
20368 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 

SENATE-Wednesday, September 8, 1993 

September 8, 1993 

(Legislative day of Tuesday , September 7, 1993) 

The Senate met at 9 a.m., on the ex
piration of the recess, and was called to 
order by the Honorable BEN 
NIGHTHORSE CAMPBELL, a Senator from 
the State of Colorado. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Today's 
prayer will be offered by the Reverend 
Richard C. Halverson, Jr. , Falls 
Church, VA. 

PRAYER 
The guest chaplain, the Reverend 

Richard C. Halverson, Jr., offered the 
following prayer: 

Let us pray: 
Father in Heaven, when King Solo

mon began his reign, he prayed-above 
all-for wisdom to oversee the king
dom. And he recorded in Your book 
these inspiring words: There was a little 
city, and a few men within it; and there 
came a great king against it, and besieged 
it, and built great bulwarks against it : 
Now there was found in it a poor wise 
man, and he by his wisdom delivered the 
city; yet no man remembered that same 
poor man. Then said / , Wisdom is better 
than strength: nevertheless the poor 
man's wisdom is despised, and his words 
are not heard. The words of wise men are 
heard in quiet more than the cry of him 
that ruleth among fools. - Ecclesiastes 
9:14-17. 

Lord, as Members of the Senate and 
their staffs seek to manage this great 
Nation, we beseech You, once again, for 
wisdom. We pray for the poor wise man 
or woman in our midst who may be for
gotten or despised. And we ask for ears 
to hear the quiet words of the wise over 
the boisterous counsel of the foolish. 

We humbly make this request to an 
orr..niscient God who, for our deliver
ance, has already sent us that poor 
wise man, through the lineage of Solo
mon, in the person of a gentle Jewish 
carpenter. Amen. 

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempore [Mr. BYRD] . 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
the following letter: 

U .S . SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TF:MPORE, 

Washington , DC, September 8, 1993. 
To the Senate: 

Under the provisions of rule I , section 3, of 
the Sta nding Rules of t he Senate, I h er eby 
appoint the Honorable BEN NIGHTHORSE 

CAMPBELL, a Senator from the State of Colo
rado, to perform the duties of the Chair. 

ROBERT C. BYRD, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. CAMPBELL thereupon assumed 
the chair as Acting President pro tem
pore. 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore . Under the previous order, the 
leadership time is reserved. 

MORNING BUSINESS 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. Under the previous order, there 
will now be a period for the transaction 
of morning business, not to extend be
yond the hour of 9:30 a .m., with Sen
ators permitted to speak therein for 
not to exceed 5 minutes each. 

The time until 9:30 a.m. shall be 
under the control of the majority lead
er or his designee. 

Mr. WOFFORD addressed the Chair. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The Senator from Pennsylvania. 
Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, in the 

weeks and months ahead, our main 
order of business in the Congress and 
the country is to enact comprehensive 
health care reform that will control 
costs and guarantee health security to 
every American throughout their lives, 
regardless of where they live or work. 
It will be the most important legisl~
tive effort of our generation. 

But as we consider the reams of sta
tistics and pages of complex analysis , 
let us remember the much more down
to-earth realities that are driving us 
forward toward action: The skyrocket
ing costs, the growing insecurity, the 
confusing paperwork that our current 
health care system is imposing on 
American families and companies. 

I spent a good part of the August re
cess traveling from one end of Penn
sylvania to the other, talking to fami
lies and business owners, doctors and 
nurses about what is wrong with our 
current health care system; and about 
the many local and community-based 
efforts in our State to deliver univer
sal , cost-efficient care which can serve 
as models for national reform. 

During my trip , I went to a backyard 
barbecue at the home of Jim and Jan 
McCall in Erie, where I met with 
northwestern Pennsylvania families 
who are suffering from the fri ghtening 
cost and insecurity of our current 
heal th care system. One of them was 
Pat Cooper of Corry, PA. Her husband, 

Ted, worked for 43 years at 
CorryHiebert, an office equipment 
manufacturer. He retired in 1988, se
cure with a pension and package of 
health benefits. At least so he thought. 

In April of this year, after years of 
increasing premiums, CorryHiebert an
nounced that it was completely drop
ping heal th care coverage for former 
employees. 

Just to show you how absurd our sys
tem is, the company continues to cover 
Pat Cooper, even though she was never 
an employee herself because she is not 
as old as Ted. But the Coopers ' share of 
the cost is already more than it was 
when the company covered both of 
them. CorryHiebert used to deduct $141 
from Ted's pension check to cover both 
of them. Now it deducts $195 just for 
Pat 's health care benefits . 

CorryHiebert's decision to cut off re
tiree benefits has forced the Coopers to 
find another insurer for Ted and pay 
twice what they had been paying for 
their insurance. All that now remains 
of Ted 's pension check at the end of the 
month is $16.44. After 43 years of dedi
cation to his company-$16.44 a month. 

Mr. Cooper suffers from Parkinson's 
disease. The Coopers ' combined pre
scription drug bill is about $900 per 
month. Under Ted 's old plan with his 
former employer, 80 percent of his pre
scription drug costs were paid for. 
Since CorryHiebert cut off Ted's re
tiree health benefits , the Coopers now 
must pay half of Ted 's prescription 
drug costs over and above their month
ly insurance premiums. 

The Coopers had hoped to qualify for 
Pennsylvania's excellent PACE Pro
gram, which helps older citizens buy 
prescription drugs at a discounted rate. 
But like so many Americans, they are 
caught in the middle class squeeze-too 
poor to live comfortably after paying 
the bills, but not poor enough to qual
ify for State aid. 

Unless we take action, the Coopers ' 
situation is likely to get worse before 
it gets better. The weak economy has 
forced CorryHiebert to lay off one-third 
of its work force. As they continue to 
cut costs, what remains of the Coopers ' 
health care coverage is likely to be the 
next thing to be cut. 

The Coopers are not alone. Across 
the country, workers who have given 
decades of their lives to their compa
nies are being left out in the cold by 
cutbacks in retiree health benefits
benefits they fought for , worked for , 
and were promised by their employers. 
Retirees at the UNISYS Corp. in Blue 
Bell , PA and Allegheny International 
in Pittsburgh face a similar crisis. 

e This '"buller" symbo l identifies srarements o r inserrions which are no t spoken by a Member of the Senate on rhe floor. 
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These are people who showed up to 

work every day, paid their taxes , paid 
their dues and often took lower wages 
in order to receive some peace and se
curity in retirement. But, in the last 
few months, more and more companies 
have either reduced retiree health ben
efits or dropped coverage altogether
because costs are out of control. 

This problem does not just hurt retir
ees. It affects all of us. When compa
nies cut off retiree health benefits, 
what they are really doing is shifting 
those costs right onto the taxpayers, 
because many of those older citizens 
will have to turn to Medicaid or even
tually to Medicare. 

It is good news, reported in yester
day 's Washington Post, that the Presi
dent 's health care proposal will provide 
for middle and low-income early retir
ees * * * exactly the people who are 
often encouraged to retire before they 
qualify for Medicare and are the most 
vulnerable to cutbacks. But between 
now and the time reform delivers that 
universal coverage, retirees like Ted 
Cooper are in danger of being left out 
in the cold. 

That is why I have introduced the 
Retiree Health Benefits Protection 
Act, which would make it easier for re
tirees to defend their heal th benefits in 
court, and it would require companies 
to continue to provide benefits, while 
the lawyers argue. 

That is only a stopgap. The central 
battle for health care security is now 
upon us. And I sense a real spirit of bi
partisanship, a shared commitment 
among Democrats and Republicans, 
Congress and the White House, to work 
together on a plan that will turn the 
right to affordable health care into a 
reality for all Americans. 

The Coopers celebrated their 46th 
wedding anniversary over Labor Day 
weekend. I hope that spirit will help us 
move forward-and not stop until we 
have the job done-so that Pat and Ted 
Cooper celebrate their 47th anniver
sary, secure in the knowledge that 
they will not be cut off from the health 
care they need and deserve. 

It will not be an easy job, I know. 
But to any of those who will give us all 
the reasons why we cannot change, 
why we cannot take action on com
prehensive reform, the Coopers are two 
more faces of the health care crisis who 
answer that we cannot afford not to. 

Mr. SMITH addressed the Chair. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore . The Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. SMITH] is recognized. 

A NEW POW DOCUMENT FROM 
MOSCOW 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I rise 
today to speak very briefly about a 
matter of great national importance. I 
know this is the majority leader's 
time. I thank him for giving me just a 
couple of minutes to speak on what 

should truly be a nonpartisan matter. I 
am referring to the issue of those 
American POW's and MIA's who never 
came home from Southeast Asia some 
20 years ago when Operation Home
coming ended on April 1, 1973. 

This past weekend in Moscow, the 
United States concluded its sixth for
mal meeting with the Russian Govern
ment as part of our joint efforts begun 
18 months ago to investigate the fate of 
POW's from past wars. As a Senate 
Member appointed to this Joint Com
mission by President Bush last year , I 
am obligated to report to this Chamber 
what transpired in Moscow late last 
week. 

Gen. Dmitri Volkogonov, a distin
guished Russian historian and close ad
viser to President Boris Yeltsin and 
head of the Russian side of the Joint 
Commission on POW's has turned over 
to the United States side another dra
matic and deeply troubling document 
concerning American POW's from the 
Vietnam war which I will briefly de
scribe in just a moment. 

But first , to put this newly unearthed 
document in perspective, let me re
mind my colleagues that in April of 
this year , the Russians officially 
turned over to the United States side 
another document on American POW's 
from the Vietnam war. This was a Rus
sian translation of a 1972 North Viet
namese politburo presentation which, 
in part, referenced the total number of 
American POW's being held at the 
time-a number far greater than those 
who returned a few months later at the 
end of the war. In fact, it was several 
hundred more. 

The information in the document 
turned over to us in April was acquired 
by the Soviet GRU from the North Vi
etnamese and was officially sent by the 
GRU to the Central Committee of the 
Communist Party of the Soviet 
Union-that is President Brezhnev, Mr. 
Gromyko, and the top Soviet politburo 
members at the time. Moreover, the 
character of this document has been 
authenticated as genuine by the Rus
sian Government, mainly General 
Volkogonov, who met with me in my 
office this past June and personally as
sured me that the presentation to the 
North Vietnamese did, in fact, take 
place in 1972, even though the Vietnam
ese denied it when this earlier docu
ment was discovered this past spring. 

I do not want to go into all the de
tails of this earlier document , because 
that is well known, except to say that 
I have done a complete analysis of this . 
document which I have sent directly to 
President Clinton and to Ambassador 
Toon who heads the United States side 
to the Joint Commission. I ask unani
mous consent to have this analysis ap
pear in the RECORD following my re
marks. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore . Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

(See exhibit 1. ) 
Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, the new 

archival document just acquired last 
week is a Russian translation of yet 
another North Vietnamese politburo 
presentation , this one from late De
cember 1970-almost 3 years before the 
end of the war and the return of POW's 
at homecoming. In the presentation, a 
North Vietnamese personality is in
forming his politburo , in secret session , 
that they are holding 735 captured 
American fliers in North Vietnam, and 
that the list of 368 American POW's 
which they had just provided to the 
staff of the Senator from Massachu
setts, Senator KENNEDY, in Paris in De
cember 1970, was for diplomatic pur
poses only and did not represent the 
true number of American POW's held 
at the time. 

Let me just quickly read the exact 
language from that document. 

Now, I want to stop on one more issue
about the captured American fliers. The 
total number of captured American fliers in 
the DRV consists of 735 people. As I have al
ready stated, we published the names of 368 
fliers. That's our diplomatic step. If the 
Americans will agree to withdraw their 
forces from South Vietnam, we will , for a be
ginning, return these 368 people to them; and 
when the Americans finish withdrawing 
their forces, we will give the rest back to 
them. 

Now, Mr. President, in 1973, only 591 
American POW's captured in Southeast 
Asia by North Vietnamese forces were 
returned by Hanoi. Yet , based on this 
new information, and when you add in 
the pilots captured between 1970 and 
1973, several hundred more American 
POW's should have been returned by 
the North Vietnamese , and were not , 
for whatever reason. 

I believe I know the reason, and I 
would invite my colleagues to closely 
examine the hearing record of the com
mittee I co-chaired last year, the Se
lect Committee on POW/MIA Affairs , 
to find out why, and I am specifically 
referring to our hearings on the Paris 
peace accords. 

I will not take any more of the Sen
ate 's time this morning to discuss this 
topic now, except to say that President 
Clinton, by law, must decide in the 
next few days whether to renew his au
thority to maintain our trade embargo 
against Hanoi, or let it expire on Sep
tember 14. I have communicated my 
views to the President in writing on 
this matter urging him to maintain 
our leverage on Vietnam, so we can fi
nally, after all these years, negotiate 
with Hanoi an honorable solution to 
this issue- and by honorable , I mean a 
solution that will allow Americans and 
the POW/MIA families to learn the 
truth. 

Given these new revelations, Mr. 
President, to do anything less, would 
in my opinion, constitute abandonment 
of our remaining POW's and MIA's . 

Since this newly found document has 
just been officially released by the 
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Pentagon to the National League of 
POW/MIA Families and to the press , I 
ask unanimous consent that the offi
cial English translation of the docu
ment appear in the RECORD following 
my remarks. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

(See exhibit 2. ) 
Mr. SMITH. I congratulate the Pen

tagon and the State Department for 
not doing what it did last time 
around-which was to classify and 
withhold the earlier document from 
the American people while at the same 
time giving it to the Vietnamese. How
ever, I think the Defense Department 
press talking points on this new docu
ment are pitiful. I will let that speak 
for itself for those who choose to read 
it. 

Thank you, Mr. President, and my 
thanks to President Yeltsin and Gen
eral Volkogonov for their efforts to get 
this information to us. And let me also 
thank my colleagues who served with 
me on the Select Committee on POW/ 
MIA Affairs. As those Members know, 
the efforts of our committee were in
strumental last year in forming the 
Joint Commission on POW's with Rus
sia-specifically our first trip to Mos
cow in February 1992, and the subse
quent staff visits. 

I hope the rest of my colleagues will 
closely review this matter. 

I yield the floor . 
EXHIBIT 1 

REPORT TO AMBASSADOR MALCOLM TOON, 
CHAIRMAN OF THE UNITED ST A TES SIDE OF 
THE JOINT UNITED STATES/RUSSIAN COMMIS
SION ON POW/MIA'S FROM UNITED STATES 
SENATOR BOB SMITH, COMMISSIONER, JULY 
21, 1993 

(An interim analysis of the 1972 translation 
of a North Vietnamese report concerning 
United States POW's discovered in 1993 in 
the archives of the former Soviet Union 
and subsequently provided to the United 
States side of the Joint United States/Rus
sian Commission on POW/MIA's) 

I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
A. Dr. Stephen Morris , the man who first 

discovered the North Vietnamese report on 
POWs in Russian language form , deserves 
special thanks from the United States of 
America. General Dmitri Volkogonov, head 
of the Russian side to the U.S./Russian Joint 
Commission on POW/MIAs, likewise deserves 
our gratitude for continuing to open the ar
chives of the former Soviet Union in an ef
fort to resolve outstanding humanitarian is
sues such as the fate of our POWs and MIAs. 

B. The report found by Dr. Morris contains 
numerous statements which can be corrobo
rated by U.S. knowledge. Because of this, I 
am convinced the presentation took place in 
1972. In the absence of convincing evidence to 
the contrary from Vietnam, I can only as
sume that from 1964 to 1973, the leadership of 
North Vietnam withheld the total number 
and identity of American POWs in Vietnam, 
Laos, and Cambodia over whom it had direct 
control. 

C. The position of the Socialist Republic of 
Vietnam that the report in Russian language 
form is a " pure fabrication" which they 

" completely reject " is unacceptable to me, 
and I believe, the majority of the American 
people. This matter is still wide open. 

D. The U.S. Government does not know the 
fate of many of its missing personnel in Viet
nam and Laos, and the U.S. Government 
should stop believing that it knows the fate 
of just about everybody. It's time people 
study the facts, even if it means revisiting 
" old" issues. 

II. DESCRIPTION OF THE REPORT AND ITS 
CONTENTS 

The text of the report which has been pro
vided to the United States is in Russian lan
guage form. However, the cover page to the 
report in Russian language is dated " Mos
cow-1972" and clearly states that the report 
is a " translation from Vietnamese into Rus
sian. " The Russian language cover indicates 
that the translation was done by the General 
Staff of the Armed Forces of the USSR, Main 
Intelligence Directorate (GRU). 

The GRU cover page to the report de
scribes the enclosed report as a " Report of 
the Deputy Chief of the General Staff of the 
VNA (Vietnamese People's Army) General
Lieutenant Tran Van Quang at the Politburo 
Meeting of the TSK PTV 15 September 1972." 
(TsK PTV is Russian for 'Tsentralnij 
Komitet Part11 Trudyashchikhsya V'etnama' 
or in english, 'Central Committee of the 
Workers Party of Vietnam.') 

Summary of the Report 's Contents 
General Quang begins the report by indi

cating that " today" he will describe meas
ures which have been worked out for imple
menting the resolutions of the 23rd Plenum 
of the Central Committee which he supports 
and that he will give an evaluation of vic
tories which have been gained by North Viet
nam during the war from " the period from 30 
March 72 to the present. " 

He indicates that the military situation is 
developing favorably, and he discloses that 
several meetings have occurred between the 
United States and Vietnam " aimed at devel
oping measures on resolving the Vietnam 
issue .. .. " General Quang indicates that 
proposals offered by the U.S. side had been 
rejected. 

He th~n discloses that secret meetings in 
Paris have taken place between the U.S. and 
North Vietnam, and that these meetings 
have once again shown the " deranged nature 
of the proposals put forward by the Amer
ican side." 

Quang goes on to indicate that North Viet
nam had maintained its position during 
these secret meetings, " the essence of which 
includes the following: if the U.S. truly 
wants to resolve the Vietnam issue, then 
above all else, it must refuse to support the 
Nguyen Van Thieu regime, and only after
wards will we engage in a discussion about a 
cease-fire . This demand is the main tenet in 
our conflict against the American 
imperalists. If Nixon continues adhering to 
his policy of 'Vietnamization' of the war and 
desires to leave the present Saigon Govern
ment of Thieu in power, then the peace 
nogotiations between us and the U.S. will 
not yield any results. " 

General Quang then reflects that " during 
our general offensive" , progress had clearly 
been made, but there had also been short
comings and mistakes. Quang mentions that 
he had previously discussed the lessons 
learned from these mistakes with the Polit- · 
buro, and that he would now report on " a 
number of positions regarding the scope of 
our future offensive." 

He then goes into considerable detail on 
how North Vietnam was succeeding in their 

plan to win over selected South Vietnamese 
personalities and " representatives of the 
Saigon authorities," and that several meet
ings had taken place. General Quang dis
cusses the details of separate meetings with 
five South Vietnamese personalities, and 
how these persons had become critical of 
Thieu and American policies and actions in 
Vietnam. Quang sums up by indicating they 
were also making progress in winning over 
people from the provinces and towns in the 
South, and as a result, " we see that we have 
chosen the correct course. This is also clear
ly indicated in the resolutions of the 23rd 
Plenum of the Central Committee." 

Quang indicates that the "Ba Be" plan had 
been developed and was being implemented 
in the South. He states that the goals of the 
plan were the elimination of people who " op
pose our course ' ' , to include those in leader
ship positions at the province-district level 
and above, as well as disruptive activities 
against the Saigon governing apparatus, and 
the acquisition of materials which " testify 
to crimes by Americans and their puppets 
with regard to the Vietnamese people ... " 
Quang states they must also attract neutral 
forces to their side, and describes an incident 
in which they had succeeded in the " demor
alization of the puppet army" through prop
aganda. 

Quang next describes results which "we in 
the propaganda organization recently 
achieved among the High Command staff, 
right up to Saigon Army generals, " and he 
describes meetings they had with two South 
Vietnamese army generals. 

Quang points out that dividing enemy 
ranks and lowering their will to resist was 
the goal of the "Ba Be" plan and that this 
was essential to " help us to attain successes 
at the Paris negotiations on Vietnam. " 
Quang stresses that forces needed to be in
serted as soon as possible so that implemen
tation of this goal would proceed " in the 
month of October in accordance with indi
cated deadlines. " 

Quang concludes with a final pitch for the 
need to fully implement the " Ba Be" plan by 
pointing out that "in the Paris negotiations 
on Vietnam we have met with a series of dif
ficulties in recent days. " As a result of " ex
changing opinions in private meetings with 
Kissinger", Quang emphasizes that Nixon 
was continuing to be stubborn in " continu
ing the aggressive war and maintaining the 
status quo. " He states that because of this 
stubbornness, " peaceful solution of the Viet
nam issue is not possible ... that is why we 
are resolved to carry out the Ba Be plan." 
Quang stresses that this would be their " first 
military thrust on the front aimed at resolv
ing the complicated political issue at the 
present stage. " 

Finally, in reference to the Ba Be plan, 
Quang reports that there had been a con
ference "yesterday" with the cadres respon
sible for carrying out the plan and that ev
erything had been worked out. He concludes 
this section of the report stating, " In sum
ming up what is stated above, it can be said 
that we are going in the right direction in 
carrying out our plans ... " 

The next part of the report concerns the 
number of American POWs captured and 
being held in North Vietnam. Quang states 
he is reporting " today" on this subject as 
the Politburo had asked him to. Quang be
gins this section by stating that their work 
with American POWs had been contemplated 
by the Politburo in previous decisions " such 
as decision No. 21 DST dated 3-3-71, and deci
sion No. 21 E dated 4-4-72. " He indicates that 
both of these earlier decisions concerned ex
ploitation of American POWs. He refers to 
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comrades " among us" who differ from the 
position of the Politburo, and urges them to 
understand that the issue is very complex. 

He then begins to tell them that they have 
captured a very large number of American 
POWs since " 5 August 1964" and that the 
total number has not been made public. He 
states, "At today 's Politburo session, I will 
report to you, Comrades, the exact number" 
of American POWs. 

General Quang reports that the total num
ber of American POWs captured to date 
"comprises 1205 people. " He then breaks this 
number down by country and categories of 
American servicemen. (Note: For a detailed 
analysis of the figures presented by Quang, 
please see Section " VI" of this interim anal
ysis.) 

Following this numerical breakdown, 
Quang reports that these American POWs 
are presently in 11 prisons in North Vietnam. 
He states that after the Son Tay raid in 1970, 
they had expanded the number of prisons to 
11 from 4 large prisons which they used to 
have, and that each prison now had approxi
mately 100 prisoners. 

Quang next indicates that they are holding 
16 " colonels" together from whom they are 
attempting to extract material and informa
tion, and that 104 " lieutenant colonels" were 
being held in another location where they 
were also attempting to extract information 
from them. Finally, he states that they have 
235 "majors" concentrated in two other loca
tions, and that the rest of the POWs were in 
other prisons. 

General Quang then describes a group of 
368 American POWs who were showing " pro
gressive" attitudes, and that these POWs 
would be released first if the progressive peo
ples of the world were successful in forcing 
Nixon to move toward a resolution of the po
litical issue. 

Quang informs his comrades that " we are 
carrying out work with this category of 
POWs to explain to them the aggressive na
ture of the war being conducted by the Nixon 
administration and the nature of the Nguyen 
Van Thieu regime, and also to make them 
understand the unjust character of this war 
which is inflicting great damage on the 
American people. One can assert that this 
group of POWs is progressive in their politi
cal views. " 

Quang then reports that there are an addi
tional 372 American POWs who hold " neu
tral " views and 465 American POWs who hold 
" reactionary" views. He points out that the 
senior officers held " reactionary" views, i.e. : 
" they do not condemn Nixon, they do not 
protest his policies, and they distort our 
course of action. " Quang rationalizes that 
this is because they are from rich families. 

General Quang emphasizes the need to con
tinue their work to make the American 
POWs understand that U.S. aggressiveness in 
the war and Nixon's stubbornness only 
delays their return to their homeland. 

Quang notes that they would soon be free
ing several POWs to " put pressure on the 
Nixon administration, observe his reaction 
and the reaction of the American public, as 
well as to demonstrate our good intentions 
in this matter. " 

He goes on to point out the three prin
ciples on which " we may resolve" the issue 
of the American POWs. The U.S. must com
ply with a cease-fire and the removal of 
Thieu, and that while the U.S. was . doing 
this, they would free " several more aviators 
from the number who are progressively in
clined." Next, " Nixon must compensate 
North Vietnam for the great damage in
flicted on it by this destructive war. " Quang 

states that Nixon continues to resist resolv
ing the Vietnamese question , thereby delay
ing the resolution of the American · POW 
issue. 

Quang then repeats that while he has ex
plained this issue to the Politburo, there are 
still comrades who don' t understand the 
American POW situation correctly. He 
stresses that the POW issue had to be re
solved in the context of setting the military 
and political aspect of the Vietnamese prob
lem. He emphasizes that they " would lose 
much" if they took the path of concession 
toward America and release the POWs. 

According to Quang, holding 1205 American 
POWs had " created certain difficulties for 
us, " but he goes on to point out that this 
was a great loss to the American military, 
particularly the Air Force, and that they 
were succeeding in collecting important data 
from the POWs. Quang states he is convinced 
this is the correct position. 

He tl1en indicates that 1205 American 
POWs was a large number, and that " we have 
officially published a list of only 368" Amer
ican POWs. He rationalizes that the U.S. 
government can only speculate on the true 
number of POWs based on their losses, and 
that, therefore, " we are keeping the number 
(of Americans POWs) secret." 

Quang again points out that there were 
comrades questioning the policy being im
plemented concerning American POWs. He 
stresses that " this is not political bargaining 
but rather a key condition and serious argu
ment for successful resolution of the Viet
nam problem. That is why the matter of the 
American POWs has great significance. 
Quang then condemns the " mistaken views 
of individuals among us on this matter." 

Quang concludes the section of the report 
on the American POWs by stating, " We firm
ly hold to our position-when the American 
government resolves the political and mili
tary issues on all three fronts of Indochina, 
we will set free all American POWs. We con
sider this a very correct course." 

The next part of the report is General 
Quang's concluding comments on the entire 
presentation he has given to the Politburo. 
He mentions the areas he has reported on, 
stating: 

"Today on assignment of the Supreme 
Command, the State Defense Council and the 
Military Committee of the Politburo, I re
ported to you on these matters so that the 
Politburo could study these problems, could 
express its opinion on them, and set forth 
forms and methods for their resolution ." He 
mentions that soon they will be developing 
new military plans for 1973, but for. now they 
were "occupied with matters of mobilization 
and training of reinforcements for all three 
Indochinese fronts. We should mobilize 
250,000 men, 200,000 of which would be sent to 
South Vietnam and 50,000 to Laos and Cam
bodia." He states that at the next politburo 
session, he would report on the present situ
ation in Laos and Cambodia. 

His final statement is an impassioned de
fense of their present course of action, em
phasizing that the course of the party is cor
rect, and that they are fulfilling the ideals of 
Marxism-Leninism, the desires of Ho Chi 
Minh, and freedom for the Fatherlands. 

The last sentence of the report reads: 
"To the current session of the Politburo I 

wish successful work. I have completed the 
presentation of the report." 
III. ACQUISITION OF THE REPORT BY THE UNITED 

STATES 

On March 10, 1992, the New York Times re
ported that the Woodrow Wilson Inter
national Center for Scholars in Washington, 

D.C. was working to set up a conference with 
officials of the Center for Storage of Contem
porary Documentation, formerly the Ar
chives of the Central Committee of the Com
munist Party of the Soviet Union, located on 
Il 'lynka St. in Moscow. The planning of the 
conference was led by William Taubman, a 
political science professor at Amherst Col
lege. The conference was described by Pro
fessor Taubman as " the first step in opening 
up the archives. " The effort was to be funded 
largely by a $1 million grant over three years 
from the MacArthur Foundation and was to 
be known as the "Cold War History Project. " 

The major projects which were to be the 
focus of the research were: 1.) the Berlin Cri
sis of 1958-61; 2. ) the Cuban Missile Crisis of 
1962; 3.) the Soviet interventions in Hungary 
in 1956 and in Czechoslovakia in 1968; and 4.) 
the Korean War. 

Ironically, during this same period, Sen
ator Kerry and myself had traveled to Mos
cow as co-chairmen of the Senate Select 
Committee on POW/MIA Affairs in an effort 
to lay the groundwork for the Joint Commis
sion on POW/MIAs which had been proposed 
by the Russians in January. 

By the end of the year, the Joint Commit
tee was making dramatic progress in archi
val research and oral interviews. However, in 
retrospect, the unique arrangement between 
the Russian Government and the Wilson Cen
ter, which permitted access to classified 
records to selected scholars, held a greater, 
more immediate promise for the discovery of 
records on the Vietnam War. 

In September, 1992, the Wilson Center sub
mitted to the Russians a list of the Amer
ican researchers who would be participating 
in the review of classified Russian archived 
materials in Moscow at the Center for the 
Storage of Contemporary Documentation. 

One of the scholars who later worked side 
by side with researchers at the Wilson Cen
ter project was Dr. Stephen J. Morris , a 44-
year old researcher at the Center for Inter
national Affairs and the Russian Research 
Center at Harvard University in Cambridge, 
Massachusetts. In April , 1992, Dr. Morris had 
traveled to Moscow to find out about the 
possibility of archival a ccess. He was told 
that access was only being allowed for the 
period pre-1953, and so he began to research 
the Soviet-Vietnamese relationship in the 
early years, to include Ho Chi Minh's young
er years in Moscow (1930's). 

In October, 1992, while doing research in 
the pre-1953 archives, he heard about the Wil
son Center project at the other archive and 
went over to speak with some of the re
searchers there . In Dr·. Morris ' own words, " I 
discovered what the arrangement was and 
that they had nobody working on the history 
of the Vietnam War, so I immediately deter
mined that I had to become part of this 
project because it was vital to the work I 
was doing." 

By December, 1992, Dr. Morris was back in 
Moscow working side by side with other 
scholars on the Wilson Center team with the 
permission of the Russian Archives Adminis
tration. He focused his energy on· gaining ac
cess to selected classified records of the 
Central Committee of the Communist Party 
of the Soviet Union concerning Vietnam. 

