-
pected size and composition of the U.S.
forces involved. We think that is rea-
sonable. We ask him to explain the pre-
cise command and control relationship
between the U.S. forces involved and
the U.N. command structure. We think
that is reasonable.

We ask him to explain to us the ex-
tent to which the U.S. forces involved
will rely on forces of other countries
for security and defense. | think this
element is a very important one. The
degree to which we rely on forces,
those Americans that might be under
operational or tactical control of a
U.N. commander that agree that we are
going to rely on the forces of other
countries for security and defense, that
our forces will see their security de-
pend on somebody else, we think that
is a very important element for the
President to lay out.

So we ask the President to lay out
concisely these very important ele-
ments. We do not deprive him of his
constitutional authority. We just re-
quire him to certify. We think that is
reasonable.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from

Florida [Mr. PETERSON], my distin-
guished colleague.
Mr. PETERSON of Florida. Mr.

Chairman, | rise today in strong oppo-
sition to H.R. 3308. This bill is bad for-
eign policy. It is bad military policy.

Even the title of the bill is wrong. In-
stead of the title of the bill being
Armed Forces Protection Act, it should
be titled the Armed Forces Greater Ex-
posure Act. By passage of this bill, we
destroy our successful national policy
and collective security. We are saying
to our allies, we do not trust you and
that you are not reliable. That is a bad
message.

Further, without the burdensharing
that comes with the development of
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collective and coalition security with
our allies, the United States must go it
alone. That means that we must deploy
more troops and carry a greater fiscal
burden in any operation that we feel is
in our national interest. | cannot un-
derstand my Republican colleagues
who have for years said that we cannot
be the world’s policemen. How do they
compare that against what is in this
bill that essentially says, United
States, you must go it alone?

Furthermore, as an aside, what an in-
credibly critical time to be talking
about this. When we are trying to hold
together a very, very important coali-
tion in Irag and we are at the same
time telling those partners in this coa-
lition: Hey, we really do not trust you
guys; we are really not sure whether
you are reliable enough to be with us
in this thing. Very, very bad policy,
very bad timing.

Mr. Chairman, from a military stand-
point, this bill is an absolute disaster.
Now, from an experiential cir-
cumstance, | know a little bit about
this. It has been from 26 years as a
fighter pilot in the Air Force, serving a
significant amount of time in combat.
I know something about command re-
lationships. This bill ties the hands of
the commander, the Commander in
Chief, No. 1. But perhaps even more im-
portantly, it restricts the field com-
manders’ ability to deploy forces in the
field, even perhaps at the potential of
causing the loss of lives.

The military leaders of this country
unanimously find the restrictions
starting out unnecessary, they are re-
dundant, they are also unprecedented.
We are changing how we run our mili-
tary, my colleagues. This is micro-
management of the U.S. military. And
they also find it especially burdensome
to the point, | think, it would cause us
harm.

They correctly point out that the
U.S. joint service doctrine that governs
our collective security arrangements
with our allies are impeccably thought
out, have been tested over and over,
and they work. It just works. Why
screw up a good deal?

Mr. Chairman, the bill also under-
mines the proven and effective proto-
cols established by the document. Fi-
nally, Secretary Perry, Chairman
Shalikashvili, all oppose this for the
right reasons, because it causes harm
to our command structure.

Last year one of my former com-
manders, Gen. David C. Jones, a former
commander of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
wrote in a reply to a similar cir-
cumstance here. He said in his state-
ment: In the post-cold war world, it
will remain essential that the Presi-
dent retain the authority to establish
command arrangements that are best
suited to the needs of future oper-
ations. From time to time it will be
necessary and appropriate, this is a
commander speaking now, appropriate
to temporarily subordinate elements of
our forces to the operational control of
competent commanders from allied or
other foreign countries.
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This man is telling it like it is.

Mr. Chairman, this is a poorly
thought out bill. It is really just a po-
litical statement, in my view. It will
cause great harm to the effective com-
mand and control of our Armed Forces.
Let us stand here today, this is an op-
portunity, let us stand here today and
send a bipartisan relationship message
to all of the men and women who are
bravely serving our country today and
tell them, as we have told them in a bi-
partisan fashion in the past, that we do
indeed care about them and that we do
indeed care about their safety.

This bill does not improve the safety
of our armed services men and women.
It is a disgrace that we are taking this
bill up today. This is an absolute vote
““no.”

Mr. LONGLEY. Mr. Chairman, | yield
1 minute and 30 seconds to the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. DORNAN],
distinguished chairman of the Sub-
committee on Personnel.

