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Most recently the United States formed 

the wrong agenda which jeopardized its rela-
tions with Sudan. As Donald Patterson, the 
last United States Ambassador to Sudan, 
wrote, ‘‘The Clinton administration’s con-
tinuing criticism of Sudan, its call for a 
cease-fire, and the lead it had taken in the 
United Nations to bring about the adoption 
of resolutions condemning Sudan put addi-
tional strains on U.S.-Sudanese relations.’’ 
The damage to relations could have easily 
been avoided if cooperation would have been 
used. Instead, the policies were formed in the 
sole interests of the United States. 

This is not the most advantageous way to 
support democratic reforms of emerging na-
tions. Sudan has many Islamic fundamental-
ists who resist the modernization and liber-
alization of their country. This is the root 
cause of the hostility. The country in the 
mid-1980’s was going through a ‘‘transi-
tional’’ period where a new constitution was 
established along with a new government. 
Political fragmentation between the NIF, 
SPLA, and others led to a lack of cohesive-
ness that is necessary for a new government. 
This allowed for the strengthening of Islamic 
fundamentalist ideas and the subsequent loss 
of budding democratic ideals. If the United 
States had cultivated its relationship with 
the Sudanese, then the prospects for a true 
democracy would have had more time to 
flourish. Both regional security and demo-
cratic ideals were compromised because of 
the United States’ lack of legitimate and 
meaningful foreign policy directed towards 
Sudan. 

In the future, conflicts will continue to be 
defined by root causes of religious and social 
differences, but to reduce the animosity 
amongst these nations, it is imperative that 
the United States establish policy with the 
cooperation as the guiding principle. With 
globalization, only through cooperation can 
effective policies be created. The post-Soviet 
world, specifically for Tajikistan and Sudan, 
has meant difficulty for the formulation of 
United States’ foreign policy. The principle 
of cooperation was often placed second be-
hind the self-interests of the United States. 
Future conflicts, similar to Tajikistan and 
Sudan, deserve the United States’ help and 
cooperation in the rendering of both regional 
security and the promotion of democracy. 
Only through these goals will the society of 
the 21st Century attain true and lasting 
peace.
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REMEMBERING KOREAN WAR 
VETERANS 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, this 
weekend we will commemorate an im-
portant day in American history. June 
25th, the 50th anniversary of the start 
of the Korean War, will provide all 
Americans the opportunity to pause 
and remember the men and women who 
fought and died in the Korean War. 

Some historians refer to the Korean 
War as the ‘‘forgotten war.’’ Perhaps 
the reason the Korean War has receded 
in our memories is because it was un-
like either the war that preceded it or 
the war that followed it. Rationing 
brought World War II into every Amer-
ican home. And television brought the 
Vietnam War into every home with un-
forgettable images and daily updates. 

But Korea was different. Except for 
those who actually fought there, Korea 
was a distant land and eventually, a 
distant memory. Today, as we remem-
ber those who served in Korea, it is fit-
ting that we remember what happened 
in Korea, and why we fought there. 

The wall of the Korean War Veterans 
Memorial in Washington, DC, bears an 
inscription that reads, ‘‘Freedom is not 
free.’’ And in the case of South Korea, 
the price of repelling communist ag-
gression and preserving freedom was 
very high indeed. Nearly one-and-a-half 
million Americans fought to prevent 
the spread of communism into South 

Korea. It was the bloodiest armed con-
flict in which our nation has ever en-
gaged. In three years, 54,246 Americans 
died in Korea—nearly as many as were 
killed during the 15 years of the Viet-
nam War. 

The nobility of their sacrifice is now 
recorded for all of history in the Ko-
rean War Veterans Memorial. As you 
walk through the memorial and look 
into the faces of the 19 soldier-statues, 
you can feel the danger surrounding 
them. But you can also feel the cour-
age with which our troops confronted 
that danger. It is a fitting tribute, in-
deed, to the sacrifices of those who 
fought and died in Korea. 

But there is also another tribute half 
a world away. And that is democracy 
in the Republic of South Korea. Over 
the last five decades, the special rela-
tionship between our two nations that 
was forged in war has grown into a gen-
uine partnership. Our two nations are 
more prosperous, and the world is 
safer, because of it. 

The historic summit in North Korea 
earlier this month offers new hope for 
a reduction in tensions and enhanced 
stability in the region. We can dream 
of a day when Korea is unified under a 
democratic government and freedom is 
allowed to thrive. 

As we continue to move forward, 
however, we pause today to remember 
how the free world won an important 
battle in the struggle against com-
munism in South Korea. Let us not for-
get that it is the responsibility of all 
those who value freedom to remember 
that struggle and to honor those who 
fought it. The enormous sacrifices they 
made for our country should never be 
forgotten.
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SUBMITTING CHANGES TO THE 
BUDGETARY AGGREGATES AND 
APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE 
ALLOCATION 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, sec-
tion 314 of the Congressional Budget 
Act, as amended, requires the Chair-
man of the Senate Budget Committee 
to adjust the appropriate budgetary ag-
gregates and the allocation for the Ap-
propriations Committee to reflect 
amounts provided for continuing dis-
ability reviews (CDRs) and adoption as-
sistance. 

I hereby submit revisions to the 2001 
Senate Appropriations Committee allo-
cations, pursuant to section 302 of the 
Congressional Budget Act, in the fol-
lowing amounts:

[Dollars in millions] 

Budget 
authority Outlays 

Current Allocation: 
General purpose discretionary .............................. $541,095 $547,279
Highways .............................................................. ................ 26,920
Mass transit ......................................................... ................ 4,639
Mandatory ............................................................. 327,787 310,215

Total ................................................................. 868,882 889,053
Adjustments 

General purpose discretionary .............................. +470 +408
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