Under the arrangement between the Wilson 
Center and the Center for the Storage of 
Contemporary Documentation, he requested 
access on December 14th to a set of "Top Se
cret" records entitled, " Section of the 
Central Committee of the Communist Party 
of the Soviet Union for Communications 
with Communist and Workers Parties of So
cialist Countries." The documents, compris
ing some 2,000 pages in ten folders. were pro
vided to Dr. Morris the next day by Yuri 
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Constantinovich Maalov, the Deputy Direc
tor of the archives, and the number three 
man at this particular archive. In January, 
1993, in the course of reviewing the docu
ments in detail, he came across a 1972 report 
by General Tran Van Quang which contained 
detailed information on American POWs in 
North Vietnam. 

Realizing the significance of his discovery, 
he arranged for a copy of the report to be 
given to him and returned to the United 
States. He contacted a colleague of his who 
worked as a Congressional staffer in the 
House of Representatives. Through this con
tact, he was able to arrange a meeting with 
Sandy Berger, Deputy National Security Ad
visor to President Bill Clinton on February 
11, 1993. At the same time, he contacted a 
colleague at Harvard, Dr. Richard Pipes, a 
Baird Professor of History. Dr. Pipes con
tacted Secretary of Defense Les Aspin. Fol
lowing Dr. Morris ' meeting with Sandy 
Berger, Secretary Aspin wrote a letter to Dr. 
Pipes on February 16, 1993 indicating that he 
was aware of the discovery of the document 
and the information would be pursued. Dr. 
Morris had also met with former National 
Security Advisor, Dr. Zbigniew Brzezinski, 
during this period to allow him to review the 
document and provide his analysis to him. 

In late February, 1993, Task Force Russia, 
the Pentagon's support element for the U.S. 
side of the Joint U.S./Russian Commission 
on POW/MIAs, learned of the discovery of the 
document by Dr. Morris. Colonel Stu 
Herrington, Deputy Director of Task Force 
Russia, contacted Dr. Morris in an attempt 
to learn more about the document. During 
this period , Mr. Edward W. Ross, the Acting 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for 
POW/MIA Affairs, also contacted Dr. Morris 
concerning the document. 

On March 18, 1993, the Director of Task 
Force Russia, General Bernard Loeffke, and 
Norman Cass, an assistant to DASD Ross, 
traveled to Moscow and were made aware by 
Lt. Colonel Osipov of the Russian side to the 
Joint Commission of the existence of the 
document. General Loeffke, Mr. Cass, and 
two members of Task Force Russia stationed 
in Moscow, were able to briefly review ex
cerpted pages from the document but were 
not provided with an actual copy of the re
port. They were allowed to xerox the cover 
page of the record group containing the re
port. The hope was expressed by the U.S. side 
that the document could be provided to the 
U.S. during a scheduled meeting of the Joint 
Commission in Moscow on April 8, 1993. 

On March 22, 1993, the U.S. side to the 
Joint Commission was briefed on the discov
ery of the document during . a scheduled 
meeting in preparation for the April 8, 1993 
meeting in Moscow. On March 30, 1993, a de
tailed cable on the contents of the document 
which had been briefly reviewed by Task 
Force Russia was sent to Washington from 
the U.S. Embassy in Moscow. 

On March 31, 1993, I wrote the President's 
National Security Advisor, Anthony Lake, 
urging him to have President Clinton raise 
with President Yeltsin the issue of access to 
GRU records on the Vietnam War, and par
ticularly documents pertaining to the num
bers of POWs held by Vietnam. The weekend 
of April 3rd and 4th, Presidents Yeltsin and 
Clinton held their summit in Vancouver. The 
head of the Russian side to the Joint Com
mission, General Volkogonov, has subse
quently indicated that the subject of POWs 
was raised at this summit, although I do not 
know if specific requests were made pertain
ing to access to the Vietnam-related docu
ments in question. 

On April 8, 1993, the U.S. side to the Joint 
Commission was provided with an excerpt 
dealing with the subject of American POWs 
from the 1972 report initially discovered by 
Dr. Morris. The excerpts from the report 
were passed to the U.S. side by General 
Volkognonov during a formal commission 
meeting in the Kremlin in Moscow. In pass
ing the report, General Volkogonov stated: 

" It's a delicate issue, but we can't be quiet 
about it any longer, since it's a humani
tarian issue. The official list reported 368 
Americans. But there were 1205, in fact. This 
document has very detailed information, the 
number of places-11 camps-and so forth. 
We will continue our search, but you see, the 
Central Committee of the USSR knew the 
exact number of POWs in Indochina. This in
formation was known, although, in the past, 
the Central Committee denied any knowl
edge. But we are talking about men's fates
a humanitarian issue. There is no political 
spin-we want to help the families." 

On the weekend of April 9-llth, Dr. Morris 
returned to Moscow to attempt to gain ac
cess to additional archival documents. He al
lowed a reporter from the New York Times 
in Moscow, Celestine Bohlen, to review the 
report and write a story on it which was pub
lished in the New York Times on Monday, 
April 12, 1993. Two days earlier on April 10th, 
the Russian newspaper Izvestia reported that 
the document had been discussed at the 
Joint Commission meeting on April 8th. 

In addition to the New York Times, the 
Washington Times also disclosed the exist
ence of the document on April 12th after an 
interview with Dr. Morris from Moscow on 
April 11th. 

On the morning of April 12th, the Vietnam
ese Mission at the United Nations in New 
York was provided with a copy of the report 
by the Department of State and Department 
of Defense. 

Ori April 20, 1993, a team of 8 Task Force 
Russia, Defense Intelligence Agency, and 
senior policy Defense Department personnel 
met with Dr. Morris. During this meeting, 
Dr. Morris provided a copy of a complete 
Russian language version of General Quang's 
September, 1972 report which was subse
quently translated into English by Task 
Force Russia at the Pentagon. 

On June 21, 1993, a full copy of the same re
port by General Quang in Russian language 
form was formally provided to the United 
States by Russian General Volkogonov. 

IV. AUTHENTICITY OF THE REPORT IN RUSSIAN 
LANGUAGE FORM 

There is no doubt whatever that the 1972 
report to the North Vietnamese Politburo in 
Russian language form is authentic-that is, 
it was clearly acquired by the GRU from the 
Vietnamese in 1972, translated into Russian, 
and forwarded to the Central Committee of 
the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, 
where it was found more than 20 years later 
by Dr. Morris. There is overwhelming evi
dence which conclusively proves this point, 
some of which is outlined below. 

Moreover, the manner in which the docu
ment was discovered by Dr. Stephen Morris 
in the Center for Storage of Contemporary 
Documentation (formerly the archives of the 
Central Committee) in Moscow indicates au
thenticity. According to Dr. Morris: 

" I had requested in mid-December a series 
of about 10 files relating to the events of 
1972, a pivotal year in the history of the 
Vietnam War. One of those files was a file of 
the Soviet military. The description on the 
front tells you nothing about what is inside. 
It read something like Reports of the Gen
eral Staff of the Armed Forces of the Soviet 

Union about Political and Military Condi
tions in North and South Vietnam. When I 
opened the file I saw lots of documents which 
all were very interesting although not all of 
them gave me a very exciting account of 
what was inside. A lot of them were very 
general descriptions. But reading through 
that file, a file which may have contained a 
dozen different documents-one of 10 files I'd 
ordered on the same day-I found a lot of in
teresting, new information. " 

"One was a report by a Lieutenant General 
Tran Van Quang, who was the deputy chief of 
staff for the North Vietnamese army, report
ing to his politburo. There were two docu
ments by this general. The first was dated 
June 26 and the second, September 15. I read 
the file chronologically and when I got to his 
first report I was excited because he had new 
information about the military situation at 
that time which nobody knew, including a 
staggering account of the losses they had 
sustained up to that time, which went far be
yond what American analysts of the Viet
nam War had estimated ... it is important 
to understand this entire file in order to 
evaluate the particular document. This was 
a file of the Soviet military and much of it 
was Soviet military intelligence. They had a 
very close relationship with the Vietnamese 
military." 

"I was excited by documents, for example, 
signed by the chairman of the Joint Chiefs in 
Russia at that time, which talked of polit
buro meetings about the future overall strat
egy in the war and the conflict between dif
ference members of the leadership in Viet
nam and who took what side in the debate. 
He gave precise locations of the meetings 
and so on.' ' 

"This was information of an extremely in
timate kind, and when it's signed off by the 
chairman of the Soviet army, then I con
cluded that there must be a very reliable 
source in the Vietnamese leadership who is 
providing information to the Soviet mili
tary. Before I had found this document I had 
come to this conclusion. The first document, 
by Lieutenant General Quang-and it was 
one of three documents in the file which 
were Vietnamese documents-was a report of 
speeches made during 1972." 

"I could see that the Soviets were acquir
ing secret reports from the Vietnamese lead
ership even before I came to this particular 
document. And when I came to the docu
ment, the second report by General Quang, 
dated September 15, I was fascinated because 
it has a fairly bland description, it talked 
about things I did not know about-secret 
events. For example, the clandestine meet
ings between representatives of the North 
Vietnamese military and security apparatus 
with the South Vietnamese politicians for 
the purpose of feeling them out as to their 
possible future participation in a coalition 
government, which was Communist strategy 
up until that moment .... " 

" . . . Adam Ulam (of Harvard) also says it 
looks to him like an authentic document. 
They are specialists on the Soviet Union and 
they know what Soviet documents should 
look like. Mark Kramer, who is also an affil
iate at Harvard, was with me in the archives 
when I discovered it. I showed him part of 
the document and asked his assistance in de
ciphering the handwritten Russian (see Ap
pendix). So he knew that I had it even while 
I was in the archive. Kramer had been read
ing a lot more documents than I had and had 
been their a lot longer and knew the proce
dure whereby, I, like everyone else in the 
project, acquired documents, so it was incon
ceivable that this was not authentic. " 
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By February, 1993, Dr. Morris had allowed 

colleagues of his to review the document (as 
described in Section III of this Interim Anal
ysis). On February 8, 1993, Dr. Richard Pipes, 
a Professor of History at Harvard wrote a 
letter stating, "The document, and the ac
companying letter to the Central Committee 
of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union 
by P. Ivashutin, are, in my opinion, authen
tic and trustworthy." 

Following the official turn-over of the doc
ument to the U.S. on April 8th and the subse
quent disclosure of the report in the press, 
several comments were made which further 
vouch for the document's authenticity. 

On April 13, 1993, former U.S. National Se
curity Advisors Dr. Zbigniew Brzezinski and 
Dr. Henry Kissinger made these comments 
on the MacNeil/Lehrer Newshour concerning 
the document's authenticity: 

MACNEIL. Dr. Brzezinski, you've stated 
publicly, and you're quoted in the New York 
Times as believing the document is genuine. 
What convinces you? 

BRZEZINSKI. Its style, its content, the cover 
note to the Soviet Politburo. One would have 
to assume a really very complex Byzantine 
conspiracy to reach the conclusion that this 
is not an authentic Soviet document based 
on a Vietnamese document. 

MACNEIL. Dr. Kissinger, what do you think 
on the question of authenticity, first of all, 
of the document? 

KISSINGER .... I agree with Zbig (Dr. 
Brzezinski) that those parts that I know 
something about have an authentic ring ... 
if that document is authentic, and it is hard 
to imagine who would have forged it, for 
what purpose, then I think an enormous 
crime has been committed, and I do not see 
how we can proceed in normalizing relations 
until this is fully cleared up ... I don 't see 
how we can normalize relations or ease con
ditions in international agencies until we 
have cleared up this issue. 

(Note: Comments by Kissinger and 
Brzezinski on the accuracy of the contents of 
the report, as opposed to the authenticity of 
the document, are covered in Section VI, 
Part A, of this Interim Analysis.) 

On April 14, 1993, Russian General Dmitri 
Volkogonov, who formally passed the docu
ment to the U.S., was asked about its au
thenticity and responded as follows: 

" We have no doubt this is a real document, 
a genuine one. This document has been 
signed by the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff of Vietnam and it had been officially 
transferred to the Soviet intelligence ... 
These documents were absolutely Top Secret 
and thus it cannot attest to the fact that 
they are false documents ... This is an old 
document. For almost a quarter of a cen
tury, over 20 years, it has been in existence. 
We have found it in a part of the archives of 
the Central Committee of the party where 
they never had any fabricated documents. 
They didn't have such a habit. I personally 
don't doubt at all the authenticity and the 
genuine character of this document." 

On April 15, 1993, according to General 
Vessey, the President's Emissary to Hanoi 
on the POW/MIA issue, "I talked to General 
Volkogonov .. ., and he and Ambassador 
Malcolm Toon assured me that they believed 
it was an authentic document of the vintage 
ofl972 ... " 

On April 16, 1993, former KGB official Gen
eral Oleg Kalugin told the New York Daily 
News in Moscow that " there is no reason 
why the (present Russian) government would 
make it up. " 

On April 20, 1993, a team of 8 Task Force 
Russia, Defense Intelligence Agency, and 

senior policy Defense Department personnel 
met with Dr. Morris. During this meeting, 
Dr. Morris provided a copy of a complete 
Russian language version of General Quang's 
September, 1972 report which was subse
quently translated into English by Task 
Force Russia at the Pentagon. The conclu
sion reached by the Office of Deputy Assist
ant Secretary of Defense for POW/MIA Af
fairs concerning "authenticity" is described 
in a memorandum dated the same day as the 
meeting and reads: 

"CONCLUSIONS: By all accounts this doc
ument, now more than ever, appears to be 
authentic ... All indications are that the 
Russian archives of the GRU should have a 
copy of the original Vietnamese version. In 
order to resolve the issue, we still need to 
obtain the Vietnamese version." 

On April 21, 1993, General Volkogonov 
again remarked on the authenticity of the 
document, stating to the New York Times in 
Moscow, "My opinion is that the document 
is completely authentic." Again, in a May 12, 
1993 letter to me, General Volkogonov stat
ed, "I am convinced that the document 
which we passed to the American side on 
April 8, 1993 is genuine. True, I cannot guar
antee that its content is a true reflection of 
past reality. Only the Vietnamese can know 
this." 

On April 22, 1993, the Russian archive 
spokesman for the Contemporary Docu
mentation Center was reported by Associ
ated Press as saying that "archive officials 
believe the document is authentic." 

On May 26, 1993, General Volkogonov reit
erated his belief that the document was gen
uine in a meeting with Task Force Russia 
and the political counselor from the U.S. 
Embassy in Moscow. 

In a meeting with me on June 22, 1993, Gen
eral Volkogonov again reiterated his posi
tion that this was an authentic document, 
and only the Vietnamese know if everything 
General Quang reported to his Politburo was 
accurate. General Volkogonov stressed dur
ing this meeting that there was no reason for 
the GRU to believe that the document was 
not accurate, stating why would they lie in 
a Top Secret message to their own Politburo. 

In a letter to me dated June 22, 1993, 
former National Security Advisor and Sec
retary of State Dr. Henry A. Kissinger stat
ed, " From everything I have heard, including 
from Russian sources, the document which 
was found in the Russian archives is authen
tic-that is, it is a document apparently ac
quired by the GRU from the Vietnamese. " 

Finally, the fact that there was some deep
rooted opposition on the Russian side to the 
Joint Commission on turning the document 
over to the U.S. side adds credibility to the 
fact that this was considered to be an au
thentic document by GRU. 

V. THE NEED FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 
FROM RUSSIA 

To date, the U.S. side has not been pro
vided with copies of any additional docu
mented information which pertains to the 
1972 North Vietnamese report in Russian lan
guage form. However, General Volkogonov 
assures us that he is working hard to find ad
ditional documentation or information, and 
that it is "real detective work." I have no 
doubt, however, that there are literally 
thousands of pages in the GRU and Politburo 
archives dealing with the Vietnam War. It is 
well-known that there are volumes of infor
mation dealing with Soviet relations with 
their allied countries, and we would be fool
ish to assume that the Soviets did not have 
both open and clandestine sources placed in 
Hanoi during the war to collect information, 

in addition to the Soviet military presence. 
General Volkogonov has openly acknowl
edged the reality that there were "highly 
placed Soviet advisors" in Vietnam who 
could have obtained the Quang report, and 
we have only scratched the surface with the 
discovery of this document. 

The following is a synopsis of information 
which I believe Russia has the capacity to 
provide to the U.S. pertaining to this report 
and the POW issue in Vietnam at the end of 
the war. 

1. First, in December, 1992, Dr. Morris re
viewed an additional report by North Viet
namese General Quang dated June 26, 1972, 
but was not able to obtain an actual copy of 
this report. However, he was able to take ex
tensive notes on the contents of this second 
Quang report which he subsequently pro
vided to the U.S. Government. The report 
was presented at a North Vietnamese polit
buro session on June 26, 1972, and General 
Quang is listed as " Deputy Chief of Staff" of 
the Vietnamese National Army, the same p0-
sition described in the September, 1972 re
port. It is imperative for the U.S. to obtain 
a complete copy of this report is order to 
fully evaluate current Vietnamese state
ments that General Quang never addressed 
the politburo and did not hold the title of 
Deputy Chief of Staff in 1972. The U.S. for
mally requested this document on June 4, 
1993 and I asked General Volkogonov for a 
copy on June 22, 1993. 

This second report is contained in the 
same file as the September 15, 1972 report. 
The file is labeled, "File No. 5, Inventory No. 
62, Case No. 4-78" 

2. Next, the cover note to the Soviet Polit
buro enclosing the Russian translation of the 
report was signed by P. Ivashutin, head of 
the Soviet GRU, now deceased. Undoubtedly, 
there were several individuals within the 
GRU apparatus who were involved in the 
preparation of this report for Ivashutin's sig
nature. Moreover, the fact that it had been 
decided by the GRU to send the report to the 
Central Committee indicates the importance 
of the preparation of this product and the 
need for it to have been accurate. 

We can reasonably assume that analysts, 
translators, their supervisors, and others 
were part of the "quality control" process in 
passing the report to the Politburo. More
over, the possibility exists that the GRU 
footnotes were added to the document in 
Moscow, as they attempted to determine ad
ditional background information on some of 
the South Vietnamese personalities men
tioned in the report, such as Dinh Dzu. 
(Note: There are two Dinh Dzu's described in 
the report, although the GRU mistakenly re
fers to them both as the same person. The 
U.S., therefore, needs to request access to 
GRU officials in Moscow who reasonably 
would have been involved with the prepara
tion of this report in 1972, such as retired 
Southeast Asia desk officers and analysts. 

The actual note by the GRU head to the 
Soviet Politburo begins with, "I am report
ing: Translation of the report of. ... " The 
tone of the cover memo and its identifica
tion markings suggests that this was but one 
of many GRU intelligence reports on the sit
uation in North Vietnam and the status of 
the war there. Therefore, we can assume that 
there are other reports and speeches from 
North Vietnamese party and military mem
bers. More importantly, this was clearly not 
the first time the GRU has obtained informa
tion from the North Vietnamese politburo. If 
it was, this would almost certainly have 
been mentioned in the cover memo. 

There is a note on Ivashutin's cover sheet 
to the Quang report which he sent to his su
periors at the Politburo. The handwritten 
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note back to him ls signed by Konstantin 
Katushev and ls written on his cover memo. 
In other words, as in many offices, a memo 
is sent into the boss, and the memo comes 
back out with the boss ' response, often hand
written on the memo that had been sent to 
him. Konstantin Katushev was a Secretary 
of the Central Committee of the Communist 
Party. His response to Ivashutln, presumably 
after reviewing the entire Quang report is 
" please prepare a short report for the Polit
buro of the TsK KPSS (Central Committee of 
the Communist Party of the Soviet Union) 
about the Prisoners of War." If this is what 
transpired, then the GRU would have pre
pared a separate report in response to the 
Politburo's request focusing on their analy
sis of the American POW information in the 
Quang report. The U.S. side needs to request 
a copy of this report from the GRU through 
General Volkogonov. If the report cannot be 
located, the U.S. should obtain a convincing 
explanation as to why not. 

3. Ivashutin 's cover memo to the Politburo 
lists the Quang report as an enclosure la
beled as "1 brochure (entry No. 14253, Top Se
cret, Copy No. 6.) This ls a good starting 
point for pursuing additional information 
about this report and other reports on Viet
nam sent to the Soviet Politburo by the 
GRU. This may also shed light on the man
ner in which similar reports were collected 
in Vietnam. These reports may be traceable 
by examining GRU logs with lower and high
er reference numbers close to No. 14253. 

4. The Soviets undoubtedly obtained infor
mation from interrogations of American 
POWs in Vietnam, either directly or through 
the Vietnamese. U.S. evidence indicates that 
in some cases, the Soviets submitted de
tailed technical questions for the Vietnam
ese to ask American POWs. In other cases, 
there ls evidence that the Soviets directly 
participated in these interrogations. The 
GRU must be asked to provide these records 
to the United States, as they can shed light 
on the American POW/MIA situation in Viet
nam during the war. 

5. General Volkogonov has mentioned the 
possibility that the speech from General 
Quang may have been translated from a re
corded tape of the speech. The GRU should 
be asked whether any of their collection ac
tivities in Vietnam during this period in
volved recording devices. If the U.S. intel
ligence community believes this is a real 
possibility, then the matter should be fur
ther pursued by the U.S. side to the Joint 
Commission with Russia. 

6. General Volkogonov indicated in a meet
ing on June 22, 1993, that the Russian side to 
the Joint Commission raised the document 
with a Russian interpreter who might have 
worked with it in Hanoi. The interpreter, ac
cording to General Volkogonov, stated he 
translated thousands of documents over ten 
years and had no way of remembering the 
documents he translated. He would translate 
documents and then go on to the next one, 
according to General Volkogonov. The U.S. 
should aggressively push for access to perti
nent POW/MIA information in these "thou
sands" of other reports translated in Hanoi, 
to include direct access to the former Soviet 
translators in Hanoi referenced by General 
Volkogonov. 

7. According to a November 16, 1972 docu
ment from the Russian archives, former So
viet Army Chief of Staff N. Ogarkov spoke of 
" ... the expanded meeting of the Politburo 
of the Central Committee of the (North) Vi
etnamese Workers Party, which took place 
at the beginning of October this year in the 
province of Hoa Binh .. . " The U.S. has lnde-

pendent information indicating Politburo 
sessions were held at the "alternate" meet
ing place at Doc Cun in Hoa Binh Province. 
The U.S. should request independent con
firmation from the Russian side of the dates 
on which North Vietnamese politburo ses
sions were reported to have taken place in 
1972. 

8. In response to a request by the Senate 
Select Committee on POW/MIA Affairs in 
November, 1991, former North Vietnamese 
Colonel Bui Tin informed the committee in 
writing of people in the Soviet Union who 
might know about the POW issue. He specifi
cally referenced a "Mr. Andre (Andrew), 
translator, Russian-Vietnamese in charge of 
relations with Vietnam, working in the De
fense Ministry (before 1967, he was in the 
State Department in Moscow. ") 

The U.S. should seek to further identify 
and interview the "Mr. Andre" referenced by 
Bui Tin in an effort to shed additional light 
on the Quang report and other POW/MIA re
lated matters. 

(Note: Ironically, Tin also referenced Gen
eral Tran. Van Quang as someone who 
"should" know about Russian involvement 
with American POWs during the war-and 
this was over one year before the Russian 
language report by General Quang had been 
found in the archives in Moscow.) 

Conclusion: I believe the 1972 North Viet
namese report by General Quang in Russian 
language form ls perhaps the most direct 
piece of evidence obtained by the U.S. to 
date which shows the extent of GRU collec
tion activities during the Vietnam War. The 
numbering system and the manner in which 
the report was provided to the Politburo 
clearly indicate that GRU files contain addi
tional information. There is no question that 
the information exists. The question is how 
do we convince the GRU, KGB, and others to 
be more cooperative in rapidly providing all 
relevant information to the United States. 

VI. GENERAL INTERIM ANALYSIS OF THE 
CONTENTS OF THE REPORT 

Before an examination of specific state
ments in the report, I would like to note my 
concurrence with the position of Task Force 
Russia, mainly that the internal structure, 
tonal unity, and philosophical development 
of the Russian language text are such that it 
appears to be a translation of an authentic 
North Vietnamese presentation made by 
General Quang. 

In addition, an examination of speeches, 
reports, and articles by General Quang from 
1966 to 1988 show that there are compelling 
similarities to the speaking style and phra
seology exemplified in the September, 1972 
presentation (ie: references to protecting the 
fatherland against the American impe
rialists, etc ... ) 

(Note: Copies of the following speeches and 
articles by General Quang are contained at 
the end of this Interim Analysis following 
the english-language version of the 9/15172 re
port) 

January, 1966---"The Big Role of Militia
men and Self-Defense Corpsmen in the War 
Against U.S. Imperialists. " 

July 7, 1966---"Three Great Experiences of 
Militia and Self Defense Forces. '' 

January, 1978-"The New Stage of the Rev
olution and the New Stage of Development of 
Local Military Work." 

January, 1988-"0n the Direction of the 
1968 Spring Offensive and Uprising in Tri 
Thien-Hue (Twenty years ago)." 

The reader of this report ls encouraged to 
examine the contents of the above-men
tioned speeches and articles and compare 
them with both the September 15, 1972 pres-

entatlon by General Quang and the excerpts 
from the June 26, 1972 presentation by Gen
eral Quang now being reviewed by the U.S. 
Government.) 

In evaluating this report and its collection 
by the Soviets, it ls also critical to study the 
facts pertaining to the close relationship be
tween the Soviets and North Vietnamese 
during the war. It strains credulity to be
lieve that President Nixon and President 
Brezhnev, Dr. Kissinger and Mr. Gromyko 
would have spent the time they did in 1972 
discussing proposals pertaining to the war in 
Vietnam if they did not believe the Soviets 
had a close relationship with North Vietnam. 
Indeed, the record will show that Dr. Kissin
ger had extensive discussions with the Sovi
ets in Moscow concerning the Vietnam War 
on May 24, 26, 30, and September 13, 1972, just 
two days before the reported date of the 
Quang presentation. Declasslfled White 
House/NSC transcripts show that the U.S. 
was literally presenting proposals to the So
viets which were then discussed in detail and 
passed on to the North Vietnamese. 

In Hanoi, there also continued to be a close 
relationship with the Soviets, as evidenced 
by numerous cables and reports uncovered in 
Russian archives from the former Soviet Em
bassy in Hanoi, all of which are available 
from my office. In fact, these documents 
show that only the Soviets and the Chinese 
were briefed in Hanoi on the substance of the 
final Kissinger-Le Due Tho talks in January. 
1973 just days before the Paris agreement 
was signed. The record shows, that because of 
the sensitivity involved, only the Soviets 
and Chinese were briefed, and not other so
cialist allies. 

This close relationship continues to the 
present day as evidenced by the May 25, 1993 
trip to Hanoi by Russian Deputy Prime Min
ister Yuriy Yarov and his meeting with the 
General Secretary of the Communist Party 
of Vietnam Do Muoi. According to the offi
cial Vietnam News Agency, during the meet
ing, Secretary Do Muoi "reaffirmed that the 
Vietnamese people have unswervingly been 
thankful to the formerly Soviet and now 
Russian people for their invaluable assist
ance extended to them in their past and 
present efforts. " 

Finally, it should be noted that General 
Quang himself recognized the closeness of 
the relationship by visiting the Soviet-Viet
namese Culture House in past years to com
memorate Soviet Communist holidays and 
anniversaries. These visits by General Quang 
were publicized in Communist publications 
available to the U.S. Government. Perhaps, 
the most fascinating aspect of all is the fact 
that former North Vietnamese Colonel Bui 
Tin, a prominent North Vietnamese spokes
man at the end of the war, indicated to our 
Select Committee in writing in 1991 before 
this document ever surfaced that General 
Quang was someone to talk to concerning 
Soviet involvement with American POWs 
during the war. 

The following interim analysis of state
ments by General Tran Van Quang in the 
1972 report to the North Vietnamese polit
buro ls in the order in which they appear in 
the presentation, from beginning to end. 
(Note: A summary of the report appears in 
Section II of this Interim Analysis, and the 
entire English translation of the report from 
Russian appears in Section X), 

A. Statements which are corroborated by U.S. 
wartime and postwar knowledge. 

1. North Vietnam's Policy Toward the 
South.-General Quang's description of the 
North Vietnamese government policy toward 
the South, particularly North Vietnam's in
filtration efforts and contacts with South 
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Vietnamese leaders, is corroborated by U.S. 
intelligence information. If it has not al
ready been done, this intelligence should be 
immediately assembled and publicly dis
closed by the U.S. intelligence community. 
In addition, former National Security Ad
viser Dr. Henry Kissinger stated to me in a 
letter dated June 22, 1993: " Having read the 
document carefully I can only say that the 
description of the North Vietnamese govern
ment policy toward the South ... conforms 
with what we knew to be their position at 
the time. " 

2. The Secret M eetings in Paris During this 
Period.-General Quang refers in his Septem
ber 15, 1972 presentation to the secret meet
ings in Paris between North Vietnam and the 
United States which had taken place, and 
that North Vietnam had been rejecting the 
U.S. proposals. He also states that they have 
met with a series of difficulties in the Paris 
meetings " in recent days" and he refers to 
the exchanging of opinions in private meet
ings between North Vietnam and Kissinger 
where they understood " Nixon as before is 
being stubborn on settling the situation. " 

While the existence of earlier secret Kis
singer-Le Due Tho talks in Paris had been 
publicly disclosed by President Nixon on 
January 25, 1972, it is noteworthy that sev
eral meetings had, indeed, taken place " in 
recent days. " 

According to declassified White House/Na
tional Security Council records provided to 
the Senate Select Committee on POW/MIA 
Affairs, private meetings in Paris took place 
during this period on the following dates: 

July 19, 1972, August 1, 1972, August 15, 
1972, September 15, 1972, September 26, 1972, 
September 27 , 1972. 

Thus, three, potentially four, meetings had 
been completed at the time of the presen
tation by General Quang on September 15, 
1972. 