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Chairman, | did
not realize that | only get a minute or
I would not have used the 3 minutes in
the rule on the uniforms. The chain of
command is far more important. What
we are responding here, what the whole
Congress is responding to is certainly
not a disgrace. It is a response to the
administration’s repeated subordina-
tion of U.S. interests to the U.N. agen-
da.

Mr. Chairman, 1 want to put in the
RECORD myth No. 1, that it is an in-
fringement of presidential authority;
No. 2, that PDD-25 already protects our
troops; No. 3, there are precedents for
placing U.S. troops under foreign con-
trol; and myth No. 4, that it will limit
troop deployment in emergencies.

In the rule, when | was discussing the
Constitution, | transposed my
thoughts. Yes, it is 16 words, as | said.
The President is the Commander in
Chief, even in peacetime. And | was
correct, it is 18 words referring to the
militia, now meaning the National
Guard. But in section 8 of article I, all
the powers of raising and maintaining
armies and navies and how to uniform
and where to send them and to declare
war, all of that is the House.

Mr. Chairman, this chart shows when
you go in the field to see how this real-
ly breaks down, when Vice President
AL GORE unfortunately said on April
14, 1994, 1 would like to extend my con-
dolences to the families of those who
died in service to the United Nations,
and |1 know our former colleague would
like to take that back, look at this
chain of command, men died in Soma-
lia because the chain of command was
so complicated, we could not get one of
the Indian 14 T-72 tanks or one of the
dozen M-60 tanks from ltaly to break
through the blockades across those
roads and rescue 4 Rangers who died,
who bled to death out of the 19 Killed.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 4 minutes to the distinguished
gentlewoman from Idaho [Mrs.
CHENOWETH].

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the gentleman for yielding time
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to me. | am in one of the most uncom-
fortable positions that | have been in
in this Congress because | find myself
on the opposite side from a man | re-
vere and respect, the gentleman from
South Carolina, Chairman FLOYD
SPENCE, and some very, very good
friends of mine, like the gentlemen
from California, DUNCAN HUNTER and
DUKE CUNNINGHAM. But | rise to oppose
H.R. 3308.

I know that the argument has been
made that generals from the beginning
of our history, foreign generals have
assumed command, beginning with La-
fayette. But, Mr. Chairman, the fact is
that the U.N. is posing an entirely dif-
ferent situation now. What we need to
do now is pull back from the position
that we find ourselves in, begin to op-
erate under the law. And then once, if
war is declared and we are in the mid-
dle of war, of course, as we did in World
War Il in that great victory, we can
combine our forces, as we did when we
combined the forces to make the allied
forces, and we were victorious.

Mr. Chairman, | want to very briefly
review the history of command and
control of the Armed Forces. The U.S.
Constitution, article 11, section 2 states
that the President shall be Commander
in Chief of the Army and Navy of the
United States and of the militia of the
several States when called into actual
service of the United States; again,
when called into service.

To clarify the point, Hamilton wrote,
in Federalist Papers No. 74: The Presi-
dent of the United States is to be Com-
mander in Chief of the Army and Navy
of the United States and of the militia
of the several States when called into
actual service of the United States.
The propriety of this provision is so
evident in itself, Hamilton wrote, that
little need be said to explain or enforce
it. Again, Mr. Chairman, when called
into service are the key words in the
Constitution.

Then the War Powers Act, the United
Nations Participation Act that we are
extending even further with this bill,
the War Powers Act allows the Presi-
dent to send troops to hot spots with-
out congressional approval for up to 60
days.
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But no, those troops are to remain
within U.S. command and control.
Nothing in the War Powers Act allows
for U.N. foreign command and control
over U.S. troops. The integrity of the
U.S. chain of command is still intact
even after the War Powers Act, and |
do not like the War Powers Act.

But, Mr. Chairman, | urge my col-
leagues to read the clear, plain lan-
guage of section 2 or section 3 of this
bill. The other side of the coin, the
United Nations Participation Act, spe-
cifically provides that when we con-
template a deployment in the United
Nations chapter 6, peace observation,
no prior congressional approval is re-
quired. That U.S. participation in U.N.
chapter 6 millions is limited to 1,000
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noncombatant troops who will not be
in harm’s way.