Dr. Kissinger 's analysis of General Quang's 
references to the status of the negotiations 
shows that Quang was accurate. Dr. Kissin
ger, the principle U.S. negotiator during 
these private meetings, stated the following 
during MacNeil/Lehrer on April 13, 1993: 

" When they (General Quang) described 
what their negotiating tactics were, those 
were the tactics they were using in negotiat
ing with us .. . they say in this document 
that their proposals were first a cease-fire 
and the overthrow of President Thieu, after 
which they would use the prisoners to nego
tiate whatever other concerns they had. 
Now, as of the date of that document, those 
were their proposals. A month later they 
changed it but I could see if you make a re
port to the Politburo in the middle of Sep
tember and you want to summarize what the 
negotiating position is, this was exactly the 
negotiating position they had as of the date 
of that document. To be precise, on October 
8th, about three weeks after this document, 
they changed their position, but up to that 
time, they had insisted on exactly the condi
tions that are in that document, and they 
certainly wouldn ' t have told anybody that 
they were proposing to change it. That (ne
gotiating position) could only have been 
known to a very few people. And they didn't 
change it for another three to four weeks." 

Additionally, on June 22, 1993, Dr. Kissin
ger stated to me in writing, "Having read 
the document carefully I can only say that 
the description of . . . the North's position 
on negotiations with the United States con
forms with what we knew to be their posi
tion at the time." 

Quang's comments are highly accurate in 
referencing the North Vietnamese negotiat-

ing in important ways which can be corrobo
rated by U.S. documents. For instance, Gen
eral Quang notes " We intend to resolve the 
American POW issue in the following man
ner: 1. The U.S. Government must dem
onstrate compliance, le: a cease-fire and the 
removal of Nguyen Van Thieu, and then both 
sides can begin discussing the matter of re
turning POWs to the Nixon government. 2. 
While the American side is resolving the 
above-mentioned problems, we can free sev
eral more aviators from the number who are 
progressively inclined .. . . 3. Nixon must 
compensate North Vietnam for the great 
damage inflicted on it by this destructive 
war. Here then are the principles on ·the 
basis of which we may resolve the American 
POW. issue . . . when the American govern
ment resolves the political and m111tary is
sues on all three fronts of Indochina, we will 
set free all American POWs." 

In the August 15th Paris meeting, the 
North Vietnamese had rejected the January 
25th US/GVN proposal on the grounds that it 
would leave Thieu in power. We know this 
because a declassified White House tran
script of an August 17th meeting between 
Kissinger and Thieu reads:-Kissinger to 
Thieu:-" At our last meeting, he (Le Due 
Tho) said they had not accepted the January 
25th proposal because you would still be in 
power-this is not unreasonable from their 
point of view ... " Thieu: " About the pris
oners of war, you have nothing?" Kissinger: 
" I think they are keeping the prisoners as 
blackmail . . . '' 

On August 18th, according to a transcript 
of another meeting between Kissinger and 
Thieu, Dr. Kissinger stated to Thieu: "They 
(the North Vietnamese) think they can use 
the prisoners of war to overthrow you. " 

Additionally, a declassified White House 
transcript of a Paris meeting on September 
26, 1972 (11 days after the date on the Quang 
report) notes the following comment by Le 
Due Tho: " Regarding the question of pris
oners of war, as I told you last time, that the 
American prisoners in Cambodia, there are 
none. In Laos, there are very few. But if you 
satisfactorily solve the political question 
and the question of reparations then we can 
find an understanding. " 

The next day, Dr. Kissinger sent a Top Se
cret memo to General Haig at the White 
House stating, "We met with DRV delegates 
for a total of 11 hours on September 26 and 
27. There was no significant progress ... we 
held firm on our basic program including po
litical questions . . . in other areas, it 
emerged clearly both from DRV document 
and discussions that we remain far apart on 
a number of major issues ... " 

Thus, it can be seen that the U.S. was pri
vately being told by the North Vietnamese 
in Paris precisely the same things General 
Quang discussed with the Politburo during 
the same time period. The U.S. was holding 
firm, or being " stubborn" as Quang ref
erenced, and the U.S. was hearing first hand 
in private from Le Due Tho exactly what 
Quang had stated their position to be. It is 
important to note that neither the content 
of Quang's report or the content of the Paris 
meetings in August/September had been pub
licly disclosed at the time, yet they matched 
in many important respects. This adds con
siderable merit to the case that a presen
tation was, in fact, prepared or presented by 
General Quang on these matters in Septem
ber 1972, despite recent Vietnamese denials. 

3. The " BA BE" Plan-The description of 
the BA BE plan is described in the report by 
General Quang in considerable detail. It is 
obviously a plan which General Quang felt 

was essential to achieving North Vietnam's 
objectives in the war, and from the report, 
he appears to have had personal involvement 
in designing the plan. The plan itself called 
for the elimination of political figures in the 
South at the province-district level and 
above, the organization of other disruptive 
events in the South, and the acquisition of 
materials to prove the " crimes" of Ameri
cans. The plan was to be carried out through 
the insertion into the South of specially 
trained cadre from the North. 

Unclassified records of U.S. interviews 
with Vietnamese personnel show that Gen
eral Tran Van Quang had been Chief of the 
North Vietnamese Enemy Proselyting De
partment (EPD), part of the General Politi
cal Directorate, in the mid-1950's, and he had 
headed a conference of the EPD in 1963. Dur
ing this earlier period, he had supervised ef
forts to integrate stay-behinds of the French 
Foreign Legion into the " Viet-Dung" assas
sination teams. Strategy sessions and con
ferences were held at the Enemy Proselyting 
camp at " BA BE" lake in Bae Thai (formerly 
Bae Kan) Province, North Vietnam. It is 
probable, though not yet confirmed, that the 
training conference referenced by Quang in 
the report as having taken place on Septem
ber 14, 1972 was at " BA BE" lake, and this is 
why the plan was called the "BA BE" plan. 
There is certainly a precedent and evidence 
that similar assassination planning and 
training took place at "BA BE" lake as late 
as 1963. Moreover, General Quang is believed 
by some to have been involved in directing 
specific massacres carried out during the 
Vietnam War. Finally, information from 
other U.S. sources indicates that the plan de
scribed above came to the attention of the 
United States during 1970 or 1971, and the 
Phoenix Program/Provincial Reconnaissance 
Units were deployed to counter it. 

4. The Reference to the Impending Release 
of Some POWs- General Quang makes ref
erence in his presentation to the fact that 
several POWs would shortly be released " to 
put pressure on the Nixon Administration, 
observe his reaction and the reaction of the 
American public, as well as to demonstrate 
our good intentions in this matter. " 

On July 25, 1972, actress and anti-war ac
tivist Jane Fonda had returned from a trip 
to Hanoi where she had met with seven 
POWs. Immediately following Fonda's trip, 
former Attorney General and anti-war activ
ist Ramsey Clark visited North Vietnam for 
two weeks. Upon his return, Clark stated to 
the press on August 14, 1972, "I urged them 
(the North Vietnamese) to release some pris
oners, and I say frankly, I think they will
a few, I don 't know when. But what they tell 
you-and you know I have a little difficulty 
arguing with it-is " we can't release pilots 
when pilots are bombing our children." 

On September 2, 1972 (the 27 anniversary of 
the DRV), the Chief Political Directorate of 
North Vietnam's People 's Army announced 
that three U.S. POWs would be freed " as a 
sign of gratitude to that part of the progres
sive American public which has been calling 
for the immediate end to U.S. aggression in 
Vietnam. " The announcement further stated 
the POWs would be turned over to a peace 
group that would come to Hanoi from the 
United States. 

On September 17, 1972, there was a cere
mony in Hanoi connected with the release of 
the pilots. In attendance were anti-war ac
tivists Cora Weiss and David Dellinger from 
the United States. 

On September 25, 1972, the pilots were re
leased to Cora Weiss and the next day the 
three pilots departed Hanoi with Weiss, 
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Dellinger, and two other anti-war dem
onstrators (Coffin and Falk). The POWs and 
the anti-war group members departed Hanoi 
aboard a Soviet Aeroflot plane which flew 
them to China and across the Soviet Union 
to Moscow where they changed planes for 
New York, arriving in the United States on 
September 28th. This was the first release of 
U.S. POWs by North Vietnam in over three 
years (since 1969). 

Thus, it is certainly clear that General 
Quang's reference to the impending release 
to several POWs, and the reasons they were 
doing this, tracks with known events, and 
lends credibility to the fact that General 
Quang made this presentation on September 
15, 1972. 

5. "For now, we have officially published a 
list of only 368 POWs"-General Quang's 
statement that North Vietnam had, to date, 
only published a list of the names of 368 
POWs is entirely accurate and tracks with 
known events. 

On December 22, 1970, the North Vietnam
ese delegate to the Paris Peace talks, Mai 
Van Bo, released to representatives of U.S. 
Senators Kennedy and Fulbright a list of the 
names of 368 POWs, 20 of whom were listed as 
having died, and nine of whom had pre
viously been released. (Source: Declassified 
MFR of a 12122170 meeting of the NSC Ad Hoc 
Group on Vietnam, and a Declassified 12/23170 
Memorandum to President Nixon from Dr. 
Henry Kissinger referencing the list of "368 
names of U.S. POWs" turned over in Paris 
the day before.) 

(Note: a detailed analysis of the total 1205 
number of American POWs referenced by 
General Quang follows in Section VII of this 
Interim Analysis.) 

6. The assignment of General Quang to ad
dress the Politburo-In the concluding para
graphs of General Quang's report, he states, 
"Today on assignment of the Supreme Com
mand, the State Defe.'lse Council and the 
Military Committee of the Politburo, I re
ported to you on these matters so that Polit
buro could study these problems, could ex
press its opinion on them, and set forth 
forms and methods for their resolution." 

It is well known by U.S. intelligence that 
the Central Military Affairs Party Commit
tee ran the war under the Politburo's super
vision. It is also well known by U.S. intel
ligence that General Quang was, in fact, a 
member of the Central Military Affairs 
Party Committee or "Military Committee of 
the Politburo" as referenced in the 1972 re
port. He was also known to have been a close 
confidant of General Giap who headed the 
committee. Therefore, it makes sense for 
him to state he is addressing the Politburo 
on assignment of the Military Committee of 
the Politburo, of which he was a member. I 
do not know his relation to the "Supreme 
Command" or the "State Defense Council." 

7. The Report's labeling of General Quang 
as Deputy Chief of Staff-According to the 
records of the U.S. Joint Public Affairs Of
fice (JUSPAO) at the U.S. Embassy in Sai
gon in 1972, General Tran Van Quang was 
being carried as a Deputy Chief of Staff and 
a member of the Central Military Affairs 
Party Committee as of 1972. Thus, there ap
pears to be no inconsistency with the title 
ascribed to General Quang in the Russian 
language version of the report based on U.S. 
records. 

It is also important to note Russian Gen
eral Volkogonov's recent statements in June 
1993, that "the important point is that Gen
eral Quang made the reports in question, not 
the job position which he held at the specific 
time. This is a technicality ." 

The Russian side has recently relayed in
formation to the U.S. side which has been 
represented as the " latest information from 
GRU." According to the Russians, Quang was 
actually a Lieutenant General in command 
of the Fourth Military District (Voyenniy 
Okrug), but was frequently sent to South 
Vietnam to evaluate activities and returned 
to deliver reports to the Politburo. The Rus
sians have said that while the cover page to 
the document (by GRU) may be technically 
in error, he, nonetheless, did make the re
ports of June 26, 1972 and September 15, 1972. 
(Source: July 2, 1993 Memorandum from U.S. 
side to the Joint Commission stationed in 
Moscow based on a July 2, 1993 meeting with 
the Russian side in Moscow.) 

(Note: For more information on this, 
please refer to Section VIII of this Interim 
Analysis-"Biographical Information on 
General Tran Van Quang.'') 

B. Errors in the Soviet GRU Translation of 
the Report.-The GRU report on the trans
lation of General Quang's report to the 
North Vietnamese politburo contains, on its 
surface, very minor errors. For instance, at 
the beginning of the report, a GRU footnote 
improperly identifies a former South Viet:
namese political figure as a South Vietnam
ese general who also had a similar name. 
However, the South Vietnamese General is 
properly referred to later in the report. In 
another area, resolutions of the 23rd Plenum 
of the Central Committee referenced by Gen
eral Quang in 1972 would not coincide with a 
report by General Quang in 1988 which ref
erences the 21st Plenum as having taken 
place in October, 1973. 

In short, these errors and the spelling of 
certain names of POWs, or perhaps even 
their rank, can be readily dismissed, in my 
opinion, as typical errors in the collection 
and translation of the report from Vietnam
ese to Russian, especially if thousands of re
ports were being translated during the war. 
GRU errors would not change the fact that 
this report on the subjects discussed appears 
likely to have indeed been presented by Tran 
Van Quang to the Politburo in 1972. They 
also do not change the fact that the number 
1,205 in 1,205 in Russian, Vietnamese, and 
English, and thus these numbers should not 
be cast aside as translation problems, or pos
sibly pertaining to South Vietnamese and 
Thai soldiers as well. It is clear upon reading 
General Quang's entire report, as well as all 
his other speeches over the years, that he 
has consistently and clearly distinguished 
when he is discussing American POWs and 
not the "puppets" from the South. Moreover, 
we should not lose sight of the startling Vi
etnamese position maintained to date that 
this report, or any report remotely resem
bling it, was never given to their Politburo 
in 1972. It is truly hard to believe that the 
Soviets would report to their Politburo on a 
Vietnamese Politburo sessions that never 
took place. 

Finally, the minor errors in the GRU 
translation of the report certainly do not 
change the basic theme of the report-le: the 
withholding of the true number of American 
POWs by North Vietnam for negotiating ad
vantage. 
VII. DETAILED INTERIM ANALYSIS OF THE NUM

BERS, DESCRIPTIONS, AND LOCATIONS OF 
AMERICAN POWS REFERENCED IN THE REPORT 

I would like to begin this section by stress-
ing that I completely concur with the follow
ing analytical assessment prepared by Task 
Force Russia in May, 1993-"The U.S. should 
conduct a zero-based review of all informa
tion about U.S. POWs and consider alter
native models to explain the fates of unac-

counted for servicemen ranging from the 
possible existence of a parallel system of 
prison camps to a reassessment of Vietnam
ese behavior and motivation. The burden of 
disproving the document's assertions does 
not rest with either the U.S. or Russian gov
ernments but with the Government of Viet
nam. '' 

Therefore, I have concentrated my review 
in this section on what the United States 
knew and did not know as of the date of Gen
eral Quang's presentation in September, 
1972-ie: a " zero-based review." 

A. Numbers 
The following statements by General 

Quang concerning the capture and detention 
of 1,205 American personnel between 1964 and 
1972 are examined below in the order they ap
pear (to the extent possible). 

1. "At first, the number of American POWs 
was not large and world public opinion paid 
little attention to them." 

There is no doubt that this statement is 
accurate. A review of a listing of POW/MIAs 
by year of loss demonstrates this fact. More 
importantly, efforts by private U.S. citizens 
and U.S. Government officials (most notably 
Secretary of Defense Mel Laird, H. Ross 
Perot, Sybil Stockdale and other family 
members) to bring public attention to the 
plight of POWs did not actively begin until 
late 1969. For many years, the families had 
been told not to talk publicly about their 
loved ones held in Hanoi. Even some U.S. of
ficials had been urged to do likewise. 

For example, during a September 21, 1992 
hearing of the Senate Select Committee on 
POW/MIA Affairs, former Secretary of De
fense (during this period) Mel Laird stated: 

" It was the attitude of our Government at 
that time that we should not discuss the 
POW/MIA question, and it was felt that it 
would somehow hamper the negotiations, the 
secret negotiations which were going on at 
the time in Paris. It was my attitude that 
should be chan5ed . . . I was urged by many 
people not to go public on this particular 
issue. I remember Ambassador Harriman 
coming to see me urging me not to go public, 
but I felt as Secretary of Defense, it was my 
responsibility. These were my people." 

2. " The number of American POWs in 
North Vietnam grew day by day after 5 Au
gust 1964 when the U.S. imperialists started 
massive air bombing and off-shore bombard
ment by the 7th fleet of the territory of 
North Vietnam, and after having expanded 
their aggression onto the territories of Laos 
and Vietnam." 

While most Americans do not agree with 
General Quang's references to American 
"imperialism" and "aggression," the state
ment, taken as a whole, has a basis in fact 
and is well-documented by the United States 
Government. Most significant is the date se
lected by General Quang as the beginning of 
the war against North Vietnam-August 5, 
1964. On this date, 1st. Lt. Everett Alvarez, 
U.S. Navy, became the first American serv
iceman to be shot down over North Vietnam. 
His capture was kept secret by North Viet
nam, and a Vietnam News Agency bulletin 
shown to him after his capture stated that, 
according to the U.S. Government, no one 
had seen his parachute open and the U.S. 
Navy assumed him to be lost at sea. Lt. Al
varez was held by North Vietnam for the 
next nine years and was released during Op
eration Homecoming in 1973. 

3. " ... the 1,205 American POWs presently 
!n prisons of North Vietnam include 624 avi
ators captured in North Vietnam; 143 avi
ators captured in South Vietnam; 47 diver
sionists and other American servicemen cap
tured in North Vietnam; 391 American serv
icemen of other categories, which include 283 
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captured in South Vietnam, 65 in Cambodia, 
and 43 in Laos ... The 1,205 American POWs 
kept in the prisons of North Vietnam rep
resents a large number. For now, we have of
ficially published a list of only 368 POWs. 
The rest are not acknowledged. The U.S. 
Government is aware of this, but they do not 
know the exact number of POWs, or they 
perhaps only assume an approximate number 
based on their losses. Therefore, in accord
ance with the instructions from the Polit
buro, we are keeping the number secret." 

(a) What do U.S. statistics from 1972173 
show? General Quang's presentation of these 
figures was made in September, 1972. U.S. 
statistics from April l, 1972 (five months ear
lier) give the following information: 412 
missing U.S. personnel in NVN and 388 cap
tured U.S. personnel in NVN for a total of 800 
POW/MIAs in North Vietnam; 456 missing 
U.S. personnel in SVN and 96 captured U.S. 
personnel in SVN for a total of 552 POW/ 
MIAs in South Vietnam (including those lost 
in Cambodia); 278 missing U.S. personnel 
from Laos and 5 captured U.S. personnel 
from Laos for a total of 283 POW/MIAs in 
Laos. These figures total 1,635 POW/MIAs, 
and exclude several hundred U.S. personnel 
listed as killed in action/body not recovered 
as of April l, 1972. 

From April l, 1972 to September 14, 1972 
(the day before Quang's report), the U.S. lost 
an additional 56 POW/MIAs in South Viet
nam/Cambodia, 7 MIAs in Laos, and 97 POW/ 
MIAs in North Vietnam, for a total of 160 ad
ditional POW/MIAs. 1,635+160=1,795 POW/ 
MIAs as of the day before General Quang's 
report. In addition, there were several hun
dred more servicemen listed as KIA/BNR. Al
though the majority of these are confirmed 
dead, we have subsequently learned that a 
few were accurately captured. 

Taken in the aggregate, General Quang's 
total figure of 1,205 U.S. POWs is, therefore, 
plausible based on an analysis of U.S. statis
tics alone. It is also plausible when the fig
ures are further broken down. 

For example, General Quang refers to a 
combined total of 671 Americans captured in 
North Vietnam. As of September 14, 1972, the 
U.S. listed 897 Americans as captured and 
missing in North Vietnam. At Operation 
Homecoming (12 February-1 April 1973), 405 
POWs captured and held in North Vietnam 
as of September 15, 1972 returned home alive. 
Using General Quang's September figure of 
671 POWs captured in North Vietnam, this 
means a remaining 266 POWs, referred to as 
captured and held in North Vietnam as of 
September 15, 1972, were not returned at 
Homecoming five months later. 

Moreover, immediately following Oper
ation Homecoming, the U.S. Government 
listed approximately 430 unaccounted for 
POW/MIAs lost in North Vietnam prior to 
September 15, 1972. For General Quang's re
maining 266 figure to be accurate, it would 
mean that slightly more than half of the 430 
unaccounted for POW/MIAs lost in North 
Vietnam before September 15, 1972 survived 
their incident, were captured, and were held 
in isolation from the 457 POWs captured in 
the North by the end of the war who were al
lowed to return during Homecoming. When a 
reasonable percentage of this KIA/BNR's 
from the north is factored in based on subse
quent U.S. evidence, as well as the number 
from the 430 for whom there was evidence of 
survival or capture (to include recent evi
dence obtained by the U.S. in Vietnam), we 
can arrive at a slightly less than 50% sur
vival rate for those men lost in North Viet
nam before Quang's report for whom the U.S. 
had no contemporaneous evidence of capture 
or death. 

Is it plausible that approximately 50% of 
the 430 missing men could have been cap
tured and held in North Vietnam without the 
knowledge of the U.S. Government or the 
POWs who were eventually returned? Again, 
I believe the answer is yes. Certainly, there 
were scores of cases during the war where 
the U.S. did not know for long periods of 
time whether a particular MIA had, in fact, 
been captured. 

If true, and allowing for a margin of error 
based on U.S. remains returned by Vietnam 
since 1973, it would mean Hanoi kept back 
approximately 25% of the U.S. airmen cap
tured in North Vietnam during the war. 
When we consider some of the details of the 
outstanding last known alive discrepancy 
cases from the North used by General 
Vessey, in addition to the large number of 
post-war U.S. intelligence reports beginning 
in 1973 of pilots allegedly being held after the 
war, it becomes even more plausible that 
such an act by Vietnam could have taken 
place. 

On the day of the signing of the Paris ac
cords (January 27, 1973), the U.S. listed over 
1,950 personnel as missing or captured in 
Southeast Asia. North Vietnam returned 591 
living U.S. POWs during Homecoming. This 
left some 1,300 personnel as unaccounted for 
POWs and MIAs. If General Quang's Septem
ber 15, 1972 "1,205" number of U.S. POWs is 
correct, then North Vietnam knew on the 
day of the signing of the Paris accords that 
nearly half of all the unaccounted for POW/ 
-MIAs not on their January 27, 1973 list of 
those to be retu_rned were being secretly kept 
back by them for whatever reason. 

In very simplistic terms, we can say that 
General Quang is reported to have secretly 
disclosed to his Politburo that a little over 
1,200 American POWs were held in Septem
ber, 1972. About 600 POWs came home 5 
months later. That leaves over 600 POWs re
maining (how much " over" 600 depends on 
who was actually captured between Septem
ber and December, 1972 and not returned). We 
can then take this " over 600" or "at least" 
600 figure and compare it with the 1,284 unac
counted for American POWs and MIAs listed 
as of May, 1973. In short, it's about half, 
meaning there existed a roughly 50% sur
vival rate for those cases where the U.S. gov
ernment had no idea if the man was alive or 
dead. (Indeed, on May 24, 1973, the Penta
gon's POW/MIA chief had told his superiors 
that the 1,284 POW/MIA list meant that they 
didn't know if any of these individuals were 
alive or dead.) Again, I find this scenario to 
be plausible. 

B. What were U.S. expectations and reactions 
on POW figures? 

In evaluating the numbers in General 
Quang's report, and the plausibility of a few 
or several hundred POWs having been held 
back, it is necessary to examine U.S. expec
tations on the numbers of possible POWs to 
be returned at the end of the war. 

On December 22, 1970, Hanoi 's representa
tives handed over an "official" list of the 
names of 368 POWs to representatives of Sen
ators Kennedy and Fulbright (including 9 
previously released POWs and 20 who were 
listed as having died in captivity.) Quang's 
report also accurately acknowledges that the 
368 figure was the only officially published 
list. On Christmas Day, North Vietnamese 
Premier Pham Van Dong told Canadian 
newsman Michael Maclear that the list was 
a "complete and full account" of all the 
Americans who were prisoners of the North 
Vietnamese, adding " I swear to you that 
these men are well-treated." 

However, as of December, 1970, the official 
figures from the DoD's Comptroller's Officer 

showed 462 POWs, 962 MIAs (hostile missing), 
and 117 (non-hostile missing) for a total of 
1,541 POW/MIAs. 

Additionally, the U.S. had gathered infor
mation both before and after 1970 indicating 
that this was not true. Almost a year and a 
half earlier, on August 5, 1969, USAF Captain 
Wesley Rumble had been released from over 
a year in captivity in North Vietnam. On Au
gust 7, 1969, during a debriefing at Andrews 
AFB, he provided a memorized list of 370 
U.S. POWs supposedly held captive. When it 
had become apparent he might be released, 
fellow POWs had passed the names to him in 
an effort to get word to the U.S. on which of 
its missing personnel had been captured. 

One year after the Dec. 1970 list was pub
lished by North Vietnam, Secretary of De
fense Mel Laird held a press conference (in 
January, 1972) to show that North Vietnam 
was lying on the total number of prisoners. 
During his press conference, he used several 
illustrative cases of men known to have been 
captured by North Vietnamese forces who 
were not on the list. 

In testimony before the Senate Select 
Committee on POW/MIA Affairs on June 24, 
1992, Secretary Laird stated: "We weren 't 
being critical of the Kennedy list ... we 
were glad to get that information, but it was 
not complete information and we knew of 
the existence of other POWs when those lists 
were delivered to us (through Senator Ken
nedy)." 

Additionally, in a statement prepared for 
release on May, 1971, yet never published at 
U.S. request, a recently-defected North Viet
namese Army doctor, Dan Tan, had provided 
the following information in response to Ha
noi's "complete" list in December, 1970 and 
its policy toward POWs: 

"Human beings-American POWs held in 
North Vietnam are being treated as commod
ities. According to the policies of the Central 
Committee, the Lao Dong Party (NVN Com
munist Party) intents to use these American 
POW's hostages in bargaining to achieve its 
political objectives. Illustrative of this is the 
statement made by Hanoi 's representatives 
in Paris that North Vietnam now holds only 
367 American POWs in captivity. Ladies and 
Gentleman, this is untrue. I know that al
ready by mid-1967, when I departed North 
Vietnam, over 800 American POWs were then 
in captivity in North Vietnam . .. when will 
these American POWs be released? It is pos
sible that some will never be released as they 
are too valuable to North Vietnam as 
sources of information and for the technical 
skills they possess . . . I am deeply con
cerned over the fate of all the American 
POWs in NVN, but most particularly over 500 
or more who were not named by NVN in 
Paris. These unnamed American POWs will 
continue to be exploited ·by NVN and will 
serve as the tool for NVN in blackmailing 
the USA .. . My knowledge about American 
POWs is derived not only from numerous of
ficial briefings given by senior cadres of the 
propaganda and training commission of the 
Central Committee, but also from discus
sions with various officials and individuals 
who were directly and indirectly involved in 
the exploitation of American POWs." 

In a memorandum to Dr. Kissinger on May 
10, 1971, the Central Intelligence Agency de
scribed that Dr. Tan had "demonstrated 
himself knowledgeable of North Vietnamese 
policies with respect to the handling of US 
prisoners of war, " and was reported to have 
personal acquaintance with " many ranking 
NVN personalities, particularly Vice Min
ister of Public Security Pham Kiet and Vice 
Minister of National Defense, Nguyen Don." 
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The Defense Intelligence Agency is re

ported to have listed 1,516 POW/MIAs and an 
additional 807 KIA/BNRs as of September 30, 
1969 when Dr. Tan rallied to the South. Offi
cial Defense Department statistics had also 
shown 847 POW/MIAs at t he end of 1967 when 
Dr. Tan had obtained his 800 figure. 

Finally, concerning Dr. Tan's reporting, it 
is interesting to note his comments in his 
fi r st CIA debriefing over one year before Ha
noi's " official" release of the 368 list. Ac
cording to CIA, Dr. Tan had relayed the fol
lowing in November, 1969: 

" Names of American POWs, and the num
ber of captivity, are considered to be a state 
secret and will not be released for political 
reasons ... the DRV is deliberately with
holding the names of all POWs . . . Any 
names of POWs which may have been pub
licized have been made only because this 
serves specific ulterior motives of the DRV. 
Tan concludes in these cases that the DRV 
has gained the cooperation of those individ
uals whose names it has publicized or who 
are permitted to write letters. " 

Indeed, six months before Hanoi 's official 
368 list was published, the U.S. knew that 
more than 368 POWs were held, and that Dr. 
Tan's statements had a ring of authenticity. 
On July 10, 1970, Acting Secretary of the 
Army Thaddeus Beal wrote the Secretary of 
Defense stating: 

" In December, 1969, DRV officials began 
stating that all American PW were per
mitted to correspond with their families , and 
the DRV post office referred to 320 such cor
respondents. The flow of letters began to in
crease. Using (U.S. anti-war activist) Cora 
Weiss ' Committee of Liaison as an 
intermediary the enemy has allowed some 
336 American PW to write six-line letters 
home. Of these, 202 were writing home for 
the first time and some were men who had 
been missing for nearly five years. At 
present, Cora Weiss maintains that about 334 
Americans are detained by Hanoi. But the 
facts are that 780 Americans are listed as 
missing in North Vietnam, and 769 in South 
Vietnam and Laos. We know with some cer
tainty that of this number, 376 are PW in 
North Vietnam and 78 are PW elsewhere in 
Indochina. We expect that among those list
ed as missing, substantial numbers will even
tually turn up as captives . .. To accept Ha
noi 's indirect admission of responsib111ty for 
less than 350 US PW as conduct constituting 
reasonable, humane, or internationally re
sponsible conduct is to betray those other 
forgotten Americans. " Five months later, 
Hanoi ' s " indirect admission" became a " di
rect admission" when they officially pub
lished 368 names, the approximate Cora 
Weiss number, as a " full and complete" a c
counting. 

The following statement before an August 
14, 1993 hearing of the Senate Select Commit
tee on POW/MIA Affairs demonstrates how 
real the possibility was that persons listed 
by the U.S. as MIAs had actually been cap
tured: 

H. Ross Perot: " If when (news correspond
ent) Murphy Martin had brought Mrs. Sin
gleton (wife of an MIA) into my office (in 
1969) I had said prove that your husband 
went down in Laos. Was there ever a beeper? 
She would say well , I don 't know. I'd say 
check with the Air Force or I won 't talk to 
you anymore. She came back in a few days 
and said there was no beeper. I said, well, he 
was killed on impact, then. Forget it. In
stead, we spent 90 days-this was while the 
war was going on. We put the Vietnamese 
feet to the fire-in a brutal way about Jerry 
Singleton. And finally they got so sick of us 

they admitted they had him. And they had 
to account for him. And when I finally got to 
visit with him after he came home (in 1973), 
I said Jerry, there wasn 't a beeper. And he 
said Perot, the dumbest thing I ever did in 
my life was not check the batteries before I 
flew the mission." 

Indeed, there are several other examples 
which can be cited to illustrate the possibil
ity that an additional 600-700 POW/MIAs 
could have been held in North Vietnam with
out the knowledge of the U.S. Government. 
(Note: The possib111ty that they were held 
without the knowledge of fellow prisoners is 
addressed below under " C. Locations." ) 

The first letter Lt. Alvarez (the first cap
tured POW in North Vietnam) eventually re
ceived was from his wife who told him that 
no one knew he was alive, and she was, 
therefore, writing in the hopes he was alive. 
The Navy had assumed him to be lost at sea. 

POW Bill Franke was informed by a fellow 
POW in North Vietnam that he had been re
ported killed in action on August 24, 1965. 
There had been a memorial service for him 
at the Miramar Naval Air Station in San 
Diego. His life insurance had been paid to his 
wife, and she had bought a new house and set 
about making a new life for herself. (Source: 
" P.0.W. " by John Hubbell, 1976) 

Marine PFC Ronald L. Ridgeway had been 
reported killed in an ambush near Khesanh 
in 1968, and a subsequent memorial service 
had been held for him at Jefferson Barracks, 
MO. He showed up on the Communist POW 
lists on January 27, 1973, the day the peace 
accords were signed. Only then, five years 
later, was he known to be alive. (Source: 
Ibid.) 

Sgt. First Class Carroll Flora became miss
ing in action on July 21, 1967 during an Army 
Special Forces night action. For six years, 
until he was listed as a POW on the January 
27, 1973 Communist list, his wife didn 't know 
if he had been killed or captured. (Source: 
" The Raid" by Benjamin Schemmer, 1976) 

Numerous other examples can be found by 
reviewing POW/MIA and KIA/BNR lists, and 
recent information uncovered through archi
val research and interviews in Vietnam and 
Laos. The point here is to simply point out 
that there continue to be c;everal hundred 
cases where the U.S. Government cannot 
prove if currently unaccounted for MIAs 
were captured or killed, and thus, we cannot 
dismiss these facts in analyzing General 
Quang's total 1,205 number. 

Today, there are over 1,160 unaccounted for 
U.S. personnel who were listed as missing in 
action during the war, including over 340 lost 
in North Vietnam and 328 in Laos. For sev
eral hundred of them, we still don't know for 
sure whether they were captured or killed 
during their incident, and in many cases, we 
know Vietnam has knowledge concerning 
what happened. 

In looking at General Quang's total 1,205 
figure of American POWs, we should bear in 
mind the reaction of some U.S. officials in 
January, 1973 when only 591 came home. In 
detailed testimony before the Senate Select 
Committee on POW/MIA Affairs on June 24, 
1992, Lt. General Eugene F. Tighe, Jr. 
(USAF-ret), former Director of Intelligence 
for the U.S. Pacific Command in 1972173, stat
ed the following: 

" As the Paris Peace negotiations neared 
their conclusion, the Commander in Chief, 
U.S. Pacific Command (CINCPAC) received 
tasking relative to his responsibility as Mili
tary Commander of Pacific Forces to forward 
as accurate a list as possible of the military 
personnel CINCP AC and component com
manders expected to be returned by the en-

emies on the anticipated successful conclu
sion of the Paris Peace negotiations." 

CINCP AC directed that I assemble a group 
of senior intelligence officers from my 
CINCPAC intelligence staff and from the 
headquarters of the component commanders' 
staffs to build a master CINCP AC list in re
sponse to the request (from the Secretary of 
Defense and/or Chairman of the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff. ) 

" Each of the component commanders, 
CINC Pacific Air Forces, U.S. Army, Pacific, 
CINC Pacific Fleet and Fleet Marine Forces, 
Pacific, quickly named a senior intelligence 
specialist to work under my direction and 
additional analysts, personnel specialists 
and clerical personnel as necessary to com
plete the task. Their role was to assemble all 
of the records and intelligence available to 
each of their headquarters, in the CINCPAC 
intelligence conference room, and to compile 
a list, by military service, of the names, 
rank, and other relative data on each miss
ing individual on which sufficient intel
ligence and other data was available to rea
sonably expect that he had survived and 
would be returned on successful conclusion 
of the Paris negotiations." 

" Toward that end, a complete evidentiary 
dossier was to be compiled on each individ
ual. Altogether, some thirty people were di
rectly involved in the project ... " 

" For construction of the list, I instructed 
the analysts to gather any and all pertinent 
data which could support or deny the possi
bility of survival of the missing in action. In
formation and intelligence included oper
ational reports , human reports, eyewitness 
reports of fellow combat personnel, " jolly 
green" reports (of attempted rescues) from 
helicopter crews, communications inter
cepts, photographs, and other data from the 
print and other news media and any other 
data from any other source, which might 
shed light on the missing. Much of the data 
had been collected by the individual military 
departments who were responsible for cas
ualty reporting ... " 

" They (the lists) were to be as accurately 
anticipatory as humanly possible. Logistic 
planning and a great deal of human endeavor 
and emotion were tied in to the determina
tion of naming an individual. .. The very 
highly classified and sensitive lists were sent 
to the Commander in Chief-Admiral 
Gayler-to the Secretary of Defense and to 
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff." 

" I don't remember any feedback from the 
lists or inquiry on it .. . I don't remember 
any reaction prior to the release of names of 
POWs by the Hanoi Government. I certainly 
remember the shock and sadness of the pau
city of the lists of names we received versus 
what we expected. I know my boss, Admiral 
Gayler, certainly reacted and there were lots 
of discussion of what might be done, 
etc ... I do remember that we discussed all 
kinds of possibilities including the expecta
tion of separate talks with the extraction of 
POWs from Laos and Cambodia, etc. " 

Senator KERRY (Chairman). " What was 
your expectation about how many should be 
returning and what did you think when you 
saw the lists presented by the North Viet
namese, personally? 

General TIGHE. " My personal view was 
shock because I had a great deal of faith in 
the approximate numbers of those lists that 
we had compiled and the dossiers and my re
action was that there was something radi
cally wrong with the (North Vietnamese) 
lists versus our information, that they 
should have contained many more names. 
That was my personal judgement and that 
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was a collective judgement of all those that 
had worked compiling the lists." 

Senator KERRY. "Did you communicate 
that to anybody at the time?" 

General TIGHE. "Only to my commander. I 
had no reason to go beyond that. It had been 
made very sensitive ... we kept reassuring 
ourselves that there was something yet to 
come. The whole aura ... dealt with a feel
ing we were only dealing with part of the 
numbers. There was more to come that we 
weren't aware of." 

(Note: In earlier Select Committee inter
views and a deposition with General Tighe, 
he stated that the list he compiled was enti
tled "Anticipated PW Returnees" and that it 
contained names of 900-1,000 men.) 

During the same hearing, an exchange 
took place with Admiral Tom Moore, former 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff in 1973, 
on the same issue: 

Senator REID. "Admiral Moorer, would you 
give me your reasons why you believed there 
were POWs still in Southeast Asia?" 

Admiral MOORER. "Well, because the scope 
of the operations and the number of persons 
that were involved and the number of air
craft that were shot down and so on, where 
we didn't find immediate information about 
what happened to the pilot and so on. I 
thought also, in view of the fact that the war 
had been going on for 9 years, you know, I 
certainly would expect it to be more than 591 
. . . I didn't think you could clean it up that 
fast." 

In the same hearing, former Secretary of 
Defense Mel Laird stated in response to the 
final lists turned over by North Vietnam in 
January, 1973: 

Secretary LAIRD. "It was my gut feeling 
that there were more. I think the last figures 
we had (when he left office in 1972) were that 
the lists of POWs probably would contain 
quite a few more names than that. We were 
disappointed." 

Finally, in examining the numbers and pol
icy outlined by General Quang, we should re
member the large-volume of post-war live
sighting reports of American POWs reported 
left behind in captivity. Several hundred of 
these reports had already surfaced by the 
mid to late 1970's prior to the raising of this 
issue as a highest national priority by Presi
dent Reagan in 1982. During this period, U.S. 
collection activities on possible POW/MIAs 
in Southeast Asia were at an all time low, as 
described in the Final Report of the Senate 
Select Committee on POW/MIA Affairs (Jan
uary, 1993). Taken in the aggregate, the re
ports, the majority of which were 
unconfirmed at the time, represented a com
pelling reason to believe that large numbers 
of American POWs could still have been alive 
in Laos and Vietnam. It was not as if the 
United States had no information to ques
tion whether North Vietnam had returned 
all POWs following the war. ,We certainly did 
have indications, despite the conclusions of 
the House Select Committee on Missing Per
sons in 1976 and the Presidential (Woodcock) 
Commission in 1977. 

Some of the information came from seem
ingly credible sources whose stories cannot 
be easily dismissed today. The discovery of 
the Quang document should cause the U.S. 
Government to take a closer look at these 
reports which corroborate General Quang's 
references to several hundred more POWs 
held by Hanoi. 

For instance, in November, 1979, U.S. in
vestigators interviewed former North Viet
namese Lieutenant Le Dinh, who had served 
as an intelligence analyst in 1971 in the Gen
eral Headquarters of the North Vietnamese 

Ministry of Defense. In 1972, he had become 
a permanent member of the Lao Dong Party 
(now the Communist Party of Vietnam.) Le 
Dinh claimed that his position within the 
North Vietnamese m111tary intelligence hier
archy provided him access to intelligence on 
many topics, including American prisoners 
of war. U.S. intelligence debriefers deter
mined that "much of the information fur
nished regarding the personalities in the 
General Headquarters is confirmed as accu
rate ... "and that he "demonstrated that he 
had access to information about the North 
Vietnamese m111tary agency responsible for 
American prisoners.'' 

Le Dinh stated that following the end of 
the war, "he heard at staff meetings that 
about 700 Americans still remained in Viet
nam. The information was attributed to re
marks by senior officers to the effect that 
the SRV had retained a "strategic asset" of 
over 700 American prisoners that could be 
used to force the U.S. to pay reparations." 
The conclusion reached privately by the U.S. 
in 1980 was that "Le Dinh's story is intrigu
ing and not yet fully known." Indeed, there 
are several hundred reports from refugees 
which have outlined the same policy out
lined by General Quang in 1972. We also know 
that the North Vietnamese clearly linked 
"the search for missing Americans" with the 
U.S. "obligation" to provide economic as
sistance during the November, 1976 meetings 
in Paris, and on numerous other occasions . 

B. Descriptions 
1. "The 624 American aviators (in North 

Vietnam) include 3 astronauts, ie: three peo
ple who have completed the necessary train
ing for space flight, for instance, Jim Katlo, 
who was captured in the vicinity of Hanoi. 
This figure also includes 15 US Air Force 
aces having more than 4,000 flight hours 
each: Norman Klarvisto, Karmet, Jim Intist 
Shasht, and others." 

The North Vietnamese were obviously very 
proud that they had captured such prized 
possessions of the United States. 

"Jim Katlo" probably refers to Jim Kasler, 
an Air Force Major shot down and captured 
on the western outskirts of Hanoi on August 
8, 1966. On the day of his capture, Time Mag
azine had run an article featuring the career, 
complete with a photo, of "U.S. Air Force 
Major James Kasler, 40, of Indianapolis, who 
is dubbed by his wingmates as "one-man Air 
Force." 

The article, which Kasler had not yet seen 
but the North Vietnamese had, continued, 
"A World War II tail-gunner and six-kill ace 
in Korea, Kasler in five months had limped 
home four times with his F-105 riddled by 
flaks or Migs, has seen 30 SAM missiles zoom 
up in his vicinity, tangled in the longest dog
fight with Migs thus far of the war. Six 
weeks ago, Kasler flew as co-leader of the 
raid on Hanoi 's oil installations ... says a 
fellow pilot, "he is hawk." The four-plane 
flight that Kasler commands (has) destroyed 
or damaged 219 buildings, 66 barges, 53 rail
road cars, 44 trucks, 36 fuel tanks, 28 bridges, 
and 16 flak sites-a record for any such air 
unit ... says he, "the best way to survive is 
by being aggressive." 

It is certainly plausible that General 
Quang would highlight this case if indeed 
Jim Katlo (GRU 1972 Russian language trans
lation) was Jim Kasler. 

In addition, General Quang's reference to 3 
persons who had completed the necessary 
training "for space flight" is not absurd 
from the North Vietnamese point of view. On 
February 11, 1965, Lt. Cmdr. Robert 
Shumaker, USN, had been shot down and 
captured over North Vietnam. A Vietnam 

News Agency release had stated that Com
mander Shumaker "had been selected to be 
an astronaut" (Source: P.O.W. by John 
Hubbel, 1976, Reader's Digest Press.) There
fore, even if Shumaker, in fact, had not been 
selected to be an astronaut, the North Viet
namese believed otherwise. 

I have also learned that two other returned 
POWs, Navy Lts. Ned Shuman and Bill Law
rence, had indeed gone through astronaut 
training in the United States prior to their 
capture in North Vietnam. Thus, it is cer
tainly plausible for General Quang to state 
that three people who had completed "the 
necessary training for space flight" were 
among those captured in North Vietnam. 

Air Force aces named by General Quang as 
having more than 4,000 flight hours each is 
also plausible. For instance, the Russian 
translated name "Norman Klarvisto" could 
have been Norman Carl Gaddis, an Air Force 
06, who could easily have had more than 4,000 
hours flight time. " Jim Intist Shasht" ap
pears to be heavily garbled and lends cre
dence to the view that the Quang speech may 
have been collected by the Soviet GRU via 
recording devices. However, this name could 
conceivably translate to Jim Hiteshew, an 
Air Force colonel shot down over North Viet
nam in 1967 who returned alive in 1973. Other 
POWs with famous histories also had 4,000 
hours of flight time, such as USAF Colonel 
Robinson Risner who had been an ace in 
Korea and was considered one of the Air 
Force's best. He had been on the cover of 
Time Magazine prior to his capture, and 
North Vietnam was already well-aware of his 
background when he was captured. 

2. "A few words about the political views 
and attitudes of American POWs ... the fol
lowing is a summation: 368 POWs holding 
progressive views (according to the North Vi
etnamese) who can be released first ... 372 
POWs holding neutral positions and 465 
POWs holding reactionary views." 

Vietnam's attempts to categorize the per
ceived political views of their POWs into sep
arate categories is well documented, and in 
this sense, General Quang's remarks are gen
erally accurate. It is conceivable that Gen
eral Quang's presentation to the Politburo 
on this specific area was considered to be the 
definitive report to date on the results of in
terrogations of American prisoners of war 
held in North Vietnam. 

In John Hubbell's book, P.O.W., published 
in 1976, he recounts statements from North 
Vietnamese interrogators relayed to him 
through former POWs after the war. They 
are amazingly similar to General Quang's 
comments. For example, the following state
ment was made by one interrogator: 

"You must decide whether you are going 
to take the good path, the path of Ho Chi 
Minh and the Vietnamese people, the path of 
cooperation; or whether you are going to 
take the bad path, the path of resistance and 
death." 

"Those who take the good path will receive 
good treatment. They will receive better 
food and lots of exercise and sunshine. They 
will have recreation. They will be allowed to 
read and study. When the time comes, they 
can expect to be released and go home to 
their families, perhaps even before the war 
ends." 

"But we know that the vast majority will 
not be able to take the good path because 
they have been spoiled by the American sys
tem. They will understand the good path, 
but wlll not be able to take it because they 
are set in their ways. We understand that, 
and they will be treated humanely, because 
even though they do not take the good path, 
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they will not take the bad path, either. They 
will receive enough food and medical care, 
and when the time comes they will be re
leased to go home." 

" But also there will be a very small group 
of diehards. These people will take the bad 
path. They will refuse to admit their mis
takes and will refuse to apologize and co
operate with the Vietnamese people. They 
will oppose us and resist us, and lead others 
against us. That group will be severely pun
ished. We are done with the diehard crimi
nals. Theirs is the path of uncertainty and 
death." 

Captured Viet Cong documents from as 
early as 1966 show that the approved Com
munist policy toward U.S. POWs fit the pat
tern described by General Quang. A January, 
1966 directive from the Enemy Proselyting 
Staff stated, in part: 

" .. . in order not to disclose the identify 
and number of prisoners and prevent their 
contact with the enemy, the mail of POWs 
whose names have not been made public or 
known by the enemy or who are stubborn, 
will not be forwarded. Instead, their letters 
will be kept and studied. Letters of progres
sive and cooperative POWs will be forwarded 
and received for them, but only on the occa
sions of holidays. Stubborn POWs will not be 
prevented from writing, but their letters will 
not be forwarded and their incoming mail 
will be detained and only delivered when we 
deem appropriate. " 

Hubbell goes on in his book to discuss sev
eral cases in detail where the POWs were 
forced into "taking the good path." A few 
had done it almost voluntarily to the disgust 
of the majority of strong-willed POWs. It is, 
therefore, conceivable by Vietnamese stand
ards, that they believed they were succeed
ing in ascribing attitudes to the POWs based 
on the results of interrogations. 

North Vietnamese defector Dr. Tan, whom 
I have earlier referenced, also confirmed to 
the U.S. Government as early as 1970, the 
categorization of POWs as outlined by Gen
eral Quang in 1972. Dr. Tan referred to the 
following categories used by North Vietnam 
"to meet its objectives": 

" A. Those who are considered special or 
important POWs by virtue of the importance 
of the information which they have provided 
or because of the potential which they offer 
to NVN at some future date. " 

"B. Hard-core POWs who, because or in 
spite of their refusal to cooperate or provide 
information, are considered to have the same 
potential as POWs in the paragraph A cat
egory.' ' 

"C. Non-important or " progressive" POWs 
whose continued presence in NVN, after 
thorough debriefing, will bring little or no 
further advantages to NVN and who, there
fore, can be released whenever it best serves 
the DRV's purposes. " 

"Only the progressive POWs can be ex
ploited for purposes of collection intelligence 
information through their contacts in the 
U.S. or by persuading these contacts to en
gage in anti-war activities. Prisoners of the 
other two categories cannot be exploited for 
this purpose because it could lead to the sur
facing of their identities. The identities of 
POWs in the first category are carefully 
guarded because identifying them as POWs 
rather than as missing or killed in action 
would permit the enemy to employ counter
measures to negate the value of the informa
tion which they are providing. Similarly, the 
identities of hard-core POWs are kept secret 
because they may not survive the applica
tion of interrogation and other techniques to 
make them cooperate." 

According to a 1973 Defense Intelligence 
Agency appraisal of the treatment of the re
turned POWs based on their debriefs, the 436 
U.S. POWs released by the DRV during 
Homecoming had experienced a "general ab
sence of torture" and "gradually improved 
living conditions" from 1970 to 1973, whereas 
torture had been "prevalent" for the POWs 
from this group who were held prior to 1969. 
This group of POWs, therefore, could have 
included the majority of the POWs whom 
North Vietnam considered to be progressive 
by September, 1972, regardless of whether or 
not they actually were. 

We know from an interview conducted by 
Joint Task Force (Full Accounting) in 
March, 1993 that evaluation reports were reg
ularly submitted to the political depart
ments concerning which U.S. POWs were 
considered "progressive" by their interroga
tors. These reports were meticulously pre
pared and appear to be part of a well-orga
nized, long-established plan for which there 
is evidence indicating General Quang played 
a central role. Thus, General Quang's report 
fills in a pattern which can be substantiated 
by U.S. evidence. Obviously, at some point, 
the Politburo was informed on the results of 
interrogations, etc, and it is logical to as
sume that September 15, 1972 was one major 
reporting session "in accordance with in
structions from the Politburo." 

Hubbell also tells about statements by 
North Vietnamese interrogators beginning in 
1970 where the POWs began to be referred to 
as " prisoners" or "prisoners of war" as op
posed to the term "war criminals" which had 
been prevalent in earlier years. Additionally, 
several returned POWs have recalled specific 
instances, beginning in 1969, there they were 
told " you are no longer criminals but pris
oners of war." Thus, General Quang's ref
erence to the men as prisoners of war in his 
report to the politburo appears to have been 
the correct term used by the North Vietnam
ese between 1970 and the end of the war. Even 
in the private Kissinger-Le Due Tho talks, 
these terms had been used by the North Viet
namese (according to declassified tran
scripts.) 

Finally, General Quang states that 
through their interrogations of POWs, they 
had "collected data about American weapons 
and also valuable scientific materials about 
the U.S. Army, for instance, material on how 
to use different types of weaponry, tactical/ 
technical characteristics of aircraft, Air 
Force directives, as well as materials about 
other types of armament of the US Army. " 
No returned POW would dispute the fact that 
information on these matters was provided 
by POWs on several occasions, although in 
many instances, the information given was 
purposely incorrect or a combination of half
truths. 

In the book P.O.W., author Hubbel reveals, 
in some instances, how POWs were interro
gated on such matters: 

" Letters from your family in return for an
swering these questions. The offer was made 
to Bob Shumaker, and was real enough. The 
letters, one from his wife, Lorraine, and the 
other from his mother, were shown to him. 
How badly he wanted them! It had been more 
than a year since his shoot-down, and he had 
received no word from home in a long time. 
But the questions were not the kind one 
could play games with. There were thirty
five of them, and they were highly technical, 
dealing with antimissile warning systems in 
aircraft, pulse repetition frequencies, band 
widths, and so on. They implied a knowledge 
that Bob felt certain far exceeded the tech
nological expertise of the Vietnamese- even 

he, with advanced degrees in two technical 
fields, would not have been able to answer 
more than half of them. Surely, the ques
tionnaire had been prepared by others, who 
were not likely to be fooled by any foolish 
answers he might give. The price for the let
ters being too high, he declined to pay it. He 
was seated on a stool for twelve days, and or
dered to ' think deeply'". 

Other U.S. intelligence indicates that the 
Russians and Chinese were directly involved 
(face to face) in interrogations of U.S. POWs, 
especially in the mid to late 1960's. Yet none 
of the POWs who returned in 1973 reported 
direct contact with Russian or Chinese offi
cers (according to DIA). The issue of who 
these reports, therefore, pertained to has not 
been resolved, and should be more closely ad
dressed in view of General Quang's report in 
Russian language in the GRU archives. 

As former DIA Director General Eugene 
Tighe stated before the Senate Select Com
mittee on POW/MIA Affairs on June 24, 1992: 

" Something that has bothered me down 
through the years is if your records show 
that none of our prisoners of war who re
turned were ever interrogated by the Chinese 
or Russians ... those nations which had the 
most reason to interrogate our prisoners ... 
and my suggestion is that until that is all 
cleared up and we find out, there may have 
been another track by which our prisoners 
were routed ... that introduces a whole new 
aspect to the question." 

C. Locations 
"All of them (1,205 American POWs) are 

presently in prisons in North Vietnam. Cur
rently, we have 11 prisons where American 
POWs are held. We used to have 4 large pris
ons, however after the American attempt to 
free their POWs from Son Tay, we expanded 
this number to 11. Each prison holds approxi
mately 100 POWs." 

This is perhaps the most difficult part of 
the presentation to accept at face value 
without additional information from the 
Ministries of Defense and Interior in Viet
nam, and the former Soviet GRU in Moscow. 
This does not mean, however, that this por
tion of the presentation should be rejected 
based solely on what the U.S. Government 
believes it knew about the wartime prison 
system from returnee debriefs and other in
formation. 

We now know that as of September 15, 1972, 
there were six U.S. POW detention facilities 
holding the POWs who eventually returned 
at Homecoming (their "nicknames" were 
Dogpatch, Hanoi Hilton, Mountain Camp, 
Plantation, Rockpile, and the Zoo.) If Gen
eral Quang's report is accurate, then there 
were an additional five camps holding U.S. 
POWs in September, 1972. 

We know from the debriefs of the returnees 
at Homecoming, that they had been held in 
13 different camps in North Vietnam since 
the war began, yet during this period, the 
Defense Intelligence Agency only knew of 8 
"confirmed" U.S. POW camps " in which 
there is conclusive evidence that American 
prisoners are, or were, detained on a perma
nent basis. " During this period, the Defense 
Intelligence Agency was also closely watch
ing 18 "possible" U.S. POW camps in North 
Vietnam. In some of these camps, there was 
compelling information to cause DIA to list 
them as suspected U.S. POW camps. Yet, no 
one ever returned from any of these camps, 
and to date, the U.S. Government has not 
confirmed that no one was ever held in the 
camps. Indeed, the record clearly shows we 
have not even requested to visit many of the 
suspect camps where the information about 
possible U.S. POWs was the most compelling. 



September 8, 1993 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 20381 
In my judgment, the possibility clearly ex

ists that some U.S. POWs could have been 
held in separate camps which were not 
brought into the consolidation process when 
it first began and subsequently after the Son 
Tay Raid in November, 1970. If, in the early 
stages of the war, the inner and outer Hanoi 
U.S. POW camp system had been consist
ently separated from other holding systems, 
including some well outside the outskirts of 
Hanoi, then a separate system could have ex
isted. Indeed, it is interesting to note the as
sessment of some DIA analysts that the POW 
registry (of 354 visible names of persons lost 
between 1964 and February, 1972) recently 
provided to General Vessey in Hanoi in 
April, 1993 appears to list the individuals in 
the order they were registered into the 
Hanoi prison system, not in chronological 
order according to shootdown. 

Finally, according to DIA records, Hanoi 
did take steps to prevent communications 
between different groups of prisoners by 
holding them separately, such as the five 
U.S. POWs from Laos held separately at 
Briarpatch in the spring of 1971, and the sep
aration of the 36 POWs captured in North 
Vietnam who were moved from Hoa Lo to 
Skidrow in March, 1971 and separated from 
the POWs already there who had been cap
tured outside of North Vietnam. 

Moreover, a study of the confinement chro
nology of the returned POWs suggests it is 
plausible that either the Mountain Camp (40 
miles NW of Hanoi) or the Rockpile Camp (32 
miles South of Hanoi) could have been the 
location of the 16 officers or colonels which 
were being held separately in September, 
1972 according to General Quang (" Seven 
USAF colonels captured in North Vietnam 
and nine colonels of various branches cap
tured in South Vietnam, Laos, and Cam
bodia"). The Mountain Camp had been acti
vated only eight months earlier when 8 U.S. 
POWs from Skidrow and 1 U.S. POW from 
Hoa Lo had been moved there. Rockpile had 
been activated over a year earlier when 14 
U.S. POWs had been moved there who had 
been captured outside of North Vietnam. At 
Homecoming, 3 USAF colonels from the 
North returned while 4 continued to be listed 
as missing (ie: it is therefore conceivable, al
though not definitive, that 7 (4+3) USAF 
"colonels" captured in North Vietnam and 9 
(8+1) colonels from outside North Vietnam 
could have been held separately. I only point 
this out in an effort to stimulate serious and 
thorough analysis of these possibilities.) 

Could Hanoi have pulled off keeping other 
POWs back at Homecoming without U.S. 
knowledge? According to Dr. Kissinger' s Sep
tember 22, 1992 testimony before the Select 
Committee on POW/MIA Affairs, " the Viet
namese are certainly capable of such a cyni
cal act, and of lying about it." 

These possibilities were clearly expressed 
in other hearings of the Senate Select Com
mittee on POW/MIA Affairs long before the 
discovery of the Quang report in Russian ar
chives. 

It is fitting to close this section for now 
with the following exchange that took place 
in one such hearing on August 4, 1992 be
tween the Defense Intelligence Agency POW/ 
MIA chief, Robert Sheetz, and the Chairman 
of the Select Committee, Senator Kerry: 

Senator KERRY. " There were groups of 
prisoners brought together for the release 
who only learned of each other being alive by 
virtue of the process of being brought to
gether, correct?" 

Mr. SHEETZ. " There were prisoners that 
were consolidated toward the end." 

Senator KERRY. " And some were held in 
different locations, perhaps 10 people in one 
location. Is that not accurate?" 

Mr. SHEETZ. " That's accurate. " 
Senator KERRY. " ... Is it not possible, 

however that a whole group of 10 held some
where were never brought back to the main 
group and therefore held back in some other 
circumstances?'' 

Mr. SHEETZ. " That is possible." 
Senator KERRY. " So, the mere fact of 

debriefings not showing that somebody was 
not accounted for does not in and of itself 
dispose at all of the notion that somebody 
else could have been elsewhere?" 

Mr. SHEETZ. "That 's true ... " 
VIII. BIOGRAPHICAL INFORMATION ON GENERAL 

TRAN VAN QUANG (AKA-BAY TIEN, TU BAY, 
TRAN CONG, TRAN NAM TRUNG)-
1917-Date of Birth (Source: Nhan Dan 

Communist newspaper 11/21/92). 
He was born in Nghe An Province in the 

panhandle of Vietnam, a province which was 
the birthplace of Ho Chi Minh and the home 
of the 1930 Nghe An Soviet uprising. 

1936-Quang joined Ho Chi Minh's Com
munist Party of Indochina. (Source: Ibid.) 
His brother, Tran Van Cung, was an associ
ate of Ho Chi Minh and an early party orga
nizer. His wife, Tran Thi Tu, is also reported 
to have been a close confidant of General 
Giap. 

1936 to 1945-Quan is believed to have been 
jailed by French authorities and held in var
ious facilities for his political activities. 

1945-Quang was freed from prison by Com
munist forces during the August 1945 Revolu
tion and joined the People 's Army of Viet
nam, PAVN-(Source: Ibid). 

1946-Quang is believed to have been ap
pointed concurrently to a staff position, Di
rector of Staff for National Defense, and a 
political position, Political Officer, Viet
nam's Relief Forces. 

1947-1950-According to French records, he 
was the Political Officer for Inter-Region IV, 
the area comprising the lower pan-handle of 
Vietnam down to the 16th parallel where he 
engaged in guerrilla activities. 

1950-51-Quang was transferred to the posi
tion of Deputy Commander and Political Of
ficer of the 304th Main Force Division, an im
portant Communist unit in the Viet Bae Spe
cial Region, the area surrounding Dien Bien 
Phu in the northwest of Hanoi. 

Mid-1950's-Chief of the Enemy Proselyting 
Department, General Political Department, 
People 's Army of Vietnam. 

(Note: the Enemy Proselyting Department 
under PA VN is responsible for the u tiliza
tion, security, documentation, and exploi
tation of enemy prisoners and its functions 
continue to the present day.) 

During this period, Quang is reported to 
have supervised efforts to integrate stay
behinds of the French Foreign Legion into 
the "Viet Dung" assassination teams during 
special training sessions of the Enemy Pros
elyting/Research Department conducted at 
"Ba Be" lake in Bae Thai (formerly Bae Kan) 
Province, North Vietnam. 