Finally today, though, we have H.R.
3308. the fact is, Mr. Chairman, H.R.
3308 allows the President of the United
States to place America’s sons and
daughters under U.N. foreign control
without congressional input and with-
out the operation of law or without a
congressional vote, only a certification
from the President that these are the
reasons why he called American troops
up and placed them in harm’s way.
H.R. 3308, section 3, states that the
U.N. foreign control over U.S. Armed
Forces is allowed, again, if the Presi-
dent only certifies. The bottom line of
H.R. 3308 would allow the President to
put our sons and daughters in harm’s
way.

I will just wind up and say that as a
student of history | think that this bill
is extending the President’s powers
much further than what presidential
candidate Dole stated and what our Re-
publican platform says. Please consider
that.

Mr. LONGLEY. Mr. Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land [Mr. BARTLETT].

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr.
Chairman, | would like to thank my
friend from ldaho for her remarks be-
cause they were my concerns about
this bill. I was the only member of the
Committee on National Security to
vote against this bill when it came to
our committee, and the reasons | voted
against it were those that were ex-
pressed by my colleague. | had a prob-
lem with the wording that said that
the President should consult closely
with Congress regarding any United
Nations peace operation that could in-
volve U.S. combat forces. More than
consulting is required.

The U.N. Participation Act of 1945, as
amended in 1949, says very clearly that
in any U.N. Chapter 7 operation that
the approval of the Congress is in-
volved. Essentially every one of the
U.N. operations has been Chapter 7.
There has never been a Chapter 6.

I want to express my thanks to the
gentleman from Maine, Mr. LONGLEY,
and particularly to chairman SPENCE
for helping to work out this problem.
The concerns of my colleague from
Idaho have been addressed in the man-
ager’s amendment which will come
shortly, which addresses my problems
with this part of the bill.

I had a second problem with the bill,
and that is that all that was required
for our young men and women to be re-
quired to wear the insignia of the Unit-
ed Nations was a certification by the
President. | thought that this was a
violation of article 1, section 9 of the
Constitution, and | have an amend-
ment which will subsequently come to
the floor which will address this prob-
lem.

So both of the problems that | origi-
nally had with this bill, which were
similar to those that my friend from
Idaho had, are addressed in the man-
ager’s amendment which will come up
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next and with my amendment which
will follow that, so I now am in full
support of the bill, and | hope that,
having corrected these defects in the
original bill, that my colleague from
Idaho will also be in full support of
these bills after these amendments
have been passed.

Mr. LONGLEY. Mr. Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Ken-
tucky [Mr. ROGERS].

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for yielding this time to
me.

Mr. Chairman, | support this bill be-
cause it protects our fighting men and
women from incompetent leadership at
the U.N., military leadership.

I am chairman of the Subcommittee
on Commerce, Justice and State in the
Committee on Appropriations that
funds the U.N. contributions that we
make, as well as the peacekeeping con-
tributions that we give to the United
Nations. We have been working to
limit U.S. support for additional so-
called peacekeeping operations and to
reduce the U.S. burden, the share that
we are required to pay for those mis-
sions. During the last 3 years we have
seen this phrase, aggressive
multilateralism, carried to an extreme,
run amok, if my colleagues will, be-
cause we were involved at one time in
around 18 U.N. peacekeeping missions
around the world simultaneously, and |
found out at one point in time—it has
been improved somewhat—but at one
point in time there were some 40 people
at the United Nations attempting to
manage 18 worldwide military oper-
ations in extreme circumstances in
some instances. It just would not work.
They were not working on weekends;
they were working only regular hours.
If one got in trouble in Somalia or
somewhere else where we were involved
in a peacekeeping operation after 5
o’clock New York time until 8 o’clock
the next morning, ‘““Sorry, we are out
of business,” the phones did not an-
swer. On weekends, the same thing.

How can we run military operations
in that fashion? | do not want Amer-
ican forces exposed to that kind of in-
competent leadership as we saw in So-
malia, the results of that and the
deaths of several beloved United States

soldiers, and so | support this bill.
They have incompetent leadership;
they have incompatible communica-

tions gear, among other things. | urge
the adoption of the bill.

Mr. LONGLEY. Mr. Chairman, | yield
4 minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. GILMAN], the distinguished
chairman of the Committee on Inter-
national Relations.

(Mr. GILMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for yielding this time to
me.

Mr. Chairman, | am pleased to join
the distinguished principal sponsor of
this legislation, the gentleman from
Maine [Mr. LONGLEY], and the distin-
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guished chairman of our Committee on
National Security, the gentleman from
South Carolina [Mr. SPENCE], in urging
the House to adopt H.R. 3308, the Unit-
ed States Armed Forces Protection Act
of 1996.