(Note: see reference to " Ba Be Plan" in 
Russian document on 15 Sept. 72 report by 
Quang) 

A former French POW named " Cuc" 
worked for General Quang at the Enemy 
Proselying Department during this period 
(Source: Ibid) 

Pre-1958-Deputy Commander, 304th Divi
sion, PAVN 

(Source: U.S. Embassy Saigon Biographical 
File, dated July, 1972) 

1958-Deputy Chief, General Staff, PAVN 
(Sources: Ibid and Reuters 4/19/93) 

Starting during this period, Quang moved 
up to the position of Deputy Chief of Staff, 
PAVN, (the position reported by the GRU in 

their 1972 translation of Quang's September, 
1972 report) 

195S-Deputy Chief, General Staff, PAVN 
(Source: Ibid and Nhan Dan 11/21/92) 
1960-Deputy Chief, General Staff, PA VN 

(Source: Ibid) 
***-In this year, Quang was appointed as a 

concurrent member of the Communist Party 
Central Committee and the Ministry of Na
tional Defense Central Military Affairs 
Party Committee. 

1961-Deputy Chief of Staff, General Staff, 
PAVN 

(Source: Reuters quote from Quang 4119/93) 
Major General, PAVN 
Member, Central Military Affairs Party 

Committee 
(Source: U.S. Embassy Saigon Bio. File, 

July, 1972) 
1961-1964-Military Member of the Com

munist Party's Central Committee Bureau 
for South Vietnam (Source: Reuters 4/19/93) 

Military Commissioner of the National 
Liberation Front's Central Committee 
(Source: Nhan Dan 11/21192) 

1963--General Tran Van Quang headed an 
Enemy Proselyting Department, General Po
litical Directorate, PA VN, conference in Bae 
Thai province in his capacity as Chief of the 
EPD (Source: 20 Jan. 93 JTF/FA message) 

1965-1974-He became Army Commander of 
Military Region 4, or Inter-Region 4, and in 
1967, when the B-4 Front Regional Head
quarters opened to coordinate tactical oper
ations throughout the Tri-Thien-Hue area, 
Quang concurrently became its political offi
cer. (Sources: Nhan Dan Communist publica
tion 11/21192 and JTF/F A Jan. 93 message, and 
other sources.) 

He is believed to have passed orders to the 
field by radio during most of this entire pe
riod. 

1966-In January, General Quang wrote a 
major publication in the communist publica
tion "Hoc Tap" #1 entitled "Develop the 
Role of Militia and Self-Defense Forces. " 
(Sources: CIA and U.S. Embassy Saigon Bio
graphical File, July 1972, translated copy 
available, 13 pages) 

1966-In July, General Quang wrote a 
major publication in the communist publica
tion "Qhan Doi Nhan Dan" (Source: Ibid) 

1972-Deputy Chief of Staff, VPA (Source: 
Retired North Vietnamese Colonel and 
former 1972173 Communist spokesman Bui 
Tin-comments made in April, 1993 prior to 
public disclosure of Russian document.) 

General Quang is also believed to have 
been the operational commander and prin
cipal political officer for the April , 1972 
"Easter Offensive". 

1972-July-Listed as Member of the 
Central Military Party Committee and a 
Deputy Chief of Staff from 1958 onward. 
(Source: U.S. Embassy Saigon Bio. File, 
July, 1972) 

1972-Listed as Deputy Chief of Staff, VP A 
and one of 14 members of the Central Mili
tary Affairs Party Committee and one of 5 
Deputy Chiefs of Staff, VPA. 

(Source: U.S. Joint Public Affairs Office 
(JUSPAO), U.S. Embassy, 1972) 

1972-Reported as Deputy Chief of Staff on 
September 15, 1972 in recently released Rus
sian POW document. 

1972-" Quang told him (Gen. Vessey) he did 
not visit Hanoi in 1972 until months after the 
date of the report." 

(Source: Reuters, 4119/93, Note: Report date 
Sept., 1972) 

1973-Deputy Chief of Staff, VPA, Member 
of Central Military Affairs Party Commit
tee. (Source: JUSPAO, U.S. Embassy Saigon, 
1973) 
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1973-" He said he did serve twice as Deputy 

Chief of Staff, in 1958-1961 and again in 1973 
or 1974. He said he received medical treat
ment in 1973, and he didn ' t specify whether 
he took the staff job that year or the next." 
(Source: Reuters, 4/19/93) 

1973-" He said he went to East Germany 
for medical treatment in 1973, but gave no 
details. " (Source: Ibid. ) 

1973-It is reported in U.S. records that 
Quang secretly became a full member of the 
Central Committee of the Communist Party 
in 1973 and was promoted to Lieutenant Gen
eral. 

1974-0n January 26th, the Hanoi Moi Com
munist publication is listing General Quang 
as: 

Deputy Chief of Staff of the Armed Forces 
Vice Minister of National Defense 
Member of the Central Military Party 

Committee 
Member of the Vietnam Lao Dong Party 

(Communist Party) Central Committee 
1974-1978-Deputy Chief of Staff of VPA 

Member of Central Party Committee Vice 
Minister of National Defense 

(Sources: Nhan Dan 11121/92, Quan Doi Nhan 
Dan 3/31176, Quan Doi Nhan Dan 5/4176, Nhan 
Dan 1214177, Nhan Dan 3/2178) 

1979-Vice Minister of National Defense 
(Source: Nhan Dan 12120179) 

1979-1982-Commander of Vietnamese 
troops in Laos (Source: Nhan Dan 11/21192) 

1980--Deputy Defense Minister, SRV 
(Source: Indochina Archive, University of 
California, Professor Douglas Pike) 

1981-Vice Minister of National Defense 
(Source: Nhan Dan 9/30/81) 

1982-Vice Minister of National Defense 
(Source: Quan Doi Nhan Dan 12124182) 

1983-Vice Minister of National Defense 
(Source Nhan Dan 11/30/83 

1984-" Colonel general Tran Van Quang at
tended the departure of a Cubin military del
egation." (Source: Nhan Dan 12/26/84) 

1985--Vice Minister of National Defense
Reported as attending a meeting to com
memorate the 68th anniversary of the Octo
ber Revolution (7 Nov. 1917-7 Nov. 1985) at 
the Vietnam-Soviet Culture Friendship 
House (Source: Qhan Doi Nhan Dan 7 Nov. 85) 

December, 1989-General Quang is reported 
to have presided over an Awards Ceremony 
of the Enemy Proselyting Department. 

1991-Deputy Minister of Defense for Exter
nal Affairs (Source: Joint Task Force memo 
to Select Committee December, 1991) 

In response to a question posed by Senator 
McCain to JTF/F A senior analyst Garnett 
Bell at the Select Committee's November, 
1991 hearings, General Tran Van Quang's 
name was provided to Bell's command and to 
the Select Committee with other names 
under the following notation: 

"The SRV should make available for inter
view current and former cadre who were in
volved in the detention, evacuation, and 
medical trE::atment of US POWs. Although 
the Vietnamese have indicated that senior 
cadre were only peripherally involved, they 
should nevertheless be considered as poten
tial witnesses due to their knowledge of pol
icy matters, as well as the identities and 
current whereabouts of their former subordi
nates who were directly involved with US 
POWs. Some of these cadres are . . . " 

1992-Deputy Minister of Defense as of Feb
ruary 1st during meetings with General 
Vessey. (Source: Vessey/Cam Joint State
ment following meetings with Ministry offi
cials on January 30/Feb. 1, 1992) 

Deputy Minister of Defense during March, 
1992 meetings Hanoi with U.S. Assistant Sec
retary of State for East Asian and Pacific 
Affairs Richard Solomon. 

May 26th, 1992 JTF/F A research proposal
General Quang is listed as one of three per
sons with approval authority for access to 
witnesses and records. 

In November, Gener al Quang, presumably 
retired, was appointed head of the Vietnam 
Veterans Association (Source: Qhan Dan 11/ 
21/92) 

Note : It is my understanding that the U.S. 
intelligence community believes that based 
on General Quang's distinguished command 
background, and eminent political standing, 
as outlined in this brief biography, " it is 
completely plausible" that he could be the 
person who could offer a political thesis to 
the politburo which involved further future 
aggressive moves for takeover of the South 
and political arguments advocated for the 
toughest deal to be made with American ne
gotiators. 
IX. ANALYSIS OF THE VIETNAMESE REACTION TO 

THE DISCLOSURE OF THE 1972 REPORT BY GEN
ERAL QUANG CONCERNING U.S. POWS (IN RUS
SIAN LANGUAGE FORM/APRIL-JUNE, 1993) 

A. Statements by Vietnamese Officials 
The following statements, listed in chrono

logical order by date, have been made by Vi
etnamese officials since delivery of the re
port to the Vietnamese Mission at the Unit
ed Nations in New York by the Department 
of State and Department of Defense on April 
12, 1993 (the same date the New York Times 
and Washington Times broke the stories). 
(Note: Russian General Volkognov had hand
ed the POW portion of the report to the U.S. 
side in Moscow on April 8th) 

In my opinion, and in views of the informa
tion in this Interim Analysis, each of the 
statements is deeply troubling and vastly in
adequate in responding to serious questions 
raised by the 1972 General Quang Report to 
the North Vietnamese Politburo, and its sub
sequent disclosure in former Soviet Union 
archives 20 years later in Russian language 
form. Moreover, in view of the fact that an
other report to the Politburo by General 
Quang dated June 26, 1972 has been discov
ered in the Russian archives and authenti
cated by the Russian Government, we are 
compelled to continue to pursue this matter, 
notwithstanding Vietnam's total denials to 
date. 

The statements are as follows: 
" I think it is another fabrication of hostile 

circles in the U.S. who don ' t want normal re
lations with Vietnam. This fabrication 
comes out in order to obstruct the process of 
normalization of relations between the two 
countries. " (Source: Reuters Wire Service, 
Hanoi, 4112/93 quoting an unidentified Viet
namese source who is reported to be an offi
cial of the Vietnam Veterans ' Association 
which General Quang heads.) 

" I think it's a false document. We did not 
share our secrets with the Soviets. We never 
held that many prisoners. In 1973, we re
leased all the prisoners who were alive. You 
could see it (the disclosure" of the Russian 
document) as a plot to throw a spoke in the 
wheels of normalization. The situation is 
quite complicated in Russia now. Such a doc
ument could have been deliberately planted. 
The KGB may have been formidable else
where, but they were not formidable on in
ternal Vietnamese matters. " According to 
the AFP reporter who did the interview, 
" the official acknowledged that such a re
port could have been sent from the military 
command (in North Vietnam) to the Polit
buro. ' ' 

(Source: Agency French Press, Hanoi, 4113/ 
93, citing an unidentified Vietnamese offi
cial. ) 

"Hostile circles in the U.S. want to raise 
issues to obstruct the administration easing 

U.S. sanctions against Vietnam in inter
national financial institutions .... As far as 
I know, it (the Russian document) is not 
true. After 1973, we released 591 POWs, that's 
all there were. " According to the Reuters re
porter, the unidentified " senior" Vietnamese 
official had stated that General Quang was a 
" fixed commander" in the central province 
of Binh Tri Thien in September, 1972, when 
the secret report was purported to have been 
written. (Source: Reuters, Hanoi 4113/93) 

" Vietnam totally denies that ill-inten
tioned fabrication. The truth is that in 1973, 
after the Paris agreements were signed, Viet
nam returned all American prisoners cap
tured in Vietnam. According to documents 
published by the US Department of Defense 
and the US Department of State and authen
ticated by the US Senate Select Committee 
on POW/MIA issue in its latest report dated 
January 13, 1993, at the end of the war 1,172 
American servicemen were reported missing 
and their fate was unaccounted for in Indo
china, 798 of which in Vietnam. Through its 
efforts to cooperate with the US side in the 
humanitarian spirit, Vietnam has so far re
turned to the US side more than 500 remains 
and cooperated with the US Government in 
investigating 70 live-sighting reports and 135 
other cases involving unclear dossiers. The 
results show no evidence of any American 
being kept living in freedom in Vietnam. Re
alities prove that the report carried by the 
New York Times is completely groundless." 
(Source: Foreign Ministry Statement, Hanoi , 
Vietnam, as reported by Reuters and Viet
nam News Agency, 4/13/93.) AP's version of 
the statement stated Vietnam had " categori
cally rejected this ill-intentioned fabrica
tion". 

" Gen. Tran Van Quang had nothing to do 
with the general staff of the Vietnamese 
People's Army. There would be no reason for 
Gen. Tran Van Quang to have prepared this 
sort of report. " (Source: Nguyen Xuan 
Phong, Acting Director of the Americans De
partment at the Foreign Ministry in Hanoi, 
quoted in the New York Times, 4/13193) 

According to NYT reporter Philip Shenon, 
"Mr. Nguyen Ba Hung, a member of Mr. 
Phong's staff said General Quang had never 
been deputy chief of staff of the Army." Mr. 
Hung stated: " That's why it sounded very 
funny when we heard his report. Those who 
have knowledge about the war and about the 
Army would have a better understanding." 

(Source: NYT 4/13/93) 
" This is a pure fabrication and we com

pletely reject it. " (Source: Tran Van Tu, 
Deputy Director of Vietnam's official agency 
in charge of seeking persons missing from 
the war (VNOSMP as reported to Associated 
Press, 4113/93). 

" Vietnam rejects it firmly. I'm worried 
that one result of this type of information is 
the criminal creation of unnecessary suffer
ing of the families of Americans missing in 
action." Mr. Phong stated it was " merely a 
fabrication." (Source: Nguyen Xuan Phong, 
Acting Director of Americas Department, 
Foreign Ministry, Hanoi as quoted by the As
sociated Press, 4113/93.) 

" We think that it is a forgery document. 
It's totally false ." (Source: Vietnam's Am
bassador to the United Nations, Le Van 
Bang, as quoted from CNN 4/13/93) During the 
same interview, Amnbassador Le Bang stat
ed that General Quang was a regional army 
commander and was not in a position to 
know the status of US POWs. 

" In 1972, General Quang was political 
commissar of the fourth military region. In 
that capacity, he was in no position to make 
such a report." 
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(Source: Colonel Phan Khac Hai , editor in 

chief of t he Army newspaper, Quan Doi Nhan 
Dan, quoted by AFP, 4/14193) 

" Whenever we see expectations rise that 
the United States might take some appro
priate action, there are always rumors and 
fabrications that come up ... If they don't 
have any Vietnamese text, I can tell you for 
sure this is a fabrication . . . I don 't want to 
speculate about who might be responsible, 
but the press in the United States itself 
talks about the 'MIA industry.' " 

(Source: Ha Huy Thong, Deputy Director of 
the Foreign Ministry 's America 's Depart
ment as quoted by AFP 4114193) 

" Ms. Ho The Lan, head of the press and in
formation department said the news carried 
in the The New York Times is a sheer fab
rication, the same as the three pictures pro
duced earlier of alleged American prisoners 
of war or the so-called transfer of American 
POWs by Vietnam to the Soviet Union, 
which once caused such a fuss in the United 
States. An American paper on April 13 even 
suggested that Vietnam might have killed 
600 American POWs. This is a shameless fab
rication which is an affront to the Vietnam
ese people who have made and are making 
great efforts to solve the MIA question in 
the humanitarian spirit. Any sober minded 
person can see that all these fabrications are 
intended to block the progress of Vietnam
U .S. relations." 

(Source: Official Vietnam News Agency, 
Hanoi, 4/15193) 
B . Explanations and Information Offered by 

Leadership of Vietnam and General Quang to 
U.S. Officials (General Vessey 's April, 1993 
trip and May, 1993 GODEL trips) 
Background: On Thursday, April 15, 1993, 

General Vessey, former Presidential Emis
sary to former President Bush, left for Viet
nam at the request of the Clinton Adminis
tration on a previously-scheduled trip to as
sess Vietnamese cooperation on the POW/ 
MIA issue. Because the existence of the 
Quang Report was only disclosed following 
announcement of his trip, his mission quick
ly turned to obtaining an explanation from 
the Vietnamese. 

During General Vessey 's meetings in Hanoi 
on April 18th and 19th, the following com
ments were made by Vietnamese officials : 

At a photo opportunity before General 
Vessey's first meeting with SRV Deputy For
eign Minister Le Mai: 

" I think during your stay here we will try 
to make some arrangements for you and 
other American delegates to get information 
about this issue ... I think it existed some
where-in the Russian text or in American 
text-but not in Vietnamese ... Past expe
rience testifies that it is a concoction and a 
fabrication. Not only against Vietnam, but 
against normalization between Vietnam and 
the United States. " 

(Source: SRV Deputy Foreign Minister Le 
Mai, as reported by AFP, Hanoi, 4/18/93) 

Following this first meeting, Minister Le 
Mai stated: 

" It's a sheer fabrication. It ' s non-exist
ent." 

Asked who faked the report, Mai said: 
" It depends on your understanding-either 

Americans or Russians . .. I think it existed 
somewhere in Russian and American texts, 
but it does not exist in Vietnam. So it is fab
ricated completely. It is based on nothing 

Following General Vessey 's first meeting 
with Foreign Minister Nguyen Manh Cam, 
Le Mai again stated: 

" There's no Vietnamese text of the Rus
sian document. " 

New York Times reporter Philip Shenon 
filed the following story after the Vessey 
meeting with Minister Cam: 

[Vietnamese officials said today that after 
news reports last week revealed the exist
ence of the document in the Russian ar
chives, the Vietnamese Defense Ministry 
searched its archives for evidence to refute it 
. .. Hanoi said the documents presented to 
General Vessey today included a Defense 
Ministry census prepared in the early 1970's 
that showed 386 Americans had been cap
tured by North Vietnam (as of February, 
1972).] 

" We wanted to find evidence to prove it 
was fabricated," said Ho Xuan Dich, Director 
of Vietnam's Office for Seeking Missing Per
sonnel (VNOSMP). 

[Asked during a meeting with reporters 
why the census was being turned over only 
now, Mr. Dich gave to answers. First, he said 
that turning over the census had been unnec
essary because all American prisoners had 
been released to the United States in 1973 
and their names had been known to Washing
ton for years. But he corrected himself a few 
minutes later, saying that the census had 
not been turned over earlier because "we 
just found it this week. " ] 

On April 18th, following General Vessey 's 
meetings, the official Hanoi Voice of Viet
nam had broadcast the following com
mentary written by Noi Dan, the official 
Army paper: 

"This sensational report has prompted a 
number of right-wingers, newspapers, and 
television corporations in the United States 
to extensively fan up and embellish the issue 
... Apparently, they hoped that this report 
would receive strong support from U.S. polit
ical circles and that those who spread the 
news would be awarded big prizes. Unfortu
nately, the result was to the contrary. U.S. 
Senator John Kerry, chairman of the Senate 
Select Committee on the POW/MIA issue , 
after learning of the report made a state
ment that this document must be carefully 
analyzed, that the translation of the docu
ment from Vietnamese to Russian might 
show there was a mistake on the nationality 
of the prisoners detained." 

" A number of U.S. newspapers also carried 
reports on a news conference held by Le 
Bang, Vietnamese Ambassador to the United 
Nations, on the issue. These newspapers to
tally rejected the ill-intentioned report car
ried by the New York Times and asserted 
that Vietnam had returned all U.S. POWs 
right after the signing of the Paris agree
ment in 1973, and that during the past 20 
years, Vietnam has shown its good will and 
has closely cooperated with the United 
States in searching for remains of U.S. sol
diers who died during the war . . . Mr. 
(Bruce) Franklin (author of POW/MIA 
Mythmaking in America), a specialist in 
U.S.-U.K. affairs and the Vietnam war said 
that the document was an awkward fabrica
tion and the facts presented by the document 
did not confirm with historical reality. " 

"U.S. newspapers and public opinion have 
begun to criticize Stephen J. Morris, author 
of this farce, denouncing him as a partisan 
who fanatically opposes the normalization of 
relations between the United States and 
Vietnam ... Again, this fake document car
ries groundless contents as in fake docu
ments revealed in the past. It is possible that 
the document was produced and spread by 
the some hostile forces who oppose fine, nor
mal relations between Vietnam and the 
United States." 

(Source: Hanoi Voice of Vietnam 4/18/93) 
On the morning after General Vessey 's 

first day of meetings, Voice of Vietnam stat
ed: 

"General Vessey said he has obtained im
portant information which clearly proves the 
inaccuracy of the report last week from Rus
sia that Vietnam was still retaining pris
oners. His assessment was in conformity 
with mass media opinion in the U.S.A. In its 
issue 15 April, the New York Times remarks: 
It was common knowledge that the docu
ment on the MIA issue provided by Russia 
was fake. " 

" ... it is believed, during this visit Gen
eral Vessey will collect good information to 
clarify the fabrication in the Russian docu
ment. " 

(Source: Hanoi Voice of Vietnam, 19 April 
93) 

On April 19th, General Vessey met with the 
reported author of the 1972 North Vietnam
ese report to the politburo concerning POWs. 
Following the meeting, General Tran Van 
Quang is reported to have " reiterated Ha
noi 's stand that it was a fake and no Viet
namese original existed." (AFP Story, 4/19/ 
93) 

According to Quang: 
" The intelligence service that manufac

tured this report was a very bad intelligence 
service. It was absolutely wrong, " he said, 
without specifying which one. Asked who 
was responsible, Quang stated, " You can ask 
the Russian intelligence service or ask Gen
eral Vessey." 

" I understand that there are a lot of people 
who are trying to undermine the process of 
normalization." Quang added that the docu
ment had caused "suspicion between the two 
peoples who desire normalization, not to 
mention the suffering to the families of the 
MIAs ... I think it's a way to hinder ad
vances in relations between Vietnam and the 
United States and cooperation in solving the 
MIA issue and that causes misunderstanding 
between two peoples who wish normal rela
tions soon. " 

(Source: AFP, AP, Washington Post, April 
19, 1993, Hanoi) 

" As I told John Vessey, never in my life 
did I make such a report because it was not 
my responsibility. It was not my job. I had 
nothing to do with American prisoners. Dur
ing the war, I never met any American pris
oners . . . it's very simple. I was not in 
Hanoi at that time. I was not in charge of 
American prisoners. '' 

"The guy writing that report was not Viet
namese at all, " said General Quang. 

Source: AP, Hanoi, 4119/93) 
"The style of the report is not Vietnamese. 

The names and ranks of officials are inac
curate. The number of the prisoners is much 
higher than that given to us by the U.S.," he 
said. 

(Source: Bangkok Post, 4120/93) 
"I did not write it, I tell you, never in my 

life have I made such a report, because it was 
not my area of responsibility." 

(Source: New York Times, April 19, 1993, 
Hanoi) 

[He said he went to East Germany for med
ical treatment in· 1973, but gave no details 
and didn 't specify whether he took the staff 
job that year or the next. Quang told him 
(Vessey) that he did not visit Hanoi in 1972 
until months after the date of the document] 
(As reported by Reuters, Hanoi, 4119/93) 

[He said he had "nothing to do with the 
Russian intelligence service, and the Rus
sians had no right to ask me about that."] 

(Source: AP, Hanoi, 4119/93) 
[Quang said he dealt with French POWs in 

the early 1950s as head of a unit of the 
army's General Political Directorate. But he 
said he had notP,ing to do with American 
prisoners and never reported on them to the 
Politburo.] 
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After the meeting with General Quang, 

General Vess.ey 's delegation went back to 
Foreign Minister Cam where they held a 
joint news conference. During the news con
ference, Foreign Minister Cam made the fol
lowing comments (not necessarily in the 
order they were made): 

" During the fierce fighting, we did not 
have the conditions and enough time to cap
ture so many American prisoners. " 

" I would like to say something about Ste
phen Morris, the person who publicized this. 
He has a long history of opposing Vietnam, 
since the time he was an Australian stu
dent." 

Foreign Minister Cam said Morris " had 
certain intentions when he chose the tim
ing" of releasing the Russian document. " 
(Source: New York Times, April 19, 1993, 
Hanoi) 

[Foreign Minister Cam cited what he said 
were eight major inaccuracies in the Russian 
document. He said that records of North 
Vietnam's policy-making Central Committee 
show no Politburo meeting on the date in 
question, that prisoners were not classified 
for release according to their attitudes on 
the war, and that the total number of Amer
ican POWs was " much higher than in re
ality.") (Source: Wash. Post. 4119/93) 

Following General Vessey 's departure from 
Vietnam, the official Hanoi Voice of Viet
nam broadcast the following commentary 
(pertinent excerpts) characterizing a New 
York Times article in the following manner: 

"(During General Vessey's visit), the 
American newspaper, the New York Times, 
ran a story written by a historian and re
searcher on the POW issue in Southeast Asia 
saying that the Russian document contains 
inaccurate details. The story rejected the 
Russian document as groundless. The writer 
said that thfl Russian document was clumsy 
and bore no practical details which did not 
conform to practical reality." 

Following General Vessey 's arrival back in 
Washington, the Vietnamese "found" an
other list in their archives pertaining to U.S. 
POWs, which was reported by the media in 
detail, with no mention of the fact that it 
was literally the same, exact list turned over 
to the United States by North Vietnam on 
January, 27, 1973. The cover page to the list, 
both then and now, indicated that it was a 
list of " U.S. Pilots Captured in the Demo
cratic Republic of Vietnam" prepared in Jan
uary, 1973 by North Vietnam's Ministry of 
National Defense for delivery to the U.S. side 
on the day of the signing of the Paris Peace 
Accords. 

In providing the document, Ho Xuan Dich, 
head of the Vietnam Office for Seeking Miss
ing Persons told Reuters: 

" It will prove that the information in the 
Russian document is wrong. It 's virtually 
the final report of American prisoners cap
tured in the Vietnam Democratic Republic 
up to the U.S. Christmas bombing raids. " 
(Source: Reuters, 4/21193) 

In reality, the list proved nothing and the 
public was never told that it was the same, 
exact list (including the same typing errors 
and anomalies) given to the U.S. in January, 
1973. In fact, Reuters filed two news wire sto
ries on the discovery stating, " Both sides 
were elated by discovery of a dusty wartime 
file earmarked for the bonfire that contained 
a North Vietnamese list of prisoners of war 
(POWs) that the Americans had long 
sought. " 

Reuters quoted the head of the U.S. Pacific 
Command's Joint Task Force Full Account
ing stationed in Hanoi , Gary Flanagan, stat
ing: "This is great. I think it really shows 

they are cooperating with us." In truth, it 
was an embarrassment that an American of
ficial was reported to have made such a com
ment concerning the discovery" of the list 
referred to by Mr. Dich. 

The next day, April 22, 1993, Vietnam's offi
cial Voice of Vietnam broadcast two official 
commentaries by the Army newspaper Nhan 
Dan and the station itself, both entitled " a 
Clumsy Cooked-Up Story. " 

The first broadcast stated, in part: 
" Concerning the charge of detaining three 

American astronauts, the U.S. Defense De
partment and NASA has affirmed that there 
were no American astronauts captured in 
Vietnam. The Russian document is also 
wrong to say that Vietnam divided the 
American prisoners into three categories
progressive, neutral, and reactionary. " 

In the second Voice of Vietnam broadcast, 
it was officially stated that the document 
has been " allegedly" found in the Russian 
archives. 

" After a careful check of this document, it 
can be said in sure terms that the contents 
of the document totally do not conform to 
reality .... During such fierce war years as 
1972, General Quang was unable to and had 
no responsibility for reviewing general issues 
such as the MIA issue. He has never written 
any document on this issue." 

" Moreover, there was no meeting of the 
Politburo on 15 September 1972. General 
Tran Van Quang said that all the reports 
written by him on his assigned duties during 
the period between 1961 and 1975 carried his 
cover name, Bay Tien, and that none of the 
reports bore his real name, Tran Van Quang. 
He himself read the Russian document and 
found that the wording used in the document 
was not Vietnamese style. Moreover, the 
American POW issue was then under the re
sponsibility of the VPA Political General De
partment . .. . " 

" It should be noted that the man who 
found this document, Mr. Morris, is not con
sidered an independent scholar by the Amer
ican public, but a person who has many po
litical prejudices and who nurtures a great 
hatred against Vietnam .. . . The truth is as 
clear as broad daylight. General Vessey him
self also asserted ... that after two days in 
Hanoi he became more skeptical about the 
authenticity of the Russian document and 
believed the valuable information provided 
by General Quang was in conformity with re
ality. " 

" Mr. Bruce Franklin, a professor at Rut
gers University, said the document was a 
clumsy cooked-up story. There were no 
events in the document that conform with 
historical reality. " 

In mid-May and late May, other U.S. offi
cials visited Vietnam, this time from the 
United States Congress, along with rep
resentatives of three veterans organizations. 
During meetings between the U.S. delegation 
and General Quang, Quang stated that he 
had been transferred from Vietnam to East 
Germany for medical treatment at the same 
time "Operation Homecoming" was con
ducted, although this aspect was not dis
cussed further. 

According to a report by Vietnam Veterans 
of America, in a meeting they attended with 
Foreign Minister Nguyen Manh Cam on May 
31, 1993, " Senator Kerry requested a copy of 
the Politburo calendar for that time period, 
so a comparison could be made. The Viet
namese misunderstood the request. believing 
Senator Kerry wanted Politburo minutes. 
They became very upset and almost canceled 
the rest of the meeting. The misunderstand
ing was corrected and order was restored. '' 
(Source: VV A report, June 1993) 

On June 1, 1993, the delegation met with 
General Tran Van Quang who again stated 
that the document was not authentic. "He 
provided a promotion document that sup
posedly proves he was not promoted to Lt. 
General until 1974 .... General Quang stat
ed that although he helped formulate POW 
policy during the French occupation, he 
never had anything to do with POWs during 
the war with the U.S. (Source: VVA report, 
June 1993) 

X. EPILOGUE . . . 

From July 7, 1993 to July 11, 1993, I raised 
several of the issues in this interim analysis 
directly with Vietnamese officials, to in
clude General Tran Quang. General Quang 
denied any involvement with the presen
tation, although he admitted, in response to 
a question, having been present in northern 
Vietnam to brief a politburo session in early 
1972. He further denied any involvement with 
the June 26, 1972 presentation on offensive 
actions in the South and other non-POW 
matters even though it has been authenti
cated by Russian General Volkogonov. Dur
ing the meeting, General Quang was also 
hesitant to discuss any of the details in the 
September, 1972 report (on the 1,205 U.S. 
POWs) and maintained that since he did not 
write it, there was nothing to discuss. He 
even denied knowledge of the list of 368 
POWs given to Senator Kennedy in Decem
ber, 1970 which had been referenced in the 
September, 1972 report. 