This legislation is the culmination of
almost 4 years of effort on this side of
the aisle to curb the misguided impulse
of this administration to subordinate
the finest fighting men and women in
the world, our U.S. Armed Forces, to
the command of the United Nations.

We all remember the disaster that
this administration’s excessive reli-
ance on the United Nations led us to in
Somalia. This legislation is intended to
reduce the risk of similar U.N. peace-
keeping disasters in the future.

At the same time, the legislation is
carefully designed to preserve flexibil-
ity for the President to respond as
needed, and in coordination with the
United Nations if necessary, to unex-
pected threats to our national security.

Though some are sure to complain
that this legislation interferes with the
President’s constitutional prerogatives
as Commander in Chief, nothing could
be further from the truth. Contrary to
what some have claimed, the President
does not have inherent constitutional
authority to put U.S. Armed Forces
under the operational control of whom-
ever he pleases.

The fact is that this legislation stops
well short of some of the things that
we clearly could do consistent with the
Constitution, such as prohibit foreign
operational control of U.S. forces alto-
gether, or require Senate confirmation
of foreign commanders whom the
President wants to put in charge of our
forces.

Title 10 of the United States Code al-
ready contains a legal requirement
that senior U.S. military officers be
confirmed by the Senate before they
are put in command of U.S. forces. Op-
ponents of this legislation should be
glad that we have not sought to extend
that requirement to foreign military
officers, as we clearly could do.

In 1993 and again in 1994, Mr. SPENCE
and | offered amendments to the de-
fense authorization bill very similar to
the legislation before us. Regrettably,
both of those amendments were de-
feated on party line votes.

Legislation along these lines was in-
cluded in the Contract With America,
and was approved by the House in 1995
in the bill H.R. 7. Regrettably, when
that provision reached President Clin-
ton as part of the defense authorization
bill for 1996, he cited that provision as
one of his reasons for vetoing the bill.
In order to get that bill enacted, Mr.
SPENCE was forced by the President to
agree to drop this vital provision from
their bill.

It is time, Mr. Chairman, to right
that wrong. It is time to enact this
vital provision from the Contract With
America, and to give the brave men
and women of our Armed Forces the
protection they deserve.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 4 minutes to my distinguished
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colleague, the gentlewoman from Colo-
rado [Mrs. SCHROEDER].

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, |
thank my colleague for yielding, and |
rise in opposition to this bill because |
am very troubled by what it really
means long term.

As one of the people who talked
about burden sharing and the fact that
the United States should not be a 911
number for the world, and another fact
out there is the President is trying
very hard to hold an alliance together
in the no-fly zone, to try and keep this
alliance solidified, | think the timing
of this bill is terribly dangerous. |
think it goes against what so many of
us have advocated in trying to get the
rest of the world to pull a stronger oar.
We all understand why we had to stand
there and be Atlas-like in the post-
World War 11 period, because the rest of
the world was devastated, but today
many of our allies have rebuilt, and yet
they still want to cast all of that on
our shoulders, and what we are doing
with this bill is giving them one more
reason why they say, ‘““You clearly
want to go it alone.”

Now let me point out some things
that | think are terribly important.
No. 1, this bill does not even differen-
tiate between humanitarian missions
and combat missions. As my colleagues
know, those are two very major dis-
tinctions. No. 2, everybody, and we
have got testimony from different offi-
cers of the U.S. military, everyone
agrees that U.S. troops are under com-
mand and control of the United States
even in these missions, that only oper-
ational oversight is delegated to who-
ever that officer might me, and under
that operational authority any U.S.
soldier is not to do anything that is in
violation of U.S. law or U.S. policy.

And so as a consequence we all know
every country in the United Nations is
hesitant about surrendering total con-
trol. But someone has to kind of out-
line the operational control so people
do not fall over each other and really
make tremendous mistakes. We have
been doing that forever. So people are
getting that mixed up, and here what
we are doing is blurring that line and
trying to get people very excited about
that.