At the same meeting, however, Mr. Nguyen 
Xuan Phong, Acting Director of the Ameri
cas Department of the Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs, agreed to my request that the SRV 
conduct a separate "line by line" review of 
the September, 1972 report to determine 
which portions of the presentation were fac
tual and which were not according to SRV 
information. For example, the Vietnamese 
should certainly be able to tell us whether or 
not the references in the 1972 report to ear
lier Politburo decisions on American POWs 
are accurate or not (see page 6 of this analy
sis). They should also be able to tell us when, 
if at all, any presentations were given to 
their politburo on the results of interroga
tions of American POWs and other related 
matters. 

It is reported that the U.S. delegation to 
Vietnam, which followed my visit, also had 
the opportunity to meet with General 
Quang, although I have not been briefed on 
the contents of these discussions. I hope the 
U.S. side continued to push for more com
plete explanations from the Vietnamese. As I 
said earlier, Vietnamese statements to date 
on this matter are wholly inadequate. 

It has been twenty years since our cease
fire agreement with Vietnam and the signing 
of the Paris Peace Accords. Unfortunately, 
many troubling questions persist concerning 
our POW/MIAs, and human lives may well be 
hanging in the balance. The break-up of the 
Soviet Union and the formation of the Sen
ate 's Select Committee in 1991 have led to re
markable opportunities through the U.S./ 
Russian Joint Commission on POW/MIAs. 
Our ability to obtain answers on our missing 
and captured men from the Vietnam War is 
slowly, but dramatically, being enhanced, as 
evidenced by the surfacing of the Quang re
port and other reports from the Soviet ar
chives. 

Our approach to the Quang report will be a 
critical moment in our history. It should im
pact our future relations with our former ad
versaries, and it will impact our nation's 
commitment to its own armed forces. I trust 
the Joint Commission on POW/MIAs will 
continue to pursue additional information 
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pertaining to these matters, and I hope that 
the Vietnamese will make the decision to be 
forthcoming in explaining the Quang report. 
For the sake of our POWs and MIAs, we must 
not let this moment pass us by. If we do , 
then we will never truly heal the wounds of 
war, and I cannot see how we can ever begin 
building a sustainable relationship with 
Vietnam. 

EXHIBIT 2 
INFORMAL TRANSLATION OF PAGE 2 

General Staff of the Armed Forces of the 
USSR, Main Intelligence Directorate, report 
of Khoang Anya, Secretary of the Central 
Committee of the WPV at the XX Plenum of 
the CC WPV at the end of December 1970--
Beginning of 1971, translation from Vietnam
ese, handwritten note: indecipherable " p. II, 
18"-Moscow, 1971. 

TRANSLATION OF PAGE 11 [PRECEDING PAGES 
ARE MISSING] 

* * * significant quantity of the enemy. At 
the same time, we avoided large losses on 
our part. That's also a big victory for our 
strategic policy. 

Now another issue. When we published the 
names of the 368 American fliers who were 
shot down and taken prisoner on the terri
tory of the DRV, the opportunists started to 
say that this was a concession to the Ameri
cans. That's incorrect. It's not a concession, 
but rather, a blow to Nixon politically. We 
have gained much by this. The opportunists 
are also saying that we are making conces
sions to the Americans at the Paris negotia
tions also. That too is incorrect. Our policy 
at the negotiations is correct. 

Thus, as a whole, we are pursuing a correct 
policy; although, we do make some mistakes. 
The opportunists group seizes these mistakes 
in order to prove that our party's entire 
course is erroneous. It's members say that 
we are afraid of difficulties and sacrifices. 
That's incorrect. We are not afraid of sac
rifices and difficulties, but another thing too 
must be taken into consideration: Our people 
have been engaged in continuous armed 
struggle for 25 years. During this time a 
great many people have perished. If we were 
really afraid of sacrifices and difficulties, as 
the opportunists claim, then we would not 
have started armed conflict against the 
Americans. One must see the connection be
tween victories and losses and objectively 
evaluate the situation. 

Naturally , we have [made] mistakes in 
military matters in South Vietnam, Laos 
and Cambodia, in matters of economic orga
nization in the DRV and in matters of rais
ing the well-being of the population. We are 
especially concerned about the question of 
improving the living conditions of the peo
ple. One must take into consideration that, 
at present, our possibilities in this area are 
limited, and therefore, this problem has not 
yet be solved. Besides all else, the opportun
ists are preventing us from solving· it. 

We clearly see the opportunists ' mistakes 
at this Plenum also. After thoroughly ana
lyzing their views, we will give them a fight. 
We reserve for them the right and the oppor
tunity to admit their mistakes and to cor
rect them. Then they will again be able to 
serve the party and the people. 

TRANSLATION OF PAGE 18 [PRECEDii~G 7 PAGES 
ARE MISSING) 

* * * to strike a crippling blow to our rear 
area, he will gain a huge advantage in the 
military theater of operations. 

Our losses from enemy air operations are 
great, yet the enemy does not have the 
strength through air operations alone to in-

flict such damage as to have ruinous con
sequences for us. However, if the enemy 
using its diversionary forces (and other 
forces) launches an invasion of the North, we 
will suffer heavy losses. Therefore, we must 
raise our vigilance and repulse all of the ag
gressors' intrigues; since, in our opinion, the 
enemy might launch such an invasion using 
infantry and marines with powerful air and 
naval support. We believe that the enemy 
will not try to invade the whole of North Vi
etnamese territory but only those regions 
where there are important communications 
which lead to Laos, Cambodia and South 
Vietnam. Together with achieving their 
military goals, the enemy expects that an in
vasion would put political pressure on us, 
would demoralize the people and would force 
them to give up the struggle for the libera
tion of the South. 

Now, I want to stop on one more issue
about the captured American fliers. The 
total number of captured American fliers in 
the DRV consists of 735 people. As I have al
ready stated, we published the names of 368 
fliers. That's our diplomatic step. If the 
Americans will agree to withdraw their 
forces from South Vietnam, we will, for a be
ginning, return these 368 people to them; and 
when the Americans finish withdrawing 
their forces, we will give the rest back to 
them. The issue of the captured American 
fliers, by virtue of what has been said above, 
is of great importance to us. 

As a whole, speaking about the situation 
in South Vietnam, I want to emphasize that 
it is favorable for us, even though, we are en
countering considerable difficulties. We will 
try to do everything within our power to ob
tain greater successes in South Vietnam. 

In Cambodia, after the reactionary over
throw on 18 March 1970 and after American
Saigon forces were moved into its [Cam
bodian] territory * * * [remainder of docu
ment is missing) 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator from Michigan, Sen
ator RIEGLE, is recognized. 

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, before 
my colleague from the Northeast 
leaves the floor, let me just say I ap
preciate the efforts he has made on the 
POW/MIA issue. I realize this is an area 
of great controversy and difficulty and 
that it has been a long struggle to try 
to get to the bottom of what the truth 
is. I have known the Senator for a long 
time. I know he is pursuing this in the 
way he thinks he needs do that. As a 
Vietnam veteran himself, he certainly, 
I think, is entitled to the support of 
fellow Senators as he tries to sort 
these issues out and get to the truth as 
he sees it. 

I just want to say to the Senator I 
supported him a long time back when 
the effort was being made to form this 
select committee. I appreciate the Sen
ator 's efforts. I just want to say so 
today. 

Mr. SMITH. I appreciate the remarks 
of the Senator from Michigan. 

FACES OF THE HEALTH CARE 
CRISIS 

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President , I rise 
today also to speak about the problem 
of the health care crisis in America. 
For the last year I have been coming to 

the floor nearly every week that the 
Senate has been in session to talk 
about a Michigan family or an individ
ual, or a business in my State, facing 
an unmanageable problem with respect 
to health care requirements and at
tempting to meet them in our society 
at this time. 
"Last July, several of my colleagues 

began joining me in this effort to also 
come to the floor to talk about the im
pact of the heal th care crisis on real 
people in their States across the coun
try. So we have now heard a number of 
stories about individuals and families, 
and not only from Michigan but from 
Nebraska, from Pennsylvania, Massa
chusetts, Nevada-other States. I wel
come my colleagues today who have 
also been presenting their views, Sen
ator DASCHLE and Senator WOFFORD, 
who will be sharing, as well, compel
ling stories from South Dakota and 
from Pennsylvania that also illustrate 
this pro bl em. 

Clearly, skyrocketing health care 
costs have created a situation where no 
one is secure under our current health 
care system. More and more, we are 
hearing stories about people who 
thought they had protection against a 
catastrophic health problem only to 
find out that the coverage really was 
not there when they actually needed it. 

Today I want to talk about one such 
family, the Kinbaums, from Grand 
Rapids, MI. As young professionals, 
Laura and Paul Kinbaum both had suc
cessful careers and a happy family 
until tragedy changed their lives for
ever. 

In June 1988, Paul contracted viral 
encephalitis at the young age of 31. 
This often deadly virus attacks and 
kills the cells in the frontal and tem
poral lobes of the brain which control 
speech and personality traits. There is 
no recovery from the virus causing this 
devastating illness because these brain 
cells cannot be replaced once they are 
destroyed. It is not possible to kill the 
virus but only to control it and keep it 
from attacking additional brain cells. 

At the time Paul developed encepha
litis he was finishing up his first year 
in private practice as an acute care in
tern. So he was actually in the practice 
of medicine himself. He was just 
months away from becoming a partner 
in his own medical practice. 

His wife Laura, who was 34-years-old, 
was working as a freelance medical 
writer. Their daughter Martha was 5 
years old at the time. So that was the 
situation as this terrible medical prob
lem struck this family . 

As a result of his illness, P aul suffers 
from psychiatric problems related to 
delusion and memory loss in addition 
to physical seizures. Because of these 
symptoms, Paul can no longer live at 
home with the family. 

He now lives in an adult foster care 
facility where he is supervised and re
ceives medication to try to control his 
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condition. Paul has obviously lost the So Laura fears a future of increasing 
capacity to practice medicine or even health care costs and decreasing bene
lead a normal family life. fits and protections. She is self-em-

In addition to dealing with the trag- ployed and she is already burdened 
edy of Paul 's illness, Laura has had to with the cost of Paul's foster care each 
struggle to find health care coverage month, not to mention the heartache 
for Paul and for the family . Prior to and the difficulty that this family is 
his illness, Paul 's medical practice had struggling with. They do not know how 
paid the premiums for the family 's long she is going to be able to afford 
health care insurance. They lost their the coverage for herself and her daugh
benefits, including health insurance, ter, and she is haunted with how quick
when Paul 's medical practice did not ly an unexpected illness can strike. 
renew his contract at the end of 1988, Just in the case of her own husband, 
several months after he was taken ill. when things were going fine, bang, this 
The family was able to take advantage hits and their whole life is turned up
of COBRA heal th care benefits which side down. 
extended coverage for 18 months up So the Kinbaums should not have to 
through June 1990. And in order to do struggle to find affordable insurance 
that, . the family had to pay the pre- for themselves in· this country. They 
miums which were then costing $440 a deserve the peace of mind that afford
month , that , by itself, a major burden able health care coverage can bring. 
when one wage earner in the family I want to say again that the Presi
was no longer able to produce an in- dent and the First Lady have stepped 
come, which was the case with Paul. up to this issue and are putting the fin-

When the COBRA benefits expired, ishing touches now on a comprehensive 
Laura had the health insurance policy health care reform package that can 
transferred to an individual policy just begin to provide access to affordable 
for Paul at the cost of over $350 a health care coverage for all Americans, 
month just to try to cover him. The like the Kinbaum family I have been 
policy had a 25-percent copayment for citing this morning. 
inpatient services and covered only Let me just finally say this . This 
limited outpatient services. Laura had case, while it is unique to this family 
to stay with this insurance company and contains the facts in this cir
for Paul because no other company cumstance, can be the story of any of 
would be willing then to cover his pre- us. It is the story of one American fam
existing illness. 

Even with this coverage , Laura was ily, but it could be any other American 
forced to hire an attorney in order to family , and it could be any of us or 
get the insurance company that was anybody who we know or someone in 

our family or on our block or in our 
covering them to actually pay its share town could be hit and will be hit with 
of Paul 's medical expenses. 

Although Laura's out-of-pocket ex- these same circumstances today, next 
penses for Paul were high, she was for- week, a month from now. 
tunate in that several of the hospitals People in our country deserve to 
and physicians that treated Paul wrote have a modern comprehensive health 
off some of the cost of his health care insurance plan in place that protects 
program. Laura now estimates the cost our people against these kinds of in
of that amount of help that they got credibly devastating catastrophic ill
which was absorbed by the medical sys- nesses. If we have a national insurance 
tern at some $50,000. However, today scheme that ties everybody together 
she is still struggling to pay off one with affordable rates arid high quality, 
$7 ,000 debt to just one hospital. . we can provide the kind of protection 

Paul became eligible for Medicare in that keeps a family like this from ac
December 1990 after having been per- tually being swept under financially 
manently disabled for 2 years. Medi- and in every other way by cir
care provides better coverage and re- cumstances that are beyond their con
quires less cost sharing than Paul 's trol. 
previous plan. However, Laura contin- So that is what is at issue here: 
ues to worry about coverage now for Whether we care enough about each 
her daughter and for herself. other and about the people of this 

After the family lost coverage country to do what we can do now to 
through Paul 's employer and the fix these problems. The time to do it is 
COBRA benefits then ran out, Laura now. This plan is coming forward in 
purchased a separate health insurance September of this year, and that means 
policy for herself and her daughter. just within a matter of a couple of 
After personally experiencing the bur- weeks we will have it out so we can see 
den of Paul 's medical expenses, Laura it, we can go to work on it and get it 
chose a policy that was fairly com- enacted before this session of Congress 
prehensive and required minimal cost this year and next year ends; to have it 
sharing, but she may not be able to af- in place so that families like this can 
ford such a comprehensive plan for her- get the protection they need and every 
self and her daughter much longer. The other family in our country as well. I 
cost of this policy is currently over thank the Chair. 
$600 a month and is expected to go up Mr. DASCHLE addressed the Chair. 
in the near future. That is just to cover The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
now the mother and the daughter. pore. The Senator from South Dakota 

[Mr. DASCHLE] is recognized for 5 min
utes. 

FACES OF THE HEALTH CARE 
CRISIS-DEANN THOMAS 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, let me 
congratulate the distinguished Senator 
from Michigan for an excellent state
ment. I had the good fortune to listen 
to it and hear him speak once more on 
the faces of health care. 

As he has indicated, these are real 
problems affecting real people. We of
tentimes get so wrapped up in statis
tics and reports and the big picture 
that we really do not oftentimes have 
the opportunity to think of the effect 
that some of these issues have directly 
on the lives of people who we know and 
who we represent. So I appreciate his 
involvement and participation again 
this morning. 

As Congress, the President, and the 
public engage in a debate about health 
reform, we must never lose sight of our 
most important objective: to improve 
the quality of people 's lives. 

For this is not simply a debate about 
arcane principles of health care financ
ing. As I said, this is a debate about 
people-Americans whose lives have 
been deeply affected by our health sys
tem's failings. 

And there are millions each year who 
become victims of the system. They 
are real people , not just numbers. They 
could be any one of us. 

They are a family that loses its 
health coverage and bankrupts itself 
when a child develops diabetes; a cou
ple who lose their retiree benefits and 
must sell their possessions when the 
company for which they worked for 30 
years reneges on its contract; small 
business owners who cannot afford cov
erage for themselves and must close 
the company's doors when they become 
ill. 

These are the faces of the heal th care 
crisis. 

They show up at every meeting I hold 
in South Dakota and write hundreds of 
letters each year. 

They pay their bills , contribute their 
taxes , and do everything the right way. 

They relay their heart-wrenching 
stories and cannot believe that there is 
often little we can do , under the cur
rent system, to help them. 

They are shocked to learn that the 
United States , the richest country in 
the world , allows hard-working, tax
paying citizens to become impover
ished when they fall ill. 

They learn this lesson the hard way. 
DE ANN THOMAS 

A particular story comes to my mind 
when I think about the people for 
whom the system has failed. 

DeAnn Thomas is a 25-year-old 
woman from Flandreau, SD, who has 
had diabetes since she was 15. When she 
was younger she was covered under her 
family 's policy, but as an adult she has 
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been refused coverage by company 
after company and has been forced to 
go uninsured for years. She was even 
refused a policy when she worked for a 
employer that offered insurance; the 
insurer told her that they could not 
cover someone with her condition. Her 
employer did not compensate her for 
her exclusion from the policy. 

Her determination to support herself 
and be gainfully employed has been an 
uphill battle. She has tried to get pub
lic assistance to help her with her med
ical expenses, but has been refused 
both Medicaid and SSI because she in
sists that her medical condition should 
not prevent her from working. Her 
wheelchair-bound father has tried to 
help her out, but his own health prob
lems and limited resources have made 
this difficult. 

DeAnn lives in constant fear that one 
illness or accident could wipe her out 
financially. She has had several experi
ences that confirm her fears may be 
warranted. 

For example, DeAnn suffered a 
compound fracture of her back that 
makes it impossible for her to stand or 
sit for any length of time, and pro
hibits her from holding full-time em
ployment. She worked as a waitress 
but, because of her low wages, she can
not pay over $5,000 in medical bills for 
treating her back-an amount that is 
close to what she made all last year. 

Her unpaid bills now make it even 
more difficult to obtain medical care , 
which has caused her back condition to 
deteriorate, further limiting her abil
ity to work. 

In another instance, an untreated 
cold turned to a flu that she could not 
afford to treat. The illness interacted 
with her diabetes and landed her in the 
hospital with a serious infection. She, 
with the county's help, is still paying 
those bills · as well as the bill for the 
life-long treatment she needs for her 
diabetes. DeAnn 's future remains un
certain as she cannot treat her back 
problem and cannot work long enough 
hours to pull herself out of debt and 
cover her medical expenses. 

This young, spirited woman, de
scribes this vicious cycle she is in as 
depressing and disabling, one for which 
she sees no end. 

DeAnn Thomas is just one of the mil
lions of reasons why we must remain 
committed to reform of our health care 
system. Mr. President, it is not just 
about the percentage of GNP we spend 
on health care. It is not just about con
trolling the deficit. It is about people , 
people like DeAnn Thomas, people who 
long for the day when they have secu
rity , who long for the day when they, 
too, can look to their future with some 
degree of confidence that t he problems 
they are experiencing in health care 
will not keep them from being em
ployed, will not keep them from being 
mothers and fathers, will not keep 
them from being the Americans they 
know they can be. 

As we get caught up in the com
plicated health care reform debate, let 
us not forget why we are here. Our goal 
must be to ensure that every single 
American, young or old, employed or 
between jobs, has complete security 
about his or her health coverage. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator's time has expired. 

Mr. DASCHLE. When dealing with an 
accident or illness, Americans deserve 
to spend their energy and resources 
overcoming their misfortune, not wor
rying about whether their insurance 
company will cover their bills. Amer
ica deserves no less. 

I yield the floor . 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. Will the Senator from South Da
kota suggest the absence of a quorum? 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I do 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

IRRESPONSIBLE CONGRESS? HERE 
IS TODAY'S BOXSCORE 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, as any
one even remotely familiar with the 
U.S. Constitution knows, no President 
can spend a dime of Federal tax money 
that has not first been approved by 
Congress, both the House of Represent
atives and the U.S. Senate. 

So when you hear a politician or an 
editor or a commentator declare that 
" Reagan ran up the Federal debt" or 
that " Bush ran it up, " bear in mind 
that it was, and is, the constitutional 
duty of Congress to control Federal 
spending. Congress has failed miserably 
for about 50 years. 

The fiscal irresponsibility of Con
gress has created a Federal debt which 
stood at $4,390,677 ,349,818.20 as of the 
close of business on Tuesday, Septem
ber 7. Averaged out, every man, woman 
and child in American owes a share of 
this massive debt, and that per capita 
share is $16,551.76. 

achieving a new distinction-that of 
becoming the longest serving Senator 
from the State of Oregon in Senate his
tory. 

Senator HATFIELD first won election 
to the Senate in 1966, and in their wis
dom, the citizens of that great and 
beautiful State have chosen to return 
him to this august body in every elec
tion in which he has run since that 
time. 

Since assuming the chairmanship of 
the Appropriations Committee, I have 
been privileged to serve continuously 
with Senator HATFIELD. 

Senator HATFIELD is certainly able to 
protect his own prerogatives on that 
committee, and is not to be taken for 
granted on matters of partisan signifi
cance. But I can attest that no Senator 
in my experience has been more coop
erative with me in our role as movers 
of legislation through the Appropria
tions Committee, and no Senator in my 
experience has served with me in this 
body in a more irenic, cordial, coopera
tive, or accommodating fashion than 
has the senior Senator from Oregon. 

Therefore, I want to join all of our 
colleagues of both parties in expressing 
to Senator MARK HATFIELD my per
sonal congratulations on his achieving 
a significant new distinction of longev
ity, as well as expressing again to Sen
ator HATFIELD my sincere appreciation 
for the spirit of cooperation, courtesy, 
and dedication that he consistently has 
brought to our efforts together on the 
Senate Appropriations Committee and 
in all of our work together over the 
years in the Senate. 

THE NORTH AMERICAN FREE
TRADE AGREEMENT 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Madam Presi
dent, I rise to address the proposed 
North American Free-Trade Agree
ment-commonly referred to as 
NAFTA-between the United States, 
Mexico, and Canada. During the Au
gust recess, President Clinton con
cluded negotiations with Mexico and 
Canada on a series of side agreements 
covering labor, environment, and im
port surge issues. Very shortly, the 
President will be sending implement
ing legislation to Congress, and we will 
be asked to vote on the treaty and side 
agreements as a whole. 

Let me be frank about my purpose in 
SENATOR HATFIELD ACHIEVES A rising today, Madam President: I am 

NEW DISTINCTION deeply, deeply troubled by this agree-
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, one of the · ment. NAFTA will have a devastating 

pleasures attendant on my role as impact on our workers, our industrial 
chairman of the Senate Appropriations base , and our environment. It is a raw 
Committee is the friendship that I have deal for the America n people . We 
consistently enjoyed with the ranking should reject the North American F ree
member of that committee and its Trade Agreement and put i t to bed. 
former chairman, Senator MARK HAT- Over the next several months, I in-
FIELD from Oregon. tend to speak out about NAFTA, the 

Recently, through the revolutions of side agreements, and the effect they 
the clock and the calendar, Senator will have on our country. I hope to 
HATFIELD has ascended to a new honor, bring to light, in much greater detail, 
and I want to congratulate him on the staggering consequences NAFT A 



20388 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE September 8, 1993 
will have on American workers and on 
the environment. But today, I want to 
alert the American people to the im
portance of this issue. 

Recent polls show that millions of 
Americans do not know what NAFTA 
is or how it would affect them. Let me 
begin by briefly explaining the agree
ment. As drafted, NAFTA would elimi
nate virtually all trade restrictions 
and tariffs between the United States, 
Mexico, and Canada over the next 15 
years. Its proponents claim that elimi
nating trade barriers with Mexico will 
benefit American workers by permit
ting United States manufacturers to 
gain easier access to Mexico's 
consumer markets. 

But take a closer look at NAFTA, 
and you will see that these job growth 
predictions are little more than smoke 
and mirrors. At present, Mexican man
ufacturing workers earn must $2.35 an 
hour, less than one-seventh the $16.17 
earned by American manufacturing 
workers. The difference in health and 
pension benefits adds even more to this 
disparity. If we eliminate current trade 
restrictions, hordes of United States 
companies will shift production to 
Mexico over the next few years. Hun
dreds of thousands of high-paying U.S. 
manufacturing jobs will be eliminated, 
in industries such as electronics, ap
parel, and automobiles, striking at the 
core of America's industrial base. 

Other labor-intensive industries, 
such as food production firms, truck
ers, and fruit and vegetable growers 
will be devastated, if not wiped out en
tirely. The ramifications will be felt 
across our entire economy. 

NAFTA's proponents acknowledge 
that we may lose thousands of jobs, but 
they claim that those losses will be 
more than offset by new jobs resulting 
from expanded trade with Mexico. But 
I do not believe the American people 
will be fooled by this claim. First, with 
an average annual income of just 
$2,500, Mexican workers are in no posi
tion to buy our products. Second, even 
if Mexican demand for our products in
creases, United States firms will make 
those products in Mexico, where labor 
costs are cheaper and the finished 
goods are closer to the marketplace. So 
in reality, United States companies 
will use N AFT A primarily to make 
more goods in Mexico for sale back 
here in the United States. Plain and 
simple, that means far fewer jobs for 
American workers. 

NAFTA's supporters also point to our 
current trade surplus with Mexico as 
proof of the benefits of free trade. But 
look closely at these exports. In 1991, 
for example, we had .a $3.2 billion defi
cit with Mexico in the trade of 
consumer goods. We did have a $4 bil
lion trade surplus in capital goods and 
heavy machinery, but that very equip
ment is being used to build Mexican 
factories which will make products to 
be sold in the United States. 

If we adopt NAFT A as drafted, our 
heavy industries might benefit briefly 
from Mexico's industrialization. Ulti
mately, though, any short-term bene
fits will be dwarfed in the long run as 
our industrial base is systematically 
dismantled and moved south of the bor
der. In the coming months, I will have 
much more to say about NAFTA's dis
astrous impact on American workers. 

Let me next address the side agree
ments the administration recently ne
gotiated with Mexico, suggesting these 
are going to solve all the problems. 

Last year, the U.S. Office of Tech
nology Assessment prepared a report to 
Congress on the impact of NAFTA. 
OTA-an unbiased governmental agen
cy-concluded that unless relations 
among Government, industry and labor 
are fundamentally changed here and in 
Mexico, NAFTA "could drive down 
wages and living standards in the Unit
ed States without accelerating devel
opment in Mexico." Then-candidate 
Clinton seemed to agree with this as
sessment, declaring that he would not 
support NAFTA without strong side 
agreements on labor as well as the en
vironment and import surges. 

The administration has now nego
tiated these side agreements. The ad
ministration has not yet provided the 
Senate with the full texts, but from 
what I have learned about them, I 
doubt that they will do anything to ad
dress NAFTA's many shortcomings. 

The labor side agreement, for exam
ple, accomplishes even less than exist
ing international law in terms of pro
tecting worker rights. It establishes a 
process for resolving complaints. that 
one country is not enforcing its own 
laws. But that process is of little use 
when a country's laws are inadequate 
to begin with, as is the case with Mexi
co's 60-cents-an-hour minimum wage. 
In addition, the side agreement's dis
pute resolution process is cumbersome, 
lengthy, and fraught with procedural 
obstacles. As a result, it will be all but 
impossible to obtain adequate remedies 
in a timely fashion. 

Most importantly, this dispute reso
lution process does not even apply to 
workers' freedom of association rights, 
which numerous international human 
rights organizations have repeatedly 
cited as a serious problem in Mexico. 

I will have more to say in the coming 
months about these side agreements. 
But at this stage I cannot see, under 
any circumstances, how they even 
begin to resolve the tremendous prob
lems posed by the underlying NAFTA 
Agreement. 

Mr. President, I campaigned very 
hard last year for then-candidate Bill 
Clinton. This year, I have had some 
significant differences with the Presi
dent over certain issues, but I have 
supported President Clinton's agenda. 
President Clinton is a reasonable man, 
and he has already done a lot for work
ing Americans, from signing the Fam-

ily and Medical Leave Act to extending 
unemployment insurance for those who 
have lost their jobs. I know the Presi
dent wants to expand our job base, and 
that he wants to do what is right for 
the American people. 

But on the issue of NAFTA, I have a 
fundamental difference of opinion with 
the President. Remember, this NAFTA 
was first negotiated by the Bush ad
ministration to benefit big business 
and big financial institutions. This is 
still the same NAFTA. Remember, it 
was George Bush who negotiated tough 
NAFTA provisions to protect American 
investments in Mexico, but did nothing 
to protect American workers here at 
home. This is still the same N AFT A. I 
thought NAFTA was a raw deal for 
American workers then, and I think so 
now. 

If the Members of this body want to 
know what the future looks like under 
NAFTA, I would urge them to visit the 
Maquiladora region just over the Unit
ed States border in Mexico. I went 
there last fall to see the living and 
working conditions myself and at a 
later point I will address myself to that 
subject. 

Finally, Mr. President, let me make 
clear that I am not a projectionist. I 
believe in free trade with countries 
that have comparable economics, such 
as Canada and the nations of Europe. 
But a free-trade agreement with a na
tion that pays workers $2 an hour is a 
losing proposition for America, no mat
ter how it is drafted. 

Ultimately, NAFTA is not about free 
trade, it is about unfair trade. Under 
its terms, American companies will 
move to Mexico in droves to exploit 
Mexican workers, taking America's in
dustrial base with them. I know it, the 
Fortune 500 know it, and those Ameri
cans familiar with NAFTA know it. 
The Senate should reject the North 
American Free-Trade Agreement. 

BUDGET SCOREKEEPING REPORT 
Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I hereby 

submit to the Senate the budget 
scorekeeping report prepared by the 
Congressional Budget Office under sec
tion 308(b) and in aid of section 311 of 
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, 
as amended. This report meets the re
quirements for Senate scorekeeping of 
section 5 of Senate Concurrent Resolu
tion 32, the first concurrent resolution 
on the budget for 1986. 

This report shows the effects of con
gressional action on the budget 
through August 6, 1993. The estimates 
of budget authority, outlays, and reve
nues, which are consistent with the 
technical and economic assumptions of 
the concurrent resolution on the budg
et (H. Con. Res. 287), show that current 
level spending is below the budget reso-
1 ution by $1.6 billion in budget author
ity and above by $0.6 billion in outlays. 
Current level is $0.5 billion above the 
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revenue floor in 1993 and above by $1.4 
billion over the 5 years, 1993-97. The 
current estimate of the deficit for pur
poses of calculating the maximum defi
cit amount is $393.5 billion, $27.3 billion 
below the maximum deficit amount for 
1993 of $420.8 billion. 

Since the last report, dated August 3, 
1993, Congress approved and the Presi
dent signed Public Law 103-81, the 
Small Business Guaranteed Credit En
hancement Act. These actions de
creased the current level of budget au
thority and outlays by $12 million. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
CBO report be printed in the RECORD. 

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

U.S. CONGRESS, 
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE, 

Washington, DC, September 7, 1993. 
Hon. JIM SASSER, 
Chairman, Committee on the Budget, U.S. Sen

ate, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The attached report 

shows the effects of Congressional action on 
the budget for fiscal year 1993 and is current 
through August 6, 1993. The estimates of 
budget authority, outlays, and revenues are 
consistent with the technical and economic 
assumptions of the Concurrent Resolution on 
the Budget (H. Con. Res. 287). This report is 
submitted under section 308(b) and in aid of 
section 311 of the Congressional Budget Act, 
as amended, and meets the requirements for 
Senate scorekeeping of section 5 of S. Con. 
Res. 32, the 1986 First Concurrent Resolution 
on the Budget. 

Since my last report, dated August 2, 1993, 
Congress approved and the President signed 
P.L. 103--Sl, the Small Business Guaranteed 
Credit Enhancement Act. These actions 
changed the current level of budget author
ity and outlays. In addition, Congress ap
proved and the President signed P.L. 103-75, 
the Emergency Supplemental for Flood As
sistance. Funds made available in this bill 
are designated emergencies and have no af
fect on the current level of budget authority, 
outlays, or revenues. 

Sincerely, 
JAMES F. BLUM 

(For Robert D. Reischauer). 

THE CURRENT LEVEL REPORT FOR THE U.S. SENATE. 
103D CONG ., lST SESS. , AS OF CLOSE OF BUSINESS 
AUG. 6, 1993 

[In billions of dollars] 

Budget res· 
olution (H. Current 
Con. Res. level 1 

287) . 

On-budget: 
Budget authority .... ... 1.250.0 1,248.4 
Outlays . 1.242.3 1.242.9 
Revenues: 

1993 . 848.9 849.4 
1993- 97 . 4,818.6 4,820.0 

Maximum Def icit Amount 420.8 393.5 
Debt Subject to Limit 4,461.2 4.307.2 

Off-budget: 
Social Security outlays: 

1993 260.0 260.0 
1993-97 ....... 1,415.0 1,415.0 

Social Security revenues: 
1993 .... ... .. ............ 328.l 328.1 
1993- 97 ......... 1.865.0 1.865.0 

Current 
level over/ 
under reso

lution 

-1.6 
.6 

.5 
1.4 

-27.3 
-154.0 

(2) 
(2) 

1 Current level represents the estimated revenue and direct spending ef
fects of all legislation that Congress has enacted or sent to the President 
for his approval. In addition, full-year funding estimates under current law 
are included for entitlement and mandatory programs requiring annual ap
propriations even if the appropirations have not been made. The current 
level of debt subject to limit reflects the latest U.S. Treasury information on 
public debt transactions. 

2 Less than $50,000,000. 
Note. Deta il may not add due to rounding. 
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[In millions of dollars] 

Budget au
thority Out lays Revenues 

ENACTED IN PREVIOUS SESSIONS 
Revenues . 
Permanents and other spending 

legislation ............. ........... . 
Approp riation leg islation .... . 
Offsetting receipts . 

Total previous ly enacted 

ENACTED THIS SESSION 
CIA Vo luntary Separation Incentive 

Act (Publ ic Law 103-36) . 
Unclaimed Depos its Amendments 

Act (Public Law 103-44) 
1993 spring supplemental (Public 

Law 103-50) . 
Transfer of naval vessels to cer· 

lain foreign countries (Public 
Law 103-54) ........... . 

Small business guaranteed credit 
enhancement act (Public Law 
103-81) .... 

Total enacted this session 

ENTITLEMENTS AND MANDATORIES 
Budget resolution baseline esti

mates of appropriated entitle
ments and other·mandatory 
programs not yet enacted 

Total current level 1 • 

Total budget resolution 2 . 

Amount remaining: 
Under budget reso

lution . 
Over budget resolu

tion ... 

764 ,283 
732,061 

(240 ,5 24) 

1,255,820 

1.003 

(8) 

(12) 

984 

(8 ,443) 

1.248,361 
1 249,990 

1.629 

737,413 
743 ,943 

(240 ,524) 

1.240,833 

1,199 

(8) 

(12) 

1.181 

922 

1.242,935 
1.242.290 

645 

849.425 

849.425 

849,425 
848,890 

535 

1 In accordance with the Budget Enforcement Act. budget authority and 
outlay totals do not include the following in emergency funding: 

21ncludes a revision under sec. 9 of the concurrent resolution on the 
budget. 

Note.-Amounts in parentheses are negative. Detail may not add due to 
rounding. 

Publ ic Law: 
102- 229 . 
102-266 
102-302 
102-368 
102-381 .......... . 
103-6 ······· ··· ·· ····· ·· 
103-24 .......... . 

Offsetting receipts . 

[In millions of dollars] 

103-50 .. ............. ... ...................... . 
103-75 . 

Total 1993 emergency funding 

Budget 
authority 

0 
0 
0 

1.060 
218 

3,322 
4,000 

(4 ,000) 
0 

4,190 

8,790 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

Out lays 

712 
33 

380 
5,873 

13 
3.322 

(4,000) 
(4,000) 

(30) 
141 

10.444 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Morning business is closed. 

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1994 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. Under the previous order, the 
Senate will now resume consideration 
of S. 1298, which the clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
A bill (S. 1298) to authorize appropriations 

for fiscal year 1994 for military activities of 
the Department of Defense, for military con
struction, and for defense activities of the 

Department of Energy, to prescribe person
nel strengths for such fiscal year for the 
Armed Forces, and for other purposes. 

The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill. 

Mr. BINGAMAN addressed the Chair. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The Senator from New Mexico is 
recognized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 777 

(Purpose: To strike out section 3317) 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 
send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The clerk will report . 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. BINGA

MAN], for himself, Mr. MCCAIN, Mr. MATHEWS, 
and Mr. NUNN, proposes an amendment num
bered 777. 

On page 432, strike out line 6 and all that 
follows through page 434, line 8. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, this 
amendment is being proposed on behalf 
of myself, Senator MCCAIN, Senator 
MATHEWS, and Senator NUNN. 

The amendment is very straight
forward as it was read in its entirety 
by the clerk. I think it is easily under
stood. It is supported by the adminis
tration. It is supported by the Depart
ment of Defense. It is supported also by 
the National Taxpayers Union. I think 
when we get into a description of the 
amendment, it will be easy for my col
leagues to see why the Taxpayers 
Union has an interest in this matter. 

The provision of the bill which we are 
proposing to strike would create, if it 
is left in the bill, a new entitlement 
program for the American metal cast
ing industry under which taxpayers 
would provide an annual grant of at 
least $20 million from now on in per
petuity outside the normal appropria
tions process. 

These funds would be provided to an 
entity, the American Metalcasting 
Consortium which has refused to pur
sue funding in the traditional way of 
competing with other industry groups 
for research and development funds 
which has refused to commit its own 
funds to pursue this research and de
velopment that they want the tax
payers to underwrite. 

Our amendment, as I indicated be
fore, is supported by the administra
tion. The administration has expressed 
strong opposition to section 3317 which 
is the section of the defense bill that 
we are here proposing to strike. 

Mr. President, at the outset of this 
discussion I ask unanimous consent to 
have printed in the RECORD the letter 
from the Department of Defense indi
cating their opposition to this amend
ment. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
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THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 

Washington, DC, July 29, 1993. 
Hon. SAM NUNN, 
Chairman, Senate Armed Services Committee, 

Washington , DC. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The Department of 

Defense (DoD) has reviewed Section 3317 of 
the National Defense Authorization Act for 
FY 94 as reported out by the Senate Armed 
Services Committee. This Section would pro
vide a perpetual payment from DoD funds of 
$20 Million per year to the American 
Metalcasting Consortum for enumerated 
purposes. 

The DoD adan1antly opposes Section 3317 
for the following reasons: 

Earmarking money from National Defense 
Stockpile (NDS) sales proceeds for any speci
fied group to use in a way that meets no 
known Defense requirement sets an undesir
able precedent for the usage of the stockpile 
transaction fund. 

If the DoD is to retain a viable industrial 
base during the next decade, DoD must very 
carefully ensure monies are allocated only to 
those sectors which are indeed most critical. 
The effect of Section 317 would be to give one 
group, a consortium, an unfair advantage 
over all the other competitors, even if a De
fense requirement for support existed. Sec
tion 3317, no matter how it is styled and how 
laudable its intent, is, in fact, a noncompeti
tive grant and it is consequently unfair and, 
in this case, unneeded. 

This grant adds to the federal deficit with
out any offsetting savings. In FY 94, for ex
ample, the Congressional directive is to 
transfer $500 million in sales proceeds from 
sales of NDS materials into DoD operating 
accounts. If a portion of these funds is di
verted into grants, the operating funds will 
have to come from additional appropria
tions. This means that the original intent of 
NDS sales, which was to generate disposal 
revenues without generating a need for addi
tional tax revenues, will have been defeated. 

For all these reasons, DoD strongly op
poses this amendment. For your further at
tention, I have enclosed an information 
paper providing you with general informa
tion on the NDS. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN M. DEUTCH. 

THE NATIONAL DEFENSE STOCKPILE 
The National Defense Stockpile (NDS) was 

created by the Stock Piling Act of 1946. The 
NDS Act was a direct response to the critical 
shortages of basic industrial materials en
countered during WW II. Shortages of strate
gic and critical materials such as rubber, 
chrome, tungsten and manganese seriously 
hampered the U.S. industrial mobilization 
effort during WW II. 

From then until now, the U.S. has main
tained an NDS of strategic and critical mate
rials. The kind, number and value of NDS 
materials change from year to year as mili
tary requirements and manufacturing proc
esses restructure. 

The current composition of the NDS in
cludes 91 materials ranging from manganese 
ore to near gem quality diamonds; current 
value of the NDS is estimated at approxi
mately $6 billion. The materials are stored in 
88 vaults, warehouses and depots throughout 
the continental United States. In 1992, in re
sponse to the end of the Cold War, Congress 
enacted a broad plan for NDS restructuring 
for fiscal years 1993-1997 in PL 102-484. In 
concert with concerns for the federal deficit 
level as well as the greatly reduced prob
ability of global conflict, the Congress de
clared large quantities of NDS materials as 

excess and set goals for disposal of these 
now-unneeded materials up to $500 million 
per year for FY 1993-97. 

Revenues generated by the sale of excess 
NDS materials are already directed by the 
Congress to be used for DoD facilities repair 
as well as NDS restructuring purposes. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 
would also at this point ask unanimous 
consent to have printed in the RECORD 
the letter from the National Taxpayers 
Union indicating their opposition. 

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

NATIONAL TAXPAYERS UNION, 
September 2, 1993. 

Hon. JEFF BINGAMAN, 
U.S. Senate , Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR BINGAMAN: The National 
Taxpayers Union, America's largest taxpayer 
organization, is pleased to endorse the floor 
amendment to the 1994 Defense Authoriza
tion bill you are planning to offer with Sen
ator John McCain, which would strike the 
$20 million annual grant for the American 
Metalcasting Consortium. 

Your amendment to eliminate section 3317 
from the Defense Authorization bill will save 
taxpayers some $200 million over the next 
decade, and perhaps a great deal more, since 
the authorizing language creates a virtual 
entitlement for the Consortium. 

As you know, the Department of Defense 
opposes this annual grant. To quote Under 
Secretary of Defense John Deutch, "Ear
marking money from the National Defense 
Stockpile sales proceeds for any specified 
group to use in a way that meets no known 
Defense requirement sets an undesirable 
precedent for the stockpile transaction 
fund." We completely agree. 

The American Metalcasting Consortium's 
noncompetitive grant was characterized as 
" unfair" and " unneeded" by DOD. It runs 
counter to the existing Congressional direc
tive regarding the National Defense Stock
pile, and it duplicates a research project won 
on a competitive bid using a $6 million 
matching fund program with FY '92 funding. 

The National Taxpayers Union urges your 
colleagues to support the Bingaman-McCain 
amendment to strike the $20 million annual 
grant for the American Metalcasting Consor
tium when the Defense Authorization Bill is 
considered on the Senate floor. 

Sincerely, 
AL CORS, Jr., 

Director, Government Relations. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I will 
read a portion of the letter from the 
National Taxpayers Union for my col
leagues to put this in perspective . They 
have said in their letter to me dated 
September 2: 

The National Taxpayers Union, America's 
largest taxpayer organization, is pleased to 
endorse the floor amendment that you are 
planning to offer with Senator MCCAIN, 
which would strike the $20 million annual 
grant for the American Metalcasting Consor
tium. 

Your amendment to eliminate section 3317 
from the Defense Authorization bill will save 
taxpayers some $200 million over the next 
decade, and perhaps a great deal more, since 
the authorizing language creates a virtual 
entitlement for this Consortium. 

The letter goes on to explain in more 
detail why they support our amend
ment. 

Mr. President, there is no doubt that 
the American metalcasting industry is 
in decline and it has been in decline for 
at least two decades. I would welcome 
efforts by that industry to deal with 
their problems. But the problems are 
not the result of the end of the cold 
war. 

The Department of Defense and its 
contractors are a small and a declining 
customer for this industry. Well over 90 
percent of the output of this industry 
is consumed by the civilian sector in 
areas such as machinery and equip
ment, cars and trucks, pipes and fit
tings, railroads, et cetera. 

The decline of this industry over the 
last two decades has resulted from a 
variety of factors. Let me list the most 
important of those. It has resulted 
from very stiff foreign competition 
that has developed, it has developed 
from under investment by industry it
self, resulted from the need to comply 
with strict environmental laws which 
we put in place in this country and also 
from the competition that has devel
oped from alternative technologies 
such as advanced materials fabrication 
which provide greater quality and con
sistency than the technology being 
used by the industry in question. 

Compared to many other industries 
affected by the decrease in defense 
spending, this industry's claim on the 
defense resources is a very weak claim. 

Section 3317 would put this consor
tium ahead of all other industry groups 
who are competing for Federal research 
and development support at this time. 

Mr. President, as you and all Mem
bers of this body will remember, last 
year we enacted the technology rein
vestment project which was set up to 
provide research and development 
funds for firms and independent indus
tries hard hit by the change in the 
world circumstance and the end of the 
cold war. 

Under that technology reinvestment 
project, the Department of Defense has 
received about 3,000 proposals, received 
them in July of this year, from indus
try groups that were willing-and we 
put this requirement into law that 
those industry groups be committed to 
share the cost of reinvesting in their 
own future. The Department of Com
merce and its industrial technology 
programs, the Department of Energy 
and its technology partnership pro
grams similarly faced overwhelming 
competition for the scarce resources 
that we have available for this research 
and development activity, and we re
quire in all of those cases that industry 
come forward with a cost sharing. 

Section 3317 especially says that in
dustry groups and people who compete 
for those funds are suckers. They do 
not compete. The message is very clear 
from this section we are trying to 
strike. It is " Do not compete on the 
merits. Do not commit to invest in 
your own future. Instead, go to Con
gress outside the normal competitive 
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process, get yourself a grant, and do so 
by use of some cooked-up national se
curity rationale. That way you do not 
have to share the costs. That way you 
can get the Congress to fund your mar
keting, your advertising efforts, some
thing that you never could get the De
partment of Defense, the Department 
of Commerce, and the Department of 
Energy to fund in the normal process." 

The American Metalcasting Consor
ti um chose not to compete in the funds 
of any of those agencies, the R&D 
funds made available to industry. In
stead it chose to hire lobbyists to pur
sue a congressional earmarking strat
egy to meet what Under Secretary of 
Defense John Deutch has called "no 
known defense requirement." The lob
byists cooked up a wonderful-and I 
mean a very "Alice in Wonderland" 
kind of wonderful-national security 
rationale for the new entitlement. Let 
me just describe the logic of this ra
tionale so that everyone has it clearly 
in mind. We may see it again. 

It goes like this. The Department of 
Defense is disposing of metals from the 
national defense stockpile that it does 
not need anymore. The metalcasting 
industry uses the metals and therefore 
the Department of Defense should sub
sidize the metalcasting industry. That 
is the rationale. There is no more logic 
to it than that. 

Mr. President, I want to warn my 
colleagues that the defense stockpile 
will also in the next few years be dis
posing of tanning extracts. That is 
leather tanning, I am referring to, not 
sun tanning. If these provisions stand 
in this metalcasting provision that is 
in the law, I suspect that next year we 
will be subsidizing the leather indus
try, the shoe industry, Mr. President, 
we will also be disposing of medicinal 
compounds from our stockpile such as 
quinine and morphine, and I pray the 
lobbyists for the pharmaceutical indus
try are not watching us today. I could 
go on, Mr. President, and point out the 
absurdity of this rationale as it could 
be applied to a variety of things in our 
stockpile. But the simple point is that 
section 3317 is not a precedent that we 
want to set here in the Congress. 

Mr. Pres~dent, I should also say that 
the Advanced Research Projects Agen
cy is providing $6 million which is 
matched by industry to support the in
vestment casting cooperative arrange
ment in its efforts to reduce the cost 
and time to design and produce preci
sion cast parts for aeropropulsion sys
tems. This consortium includes Gen
eral Electric, Pratt & Whitney, Preci
sion Cast Parts, and Universal Energy 
Systems, competitively selected by the 
Advanced Research Projects Agency, 
where the Department of Defense has a 
requirement, a legitimate national se
curity requirement. It has acted to 
meet in a fair and equitable manner 
that requirement. 

Mr. President, I worked hard to sup
port sound efforts to help industry 

groups to compete in the world mar
ketplace. 

I think that record is clear. But that 
is not what section 3317 is about. Gov
ernment can and should be a catalyst 
to help industry develop new tech
nology to meet foreign competition, as 
it has been in the case of SEMA TECH, 
or in the case of the National Center 
for Manufacturing Sciences, or the In
vestment Casting Consortium, which I 
just mentioned. But it cannot and 
should not put one industry on the per
manent dole, as this provision in the 
bill proposes to do. 

Government can and should support 
the efforts of State government to help 
small manufacturers, such as many 
metalcasting firms, to adapt to the 
challenges they face and to adopt exist
ing world-class practices. The Com
merce Department is doing that exact 
thing in coordination with other agen
cies, including the Department of De
fense. I have been one of Senator HOL
LINGS' strongest supporters in expand
ing that effort by the Department of 
Commerce. But Government should not 
advantage one set of small manufactur
ers over another. 

Mr. President, to conclude and sum
marize the argument in favor of the 
amendment I have offered, if my col
leagues want to save the taxpayers $200 
million over the next 10 years, if they 
want to prevent the start of a new enti
tlement program, and if they want to 
be fair to the thousands of other indus
try groups and companies that are will
ing to compete on the merits and are 
willing to share the cost of investing in 
their own future, then I urge my col
leagues to support our amendment to 
strike this provision. 

I believe this is something we should 
take. It is an important precedent for 
us here in the Senate and one that we 
need to act decisively on. 

I yield the floor and reserve the re
mainder of my time. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Is there further discussion on the 
amendment? 

Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, the 
United States is losing its industrial 
capacity. The Nation is becoming more 
and more reliant on the service indus
try and neglecting the foundation of a 
strong modern industrial nation-its 
manufacturing base. 

Nowhere is this decline more evident 
than in the domestic metalcasting in
dustry. Since 1970, employment in the 

metalcasting industry has declined by 
almost 200,000 people, production has 
dropped from almost 20 million to 12 
million to.ns in 1990, and the number of 
companies that provide employment 
dropped from 5,100 in 1970, to 3,200 in 
1990. 

Mr. President, the casting industry is 
essential to the defense of our Nation. 
Ninety percent of all manufactured 
products contain castings. In addition, 
10 to 12 percent of all castings are pro
duced solely and exclusively for mili
tary applications. Tanks, planes, ships, 
weapons, and a myriad of other mili
tary hardware contain thousands upon 
thousands of cast parts. In view of the 
declining defense production, if the Na
tion is to maintain a modern healthy 
casting industry, we must be prepared 
to provide the means to conduct re
search and develop new technology. 

The American Metalcasting Consor
ti um, which represents 3,200 foundries, 
has developed a plan to maintain the 
viability of this important segment of 
our manufacturing base. The plan iden
tifies four areas of focus: Research and 
development; casting applications de
velopment; education and training; 
and, a small business innovation pro
gram. 

Mr. President, these are realistic and 
achievable objectives which will ensure 
a strong metalcasting industry to meet 
our defense needs. I urge this body to 
support the American Metalcasting 
Consortium legislation as contained in 
the Armed Services Committee bill. 

I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. Who yields time? 
Mr. SHELBY addressed the Chair. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The Senator from Alabama [Mr. 
SHELBY] is recognized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 778 TO AMENDMENT NO. 777 
(Purpose: To revise section 3317, relating to 

support for the metalcasting industry of 
the United States) 

Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, I send a 
substitute amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Alabama [Mr. SHELBY], 

for himself and Mr. THURMOND, proposes an 
amendment numbered 778 to amendment No. 
777. 

Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
In lieu of the matter being the striken in

sert the following: 
SEC. 3317. METALCASTING RESEARCH AND OE· 

VELOPMENT PROGRAM. 
(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF PROGRAM.-" be 

Strategic and Critical Materials Stock Pil 
ing Act (50 U.S.C. 98 e t seq.) is amended by 
a dding at the end the following new section: 
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"METALCASTING RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 

PROGRAM 
"SEC. 17. (a) The National Defense Stock

pile Manager shall carry out a metalcasting 
research and development program. 

"(b) Under the program, the Stockpile 
Manager shall support, through contracts, 
grants, or cooperative agreements, 
metalcasting industry research and develop
ment activities, including the following ac
tivities: 

"(1) Development of casting technologies 
and techniques. 

"(2) Improving of technology transfer with
in the metalcasting industry in the United 
States. 

"(3) Improvement of training for the 
metalcasting industry work force. 

"(c) The Stockpile Manager shall use com
petitive procedures in awarding contracts, 
grants, and cooperative agreements under 
the program. 

"(d) The Stockpile Manager shall ensure 
that each contract, grant, or cooperative 
agreement under the program includes a 
cost-sharing arrangement that requires con
tributions by non-Federal Government 
sources to the defraying of the cost of activi
ties supported by the contract, grant, or co
operative agreement. The Stockpile Manager 
may waive the requirement in the preceding 
sentence in the case of any contract, grant, 
or cooperative agreement if the Stockpile 
Manager determines that cost-sharing is not 
feasible in such case.". 

(b) lMPLEMENTATION.-Not later than 90 
days after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, the National Defense Stockpile Man
ager shall prescribe regulations to carry out 
the metalcasting research and development 
program required by section 17 of the Strate
gic and Critical Materials Stock Piling Act, 
as added by subsection (a). 

(c) FUNDING.-To the extent provided in ap
propriations Acts, for each of fiscal years 
1994, 1995, 1996, 1997, and 1998, funds in the Na
tional Defense Stockpile Transaction Fund 
shall be available for the metalcasting re
search and development program required by 
section 17 of the Strategic and Critical Mate
rials Stock Piling Act (as added by sub
section (a)) in an amount not to exceed 

(1) $10,000,000. 

Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, I offer 
this amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute to the Bingaman amendment on 
behalf of myself and the distinguished 
Senator from South Carolina, Senator 
THURMOND. 

Before I describe the amendment, I 
want to set the record straight on the 
current provision in the defense au
thorization bill. I must point out at the 
outset that despite the rhetoric of 
those opposed to section 3317, this pro
vision was supported by a majority of 
the members of the Armed Services 
Committee in our markup. 

All one has to do is turn to the com
mittee's report accompanying this leg
islation, and the report states: 

The committee shares the Department of 
Defense 's concern with a dwindling indus
trial base of casting sources and the effect 
this reduction has on our capability to de
fend the Nation in time of war, as well as our 
economic vitality. Ferrous and nonferrous 
castings are crucial components of an inte
grated industrial base and are necessary to 
provide operation and maintenance of cur
rent military systems, as well as being capa-

ble of competing effectively in U.S. and 
world markets. 

Mr. President, in an effort to address 
these concerns, the Armed Services 
Committee directed the Department of 
Defense to make a grant of $20 million 
from the moneys in the transaction 
fund of the national defense stockpile 
to the American Metalcasting Consor
ti um to conduct research and casting 
application development activities. 
The Defense Logistic Agency was given 
the responsibility for administering 
this grant. 

What is so important about the 
metalcasting industry? Ninety percent 
of all manufactured products contain 
casting in this country. In addition, 10 
to 20 percent of all castings are pro
duced solely and exclusively for mili
tary applications-tanks, planes, ships, 
and weapons. And a myriad of other 
military systems contain thousands 
and thousands of other cast parts. 

Mr. President, there are 3,200 found
ries in the United States today employ
ing 265,000 people in all States. These 
foundries produce over 100,000 distinct 
products which are used in 90 percent 
of all manufactured goods. Ninety-five 
percent of these companies are small 
businesses. However, since 1980, one out 
of every four foundries has shut down. 
It is estimated that over a 10-year pe
riod, this initiative could save 60,000 
current jobs and perhaps create an
other 60,000. 

Opponents of this provision have 
raised legitimate questions. Concerns 
have been expressed about the provi
sion with a direct grant to a particular 
organization that this provision is not 
subject to annual appropriations, that 
there is no cost-sharing mechanism, 
and that $20 million a year would be 
granted in perpetuity to this organiza
tion. 

I believe that the amendment that 
the senior Senator from South Caro
lina and I are now offering as a sub
stitute addresses these concerns. The 
amendment establishes, Mr. President, 
a metalcasting research and develop
ment program that will be adminis
tered by the national defense stockpile 
manager and operated through grants, 
contracts, or cooperative agreements 
on a competitive basis. 

The amendment also directs the 
stockpile manager to ensure, Mr. Presi
dent , that each contract, grant or co
operative agreement under the pro
gram include a cost-sharing arrange
ment that requires contributions from 
non-Federal Government sources. The 
stockpile manager may waive this re
quirement if he determines that cost 
sharing is not feasible in certain cases. 

Further, the amendment that we 
have offered here limits the program to 
5 years. It also ensures that this pro
gram will be subject to annual appro
priations. 

Finally, we have limited the annual 
funding of the program to $10 million 

per year as opposed to the $20 million 
that is included in the bill. 

Mr. President, I would also like now 
to address the Advanced Research 
Project Agency, ARPA, $6 million in 
investment casting grant that was ref
erenced in a "Dear Colleague" letter 
signed by my colleagues, Senators 
BINGAMAN and MCCAIN. Less than 10 
percent, Mr. President, less than 10 
percent of the metalcasting industry 
involves investment casting. The pro
gram that is funded by ARPA deals 
with blades and vanes. This technology 
is limited using extremely different 
processes and materials. Accordingly, 
only 8 to 10 companies out of a 3,200-
company industry would benefit from 
the $6 million investment that is re
ferred to in this letter. 

Therefore, to state that the Depart
ment of Defense has already acted on 
the requirement for the casting indus
try is incorrect. 

Mr. President, we have a chance here 
to do something concrete about our 
eroding industrial base. Our amend
ment takes into consideration the con
cerns expressed of those who oppose 
section 3317 and at the same time, Mr. 
President, provides for a fair, balanced 
method of assisting an ailing industry, 
the foundry industry. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
Shelby-Thurmond substitute. 

Mr. THURMOND. Madam President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
MURRAY). The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. NUNN. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. NUNN. Madam President, most 
of the areas before the Armed Services 
Committee in this bill the committee 
has agreed to on across party lines and 
really across philosophical lines. This 
is one area where we do not agree, and 
the vote in committee was very close. 
I believe it was a vote that the Senator 
from Alabama already mentioned. 

The majority favored the provision 
that is now in the bill that is at
tempted to be stricken. The Senator 
from New Mexico and the Senator from 
Alabama are correct on that. The ma
jority, as I recall, was by one vote. 
This was a very close vote and was de
bated very vigorously in committee. 

I voted with the Senator from New 
Mexico in the committee. I was in the 
minority, and I am in the minority 
now. 

I support the amendment. by Senator 
BINGAMAN and Senator MCCAIN to de
lete section 3317 from the bill. That is 
the section that earmarks $20 million a 
year forever-it goes on indefinitely, in 
perpetuity, for a noncompetitive re
search grant to the American 
Metal casting Consorti um. 
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I understand the sentiment behind 

the provision in the bill. I understand 
the concerns for the metalcasting in
dustry, and I share that concern. 

But this is not the way to do it. This 
provision was adopted in committee by 
a single vote. 

Madam President, the provision in 
the committee bill would require the 
Secretary of Defense to make a $20 mil
lion grant to a single consortium rep
resenting a single industry without 
any competition, without any require
ment for peer review and without any 
cost sharing or contribution by that in
dustry. 

The Armed Services Committee has 
consistently opposed provisions like 
this in the past, and even though it is 
in the bill and the bill represents the 
majority, I believe the Senate itself 
ought to seriously consider this matter 
before setting this precedent. 

The Defense Department currently 
has a technology reinvestment pro
gram, the so-called TRP, which is re
viewing technology development pro
posals and conversion proposals from 
really literally hundreds of thousands 
of companies and industries and con
sortiums and educational institutions 
throughout this country. DOD has al
ready received a very large number of 
proposals from industry for funding 
through this program. 

It is my understanding that there are 
over 3,000 of those proposals that have 
come from all over the country from 
different consortiums in good faith 
working through the TRP program. 
They are not assured they are going to 
get funded. There is no doubt about it. 
This is competition. They are going to 
select the ones that are the best pro
posals and have the best chance of 
using the limited resources of the tax
payers to make real advances in tech
nology and assist in defense conver
sion. 

The Department of Defense will 
spend approximately $500 million 
through the technology reinvestment 
program this year, and our bill that we 
are voting on or that we will vote on 
this week, this authorization bill , con
tains another $605 million for the pro
gram fiscal year 1994. 

So we are talking about , in a 2-year 
period, about $1 billion in this pro
gram. The projects that get funded 
under this program will be reviewed by 
people knowledgeable in the needs of 
our industrial base and will include 
cost sharing by the group receiving the 
funding and will be awarded on a merit 
selection basis. 