The gentleman from California [Mr.
DeELLUMS] has spoken about what the
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr.
JONES] has said. We have got testimony
from many other military officers, in-
cluding the U.S. officer who was in
charge of the Haiti mission, who was
both under the United Nations and
under the United States, explaining
how this is harmful. So | think there
are many, many reasons that we really
should slow down and look at this.
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We also have testimony, and we have
had people saying that if this bill had
been in effect at the time President
Bush tried to assemble the world
against Saddam Hussein, he could not
have done it.
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Now, think about that. Think about
that. Here we are, trying to reassemble
that coalition, to stand up to Saddam
Hussein, so here we come with this.
What kind of message is that? So we go
forward and as we advocate more and
more that the rest of the world is to
take its justifiable role, and it must
play a role, we cannot do this for the
whole world when we are only 3 percent
of the world’s population. If we are
going to insist that everybody else does
that, what are we saying when we pass
this bill?

I understand the politics of it, but |
just hope people read it and read what
our very own military people say about
it and our very own Defense Depart-
ment says about it.

I thank the gentleman from Califor-
nia for his quiet leadership in this, in
trying to bring some common sense to
a heated debate.

Mr. LONGLEY. Mr. Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from California [Mr.
CUNNINGHAM].

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, |
have heard a lot of different speakers
talk. Let me say from personal experi-
ence, | served on 7th Fleet staff and
was in charge of all defense of South-
east Asia countries. That included both
the host countries as well as our allied
countries. That was Team Spirit, Tan-
gent Flash, Cobra Gold, and others in
Southeast Asia.

Let me tell the Members why | sup-
port this bill. We need our troops under
U.S. command. Let me give a classic
example. In Somalia, the administra-
tion changed the mission from humani-
tarian to going after General Aideed.
The administration then reduced the
amount of forces, making us vulner-
able, and at the request of armor from
our own military commanders, the ad-
ministration denied that request. It
took 7 hours to get to our Rangers in
Mogadishu. We lost 18 Rangers under
U.N. control. They had tanks and
armor available to get in to those
troops. We had a person die because
they bled to death, because we could
not get to them.

All we are asking for is that our
troops are guided and administered and
operationally controlled by U.S. com-
manders and that they have the power
to request assets at the same time.

Another case, in Bosnia. Remember
when this country bombed Bosnia-
Herzegovina? Not even the President of
the United States or the Vice President
of the United States or the Secretary
of Defense of the United States knew
that U.S. troops were committed to
war in Bosnia-Herzegovina, because the
United Nations, under Boutros
Boutros-Ghali, ordered it. We are say-
ing we want our troops to fall under
U.S. control. We think that is very,
very important, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 3 minutes to my distinguished
colleague, the gentleman from New
Mexico [Mr. RICHARDSON].
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(Mr. RICHARDSON asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me.

Mr. Chairman, what we have here is
an unfortunate debate at a time when
it is important to send a signal that
the country is united behind the Presi-
dent, our Commander in Chief. At this
very moment, we have dealt with mili-
tary action against lIraq for purposes
that are bipartisan in support, for
international reasons. Yet, once again,
if this bill passes, and | can hear a
train moving, the message is going to
be the United States again is going it
alone, snubbing their nose at the Unit-
ed Nations. Right now with our allies
we have had difficulty getting them to
back some of our actions in Iraq. So we
are sending an unfortunate message at
a very unfortunate time.

Be that as it may. What | think is
clear in this debate is this: No. 1, the
reason we are having this debate is, |
think appropriate, the fact that we
have to be very careful when we have
limited, temporary operational control
of foreign commanders. This has been
critically important to our constitu-
ents. They worry about this. But what
we are doing in this bill, the require-
ment for Presidential certification be-
fore putting U.S. forces under U.N. op-
eration and control, is unacceptable. It
is also unconstitutional.

Why do we want to tie the hands of
the President of the United States?
The President is the Commander in
Chief. He has to have the discretion to
place U.S. military units under limited
temporary U.N. operational control if
that is the most effective way to en-
sure our security interests.

What this bill does, it infringes on
the exclusive constitutional preroga-
tives of the President as Commander in
Chief to determine command and con-
trol assignments. The discretion to
place U.S. military units under limited
operational control of foreign com-
manders has been part of our Nation’s
security policy since its founding. The
reality is it has worked well, because
our military leaders know it is impor-
tant to not place any of our troops in
any danger and they know the sensitiv-
ity to this issue of the American peo-
ple. So why do we not let our military,
our Commander in Chief, make these
choices, instead of coming in here,
passing a bill that basically says, Unit-
ed Nations, you cannot do anything.
We are going to be the world’s police-
man. That is the message we are send-
ing.

Under longstanding U.S. policy, and
here it is, | am going to read it because
it is critically important, this is the
Clinton administration policy on re-
forming multilateral peace operations,
May of 1994:

“The President retains and will never re-
linquish command author