There are hundreds of industries in 
this country that need help. There are 
hundreds of them that are in bad 
shape, and I know the metalcasting in
dustry in this country is in t rouble. I 
have members of this industry in my 
own State and they have informed me 
about the critical need for investment 
in new casting techniques and applica-
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tions to meet new requirements. So I 
understand that. 

I know that a large majority of the 
members of this industry are small 
businesses and they have trouble com
ing up with substantial funds to invest 
in research and development in new 
technology. There is no doubt about 
that. The Senator from South Carolina 
and the Senator from Alabama have al
ready stated that, and I think they are 
absolutely correct. 

However, there are other important 
industries in our economy that are suf
fering from some of these same prob
l ems. We have to ask ourselves: Are we 
going to do this for every industry that 
is in trouble? Are we going to turn the 
stockpile funds of the U.S. Government 
over to every industry that comes be
fore the Congress and says they have a 
problem? Can we say to this one indus
try, the metalcasting industry, that 
you deserve an earmark grant of $20 
million a year forever from DOD for re
search on new techniques when other 
industries have to go through a merit
based selection process that requires 
cost sharing to get funds from DOD to 
support this kind of research? 

I do not think we should say that , 
Madam President, and that is why I 
support the amendment of Senator 
BINGAMAN and Senator MCCAIN. 

. I hope the American Metalcasting 
Consortium will go through the normal 
procedures like every other industry is 
having to go through, submitting a 
proposal to the Department of Defense 
to the technology reinvestment pro
gram. If their proposal has merit, if it 
is a proposal that has merit, then it 
stands a good chance of being funded in 
the TRP program. If it does receive 
DOD funding through the technology 
reinvestment program it will be be
cause competent people have deter
mined it has merit in comparison to 
some similar requests from other in
dustries , not because Congress has re
sponded to those who are commanding 
the most attention and then turning it 
over as a matter of law through a non
competitive earmark grant. 

Madam President , there is another 
aspect of the provision in the commit
tee bill that I want to bring to the at
tention of my colleagues and probably 
is an unintended aspect of the provi
sion, but the Members should be aware 
of it . 

Under current law all disposal of ma
terials from the national defense 
stockpile have to be specifically au
thorized by law. The Armed Services 
Committee carefully reviews all the 
proposals by DOD to dispose of mate
rials from the stockpile to make sure 
the disposals will not have an impact 
on the markets for those materials. 

The provision that is in this bill now 
that the Senator from New Mexico in
tends to off er the amendment t o 
change, to strike, makes the grant to 
the American Metalcasting Consor-

tium and also gives the Department of 
Defense extraordinary authority to dis
pose of any material in the stockpile 
whether authorized by Congress or not , 
to get enough money in the national 
defense stockpile transaction fund to 
make this noncompetitive grant. 

This kind of open-ended authority 
could be used by the stockpile manager 
and DOD to dispose of materials in the 
stockpile that the stockpile manager 
wanted to sell in the past, but which 
Congress has restricted or prohibited. 
Materials like silver, ferrochrome, and 
ferromagnesium are just three mate
rials that come to mind that the stock
pile manager has asked for authority 
to dispose of in the past which Con
gress has denied. 

If we do not adopt this amendment 
and delete the provision from the bill, 
we would be giving DOD the authority 
to sell silver, ferrochrome and 
ferromagnesium in spite of the past 
congressional restrictions on the dis
posal of these commodities from the 
stockpile. 

Madam President, I know the Sen
ator from Alabama had modified his 
amendment. It is my understanding 
that, instead of the provision in the 
bill, he would propose at this point 
that we go to a more restricted pro
gram, a 5-year program, which would 
be $10 million per year. That would be 
in lieu of what is in the bill now, which 
is a $20 million program which is in 
perpetuity. But the second-degree 
amendment still mandates this. It does 
not leave it up to the Department of 
Defense. 

The provision in the bill, as I under
stand it, does not have any competitive 
procedures. I believe the second-degree 
amendment--and the Senator from 
Alabama could clarify this-does re
quire competitive procedures, but it is 
my understanding they are all within 
that industry. So there is no competi
tion to determine whether this is the 
greatest need or whether it is some 
other industry that has a greater need, 
some other group of people out there 
who may have a more meritorious pro
gram. So it is competition in one sense , 
but in a very narrow sense. 

Also, as I understand it, the second
degree amendment would require cost 
sharing, but it does not say how much. 
It does not have any defined guidelines 
for cost sharing. 

So, Madam President, I think the 
second-degree amendment is better 
than what is in the bill , but I think the 
best thing is to start all over on this 
with the amendment of the Senator 
from New Mexico to strike and let us 
try to approach this in a logical fash
ion that is fair , not only to this indus
try, but is fair to the other industries 
in t his country. They are already com
peting for a limited amount of money 
through a normal competitive process. 
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So I suggest that my colleagues may 

want to consider very carefully the po
sition of the Senator from New Mexico, 
and I agree with that position. 

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, I sup
port the amendment offered by Senator 
SHELBY and I think that it greatly im
proved the language contained in the 
bill. This amendment corrects certain 
problems that were created when the 
Senator's amendment was adopted by 
the Armed Services Committee. Chief 
among those problems was the omis
sion of language that would make this 
program to support the metalcasting 
industry subject to annual appropria
tions. I understand that the Senator in
tended to include such language as part 
of the amendment he offered in the 
committee, but that an earlier version 
without this correction was inadvert
ently adopted. I thank him for taking 
this opportunity to correct this over
sight. 

This amendment also improves the 
original language by infusing the pro
gram with greater competition and by 
eliminating the authority given to the 
President to dispose of materials from 
within the national defense stockpile 
regardless of existing restrictions. Ob
viously, increasing the competitive as
pects of such a program will enhance 
the long-term benefits to the Defense 
Department and increase the Depart
ment's ability to conduct proper over
sight of the program. Removing the 
overly broad disposal authority may 
limit the amount of funding available 
for this program, but this will prevent 
the unintended consequence of over
riding congressional restrictions set up 
in other legislation. 

Finally, this amendment limits the 
program to 5 years and to $10 million 
instead of $20 million a year. I don't be
lieve the Senator intended this pro
gram to continue in perpetuity and 
this amendment corrects that problem. 
Additionally, $10 million will provide a 
sufficiently robust program to accom
plish the objective of the legislation. 

Let me turn for a moment to those 
objectives. The metalcasting industry 
employs 265,000 people in all 50 States, 
primarily in small businesses, and gen
erates $20 billion in output annually. 
These products are used in almost all 
manufactured goods, with 10 percent of 
the production being consumed di
rectly by the Defense Department. This 
critical industry has seen 25 percent of 
its foundries shut down since 1980. It is 
entirely appropriate that the Defense 
Department lead this program as part 
of the larger defense conversion and in
dustrial base efforts. I congratulate 
Senator SHELBY on his leadership and 
for offering these improvements to the 
original language. 

Mr. McCAIN. Madam President, I rise 
today to voice my support of Senator 
BINGAMAN's amendment to the Defense 
authorization bill, to strike section 
3317 of that bill. This section, which 

Senator BINGAMAN's amendment would 
eliminate, provides for an annual $20 
million grant to a powerful special in
terest group, the American 
Metalcasters Consortium. 

Let me say at the outset, that I un
derstand and sympathize with the dif
ficulties which the metalcasting indus
try is facing. It truly is an industry in 
decline, and in need of help. The 
metalcasting industry is facing great 
challenges from additional environ
mental regulation, stiff foreign com
petition, and under capitalization. But, 
section 3317 would have us believe that 
the answer to this industry's problems 
is a taxpayer financed bailout. I would 
ask you to believe otherwise. 

Section 3317 provides for $20 million a 
year, and represents a $200 million plus 
program. Moreover, this program is an 
earmark. Earmarking funds for the 
metalcasters, whose needs are no 
greater than some other industrial sec
tors, undercuts the Senate Armed 
Services Committee's stand against 
earmarks, and undercuts the cost shar
ing and competition rules which have 
been established for the conversion 
program. 

Moreover, this provision would allo
cate money in an area where the De
fense Department, specifically the Ad
vanced Research Projects Agency 
[ARPA], already has an existing cost 
shared program. ARP A is already sup
porting a $6 million investment in a 
cost shared casting consortium to de
velop jet engine airfoil and structural 
components. 

So we already are helping this pri
vate industry. We are helping in a com
petitive, shared cost program, which is 
based on the principles of fairness, and 
private sector-governmental coopera
tion. Section 3317 would have us bypass 
this system, and give the American 
Metalcasters special treatment. While 
I sympathize with the difficulties the 
metalcasting industry is facing, are 
those difficulties worse than those 
faced by the textile industry? Or, the 
shipbuilding industry, or some portions 
of the electronics· industry? What is so 
unique about the metalcasting indus
try that it would deserve treatment 
that these other important industries 
do not deserve? 

There are many hard hit industries 
where the Department of Defense is a 
major customer: aviation, shipbuild
ing, missiles, and electronics are cases 
in point. They will not get such relief, 
yet the Department of Defense is only 
a relatively minor customer of the 
metal casting industry. DOD and its 
contractors consume between 3 and 10 
percent of the metalcasting industry 's 
output. Additionally, the Under Sec
retary of Defense for Acquisition has 
stated in the clearest possible language 
that they do not want section 3317 to 
become law. 

Let me quote Under Secretary 
Deutch; " The DOD adamantly opposes 

section 3317." Adamantly opposes. DOD 
adamantly opposes this measure be
cause; it meets no defense requirement, 
it is a noncompetitive grant and is sub
sequently unfair; and because this 
grant adds to the Federal deficit with
out any offsetting savings. Those are 
not my words, they are the words of 
the Defense Department official which 
Congress has designated to provide · ex
ecutive oversight of how DOD's funds 
are spent. 

It is interesting to inquire what this 
proposed $20 million grant would be 
spent on. Where do the metalcasters 
see the biggest needs in their industry. 
I have here, portions of an internal 
American Metalcasters Consortium 
document-titled their "Strategic Pro
gram Plan," dated April 12, 1993-which 
indicates precisely how they intend to 
spend the taxpayer's money; 20 percent 
is designated for casting applications 
development. That is some sort of code 
word for advertising. I quote from the 
document; 

AMC will promote the use of castings. This 
includes advertising, public relations, and 
education* * * Advertising and promotion 
must be adequately funded to break through 
the threshold of insignificant or negative 
publicity of the past * * *. 

Then in an appendix, the document 
describes the plan to spend $40 million 
dollars of taxpayer's money for these 
purposes. 

Madam President, this measure does 
not represent industrial policy. It is 
not based on fair competition or the 
priorities we need to preserve our in
dustrial base. This measure does not 
represent sustainment of an industrial 
base, or some manner of reinvestment 
or conversion of defense dollars. Sec
tion 3317 represents only one thing-a 
subsidy. This is special interest spend
ing which subsidizes one industry un
fairly with respect to other industries, 
spending which contributes to only one 
thing, the national deficit. 

Borrowing to spend is bad. But bor
rowing to spend defense dollars, in a 
time when our uniformed services are 
struggling to meet operational require
ments with reduced resources is not 
bad. It is unconscionable. 

Madam President, I strongly urge my 
colleagues to support Senator BINGA
MAN's amendment to strike section 3317 
of the Defense Authorization Act, and 
to oppose Senator SHELBY'S second-de
gree amendment. I urge my colleagues 
to cast a vote to put the Nation's inter
est above special interest of politics, a 
vote for the taxpayers who should not 
shoulder this unnecessary burden. Fi
nally, a vote in favor of this amend
ment is a vote for our uniformed fight
ing men and women who would be bet
ter served by spending these funding in 

·pursuit on maintaining readiness-so 
that they can better serve us. 

Mr. BINGAMAN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from New Mexico. 
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Mr. BINGAMAN. Madam President, I 

thank the Senator from Georgia, the 
committee chairman, for his statement 
of support for what we are trying to do 
here. 

As he points out very correctly, the 
amendment, even as modified by the 
Senator from Alabama, does lock in for 
one industry without competition
that is, between that industry and any
one else-$50 million over the next 5 
years. It does so in an industry and as 
to product for which the Department of 
Defense says there is no known defense 
requirement. 

Madam President, to elaborate a lit
tle more on what the Senator from 
Georgia said with regard to the tech
nology reinvestment project, the TRP, 
as it is referred to in this discussion 
generally, that program was intended 
to provide funds for the very kinds of 
needs that the metalcasting industry is 
here asking the Congress to earmark 
money for. 

There are around $9 billion of propos
als submitted for a $480 million pot of 
money that the Congress set aside this 
last year. It is clear that the Depart
ment of Defense, working with the 
other agencies that have been involved 
in this, is going to be able to fund no 
more than 5 percent of the proposals 
that they have received. 

So for the 95 percent of the proposals 
that are not funded, it is very clear 
that, if we go ahead with what the Sen
ator from Alabama has in mind here, 
the obvious avenue available for those 
95 percent are to come to Congress next 
year and ask for their earmarking and 
say, "Well, it does not make sense to 
compete, because you may not win if 
you compete." It is much easier to put 
your money not into commitment to 
reinvest in your own industry but in
stead put your money into hiring lob
byists to come in to Congress and get 
you an earmark so that you do not 
have to compete with other industries 
for your funds. 

We also, I should point out, have 
made very substantial progress over 
the last couple of years in funding the 
advanced technology program in the 
Department of Commerce. It is a pro
gram that is directed specifically at in
dustries such as this that are primarily 
focused on the commercial sector and 
provides research and development 
funds. The metalcasting industry can 
compete for funds in that area, as well. 
So there are opportunities for R&D 
funding available· through existing 
channels. 

Let me point out one other major 
problem with the substitute amend
ment that we have had submitted by 
the Senator from Alabama. That is his 
statement that the national defense 
stockpile managers shall carry out a 
metalcasting research and develop
ment program. 

Madam President, the national de
fense stockpile manager has never car-

ried out a research and development 
program on this or anything else. It 
would be highly unusual and precedent
setting for us to, all of a sudden, by 
statute, be directing the manager of 
the national defense stockpile, whose 
job it is to keep track of those min
erals and other items that are kept in 
our national defense stockpile, to all of 
a sudden direct him to conduct a re
search and development program. I 
think that is another fatal flaw with 
the amendment that has been pro
posed. 

The suggestion that we are making 
this competitive is not an honest as
sessment of what is being done. All 
they are saying here· is that the funds 
do not have to go to this particular 
consortium; they can go to others. But 
it still would be dedicated to this par
ticular industry's needs. That is what 
we are objecting to. 

The suggestion that there is a cost 
share is also, I think, somewhat of a 
misrepresentation, because clearly 
there is a provision for the manager to 
waive that requirement of a cost share. 
The ability to waive a cost-share re
quirement is not present in the TRP 
program. It is not present in the ATP 
program, where everybody else has to 
go to get the"ir money. 

Let me just conclude my comments. 
I see my cosponsor on the amendment, 
Senator McCAIN, from Arizona, is here 
and is waiting to speak. But let me 
conclude my comments by referring to 
another statement in this National 
Taxpayers Union letter, which we pro
vided a copy of to each Member of the 
Senate. In that letter, the director of 
government relations for the National 
Taxpayers Union states, and I quote 
from his letter: 

As you know, the Department of Defense 
opposes this annual grant. To quote Under 
Secretary of Defense John Deutch, " Ear
marking money from the National Defense 
Stockpile sales proceeds for an unspecified 
group to use in a way that meets no known 
defense requirement sets an undesirable 
precedent for the Stockpile Transaction 
Fund. " We completely agree. 

Madam President, if, in fact, we go 
ahead and leave this provision in the 
law and it becomes law and we wind up 
allowing the earmarking of proceeds 
from the sales out of the national de
fense stockpile, that will be precedent
setting and there will be many other 
industries in here next year with their 
proposals to earmark 5 percent, or 
whatever amount, in the national de
fense stockpile proceeds to bail out 
their industry. This would be a very 
unfortunate precedent for the Senate 
to set. 

I urge that my colleagues not sup
port the substitute amendment, but 
support Senator MCCAIN, myself, Sen
ator NUNN and Senator MATHEWS in our 
efforts to strike this provision. At the 
appropriate time, I will propose to 
move to table the substitute amend
ment which has been offered. 

I yield the floor at this time. 
Mr. McCAIN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Arizona. 
Mr. McCAIN. Madam President, I 

again rise in strong support of the 
amendment by my colleague and 
friend, Senator BINGAMAN. 

What we are talking about here is 
something that is not only important 
in and of itself, but, also, because it de
termines whether will set the kind of 
precedent that could cause a dramatic 
and unfortunate waste and misuse of 
defense dollars. 

I would like to say at the outset that 
I have great sympathy with my col
leagues Senator SHELBY and Senator 
THURMOND. I understand that the 
metalcasting industry in the United 
States is in sharp decline, largely due 
to tough new environmental laws, for
eign competition, and undercapital
ization. 

I must point out, however, that the 
Department of Defense is a relatively 
minor customer of this industry. The 
Department of Defense and its contrac
tors consume between 3 percent and 10 
percent of its output. 

The Department of Defense consumes 
a much larger percentage of the output 
of many other industries. For example, 
shipbuilding, 85 percent; guided mis
siles, 90 percent; tanks, 80 percent; 
small arms, 58 percent; aircraft parts, 
50 percent-et cetera. 

As my colleague from New Mexico 
has pointed out, there already is a 
process for aiding industries that have 
a legitimate defense conversion need. 
All industries and companies can com
pete for this funding, and the ARPA re
investment and conversion program is 
the appropriate place for the metal
casting industry to seek funding for 
what they argue is much-needed relief. 

I believe they deserve serious consid
eration. I do not think there is any 
doubt that the industry is in decline . I 
do not think there is any doubt that 
the proposed consortium contains 
many small foundries. In fact, I am 
told there are several in my State. But 
the reality is, Madam President, the 
needs of this particular sector of indus
try are no worse than .others like ship
building-which is participating in the 
competition I talked about earlier
portions of the electronic industry, 
portions of the aircraft industry, tex
tiles and many others. The stockpile 
sales were never intended to be used to 
help a certain sector of industry and it 
is unclear that the proposed program 
could use them meaningfully. The 
problems of this industry are relatively 
intractable, especially the environ
mental barriers and foreign competi
tion. 

Any use of taxpayer dollars to aid 
any industry must be both fully justi
fied and fully competitive. This is why 
ARP A already has a cost-sharing pro
gram that is competitive and that 
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makes sense. If we grant an exception 
for one industry that should be com
peting, we will be hard put to turn 
down many others who do not win 
ARPA awards this fall. Such an act is 
just the kind of industrial policy that 
gives the term a bad name. 

I know we often do disregard the 
wishes of the Department of Defense. I 
think it is important, however , for the 
record to clearly show the Department 
of Defense is emphatically opposed to 
this amendment. They state they op
pose this measure because it meets no 
known defense requirement, because it 
sets an undesirable precedent for the 
use of the stockpile transaction funds , 
and because-no matter how laudable 
its intent-it is a noncompetitive grant 
and is consequently unfair. 

If the Bingaman amendment were 
not adopted, section 3317 of the bill 
would add to the Federal deficit with
out any offset in savings. If these funds 
are diverted into grants, the operating 
funds will have to come from addi
tional appropriations. 

Madam President, again I would like 
to express my sympathy to my dear 
friends , Senator SHELBY and Senator 
THURMOND. I appreciate their efforts on 
behalf of large and small businesses, 
the metalcasters who are concerned. 
But the fact is, if we start down the 
slippery slope of approving tens of mil
lions of dollars for industries that are 
badly in need, and bypass the competi
tive process, the process of hearings, 
the process of input from private and 
public sector and the process of review 
by the Department of Defense we will 
set a very dangerous and costly prece
dent. The competition for Federal dol
lars in defense conversion is keen. We 
must have an orderly and well-regu
lated process to decide where those de
fense conversion dollars go. 

Perhaps the metalcasting industry 
deserves our help. Perhaps they deserve 
some conversion funding. I strongly 
recommend they go the route which 
many other industries in this country 
are going, and that is through the con
version process and conversion trust 
funds which have been set up for these 
purposes. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
Bingaman amendment and I appreciate 
Senator BINGAMAN's bringing this issue 
to the attention of this body. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from South Carolina. 
Mr. THURMOND. Madam President, I 

support the amendment offered by my 
distinguished colleague, Senator SHEL
BY, to support the metalcasting indus
try in the United States. The amend
ment addresses those concerns raised 
by the Senator from New Mexico, Sen
ator BINGAMAN. The amendment re
moves the earmark to the consortium 
and, instead, puts the national defense 
stockpile manager in charge of a com
petitive R&D program which supports 

industry activities. The amendment 
provides for cost-sharing arrangements 
by non-Federal sources to defray the 
cost of the program, if feasible. The 
amendment removes the $20 million, 5-
percent provision and authorizes $10 
million per year, subject to annual ap
propriation. 

Madam President, I want to make 
this distinction: The amendment of
fered by my distinguished colleague , 
Senator SHELBY, is altogether different 
from the bill provision to which Sen
ator BINGAMAN now refers . We have to 
make that distinction. The Shelby sub
stitute amendment would remove those 
elements of the bill which Senator 
BINGAMAN finds objectionable. 

There is much discussion about the 
Bingaman amendment, However , the 
Shelby substitute amendment address
es those concerns which are raised in 
the Bingaman amendment. So it is al
together a different situation which I 
want to call to the attention of the 
Senate, because I think there is some 
concern about portions of the bill 
which the Shelby amendment seeks to 
revise. 

Senator SHELBY has leaned over 
backward. He has taken out objection
able portions. He is now proposing a 
competitive program, managed by the 
defense national stockpile manager, for 
a limited number of years, subject to 
annual appropriation. For These rea
sons there really should not be an ob
jection. It seems to me this Shelby sub
stitute amendment is reasonable and 
should be adopted. 

Madam President, I suggest the ab
sence of a quorum. · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. NUNN. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. NUNN. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the pending 
amendment, which I believe is a Shelby 
amendment, be temporarily laid aside, 
with the Senator from Arizona [Mr. 
MCCAIN], having the right to bring up 
an amendment at this point, with the 
pending amendment becoming the 
pending business again once the 
McCain amendment is dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. McCAIN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Arizona. 
AMENDMENT NO. 779 

(Purpose: To provide permanent congres
sional consent for the employment of re
tired personnel of the Armed Forces of the 
United States by governments of newly 
democratic nations) 

Mr. McCAIN. Madam President, I 
send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Arizona [Mr. McCain] , 

for himself, Mr. GORTON, and Mr. SIMON, pro
poses an amendment numbered 779. 

Mr. McCAIN. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 148, between lines 8 and 9, insert 

the following : 
SEC. 547. EMPLOYMENT OF RETIRED MEMBERS 

BY FOREIGN GOVERNMENTS. 
(a) FINDINGS.-The Congress makes the fol

lowing findings: 
(1 ) It is in the national security interest of 

the United States to promote democracy 
throughout the world. 

(2) The armed forces of newly democratic 
nations often lack the democratic traditions 
that are a hallmark of the Armed Forces of 
the United States. 

(3) The understanding of m111tary roles and 
missions in a democracy is essential for the 
development and preservation of democratic 
forms of government. 

(4) The service of retired members of the 
Armed Forces of the United States in the 
armed forces of newly democratic nations 
could lead to a better understanding of m111-
tary roles and missions in a democracy. 

(b) CONGRESSIONAL CONSENT.- (1) Chapter 
53 of title 10, United States Code, is amended 
by adding at the end the following new sec
tion: 
"§ 1058. Military service of retired personnel 

with newly democratic nations 
"(a) CONGRESSIONAL CONSENT.-(1) Subject 

to subsection (b), Congress consents to a re
tired member of the uniformed services re
ferred to in subsection (b)-

"(A) accepting employment by, or holding 
an office or position in, the armed forces of 
a newly democratic nation; and 

" (B) accepting compensation associated 
with such employment, office, or position. 

" (b) DETERMINATIONS AND APPROVAL RE
QUIRED.-(1) The Secretary concerned and 
the Secretary of State shall jointly deter
mine whether a nation is a newly democratic 
nation for the purposes of this section. 

"(2) The consent provided in subsection (a) 
for a retired member of the uniformed serv
ices to accept employment or hold an office 
or position shall apply to a retired member 
of the armed forces only if the Secretary 
concerned and the Secretary of State jointly 
approve the employment or the holding of 
such office or position. 

"(c) CONTINUED ENTITLEMENT TO RETIRED 
PAY AND BENEFITS.-The eligibllity of a re
tired member of the uniformed services to 
receive retired or retainer pay and other ben
efits arising from the retired member's sta
tus as a retired member of the uniformed 
services, and the eligib111ty of dependents of 
such retired member to receive benefits on 
the basis of such retired member's status as 
a retired member of the uniformed services, 
may not be terminated by reason of employ
ment or holding of an office or position con
sented to in subsection (a). 

" (d) RETIRED MEMBER DEFINED.-ln this 
section, the term 'retired member of the uni
formed services' means a member or former 
member of the uniformed services who is en
titled to receive retired or retainer pay." . 

(2) The table of sections at the beginning of 
chapter 53 of such title is amended by adding 
at the end the following: 
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"1058. Military service of retired personnel 

with newly democratic govern
ments.". 

(C) EFFECTIVE DATE.-Section 1058 of title 
10, United States Code, as added by sub
section (a), shall take effect as January 1, 
1993. 

Mr. McCAIN. Madam President, I rise 
to offer an amendment which I am very 
grateful to note has been agreed to by 
the distinguished chairman and the 
distinguished ranking member. The 
amendment allows retired members of 
the U.S. Armed Forces to serve in the 
military of newly democratic nations 
and accept compensation for such em
ployment where the Secretary of De
fense and the Secretary of State joint
ly determine that such a nation is 
newly democratic for the purposes of 
this law. 

I believe that such legislation serves 
a vital purpose. At present, retired 
members of the U.S. military cannot 
serve in foreign military forces. They 
lose their pensions if they do so. This 
reflects longstanding limitations on 
the ability of American citizens to 
serve in foreign military forces. 

In today's post-cold-war world, how
ever, there are many new democracies 
where military services have no experi
ence in preserving human rights, where 
the military has never before been 
fully subject to the rule of law, where 
the rights of soldiers and conscripts 
have previously been disregarded, and 
where corruption and violence have 
previously been the norm. 

These nations cannot draw on a pool 
of experienced military officers. They 
also cannot always rely on adviser and 
training missions. They need imme
diate help to reshape their military 
forces to serve as an instrument that 
defends democracy rather than 
authoritarianism. 

No one can provide more immediate 
help in meeting such needs than Amer
ican officers whose careers have been 
in the service to democratic values. We 
have many reasons to praise our men 
and women in uniform, but their prov
en service to democratic institutions, 
the rule of law, and basic human rights 
is one of the greatest triumphs of our 
history. 

We should take advantage of the fact 
that we are a nation of immigrants. We 
should take advantage of the unique 
skills of our military. We should en
courage our retired military to help 
new democracies reshape their mili
tary forces. 

Madam President, this brings me to 
the case of Col. Alexander Einseln. Col. 
Alexander Einseln is an exceptional 
man on an exceptional mission. He is 
an American citizen whose family fled 
Estonia in the midst of the darkest 
days of World War II. He served with 
distinction in the U.S. Army. He served 
for 35 years, in the Korean and Viet
nam wars. He rose to the rank of colo
nel and retired. 

Most men at the age of 60 would rest 
on their laurels. Colonel Einseln, how
ever, recognized the fact that Estonia 
had emerged as a new democracy with
out any democratic military tradi
tions, and he accepted the call to duty 
as the commander of Estonia's mili
tary forces. 

The challenge he faces on taking up 
that command is truly formidable. Es
tonia is a newly democratic nation 
with no real armed forces or military 
tradition. Its soldiers and officers are 
all the product of the former Soviet 
Union's military system. They are the 
product of an authoritarian system 
that acted as an occupying power. 
They are the product of a system that 
brutalized, and sometimes killed, its 
conscripts. They are the product of a 
system that promoted for politics as 
often as it promoted for merit. They 
are trained in a system where the mili
tary often acted outside the law or 
above the law. 

Colonel Einseln must build demo
cratic military forces that are commit
ted to human rights and firmly subject 
to the rule of law. At the same time, he 
must reorganize and retrain these 
forces. He must find ways to reequip 
them and create a whole new system of 
command and restructure methods of 
discipline and military justice. He 
must build a force capable of self-de
fense that has inherited some 1,200 
military facilities but only a handful of 
armored vehicles, two airplanes, and 
not a single tank. 

There is no question about the im
portance of his mission. There is no 
question that he serves democracy. 
Current law, however, provides no way 
that the Secretary of Defense and the 
Secretary of State can formally allow 
him to serve and to keep his pension. 
As a result, he risks his citizenship, the 
military honors he has earned, and the 
salary he needs to serve in a country 
which can barely afford a token salary 
of $500 a month, a salary he has so far 
refused to take. He is even subject to a 
demand for pension benefits he re
ceived before the Department of De
fense determined there was no adminis
trative way to continue providing him 
with pension payments. 

Madam President, Colonel Einseln is 
providing precisely the kind of assist
ance newly emerging democracies 
need. He is a model for other American 
military retired officers who can bring 
a unique combination of American val
ues and ethnic backgrounds to helping 
nations make the difficult transition 
to democracy and the rule of law. 

This amendment will give such offi
cers the right to provide such service. 
It will allow them to heed the call of 
duty to democracy without giving up 
their ties to the country they love or 
the pensions they have earned with 
honor. 

It is supported by the Office of the 
Secretary of Defense and will offer no 

such privileges to mercenaries or those 
who simply court position. This 
amendment applies only to those who 
serve in newly democratic nations and 
to individuals in positions where the 
Secretary of State and the Secretary of 
Defense jointly approve both the indi
vidual involved and the employment or 
holding of such an office or position. It 
allows us to support democracies in ex
ceptional cases, but it prevents any re
tired officer serving in armies like 
those of Serbia. 

Mr. President, I wish to thank Sen
ator GRAHAM, Senator GORTON' and 
Senator HELMS for cosponsoring this 
amendment. I wish to thank Senator 
NUNN and his staff for helping me find 
the proper legal language. 

Madam President, on few occasions 
in my life I would have the opportunity 
of meeting and knowing an outstand
ing and dedicated American who is not 
only dedicated to this country but the 
preservation of the principles of de
mocracy and freedom. Colonel Einseln 
is such a man. I believe that the State 
Department, which is now in opposi
tion to Colonel Einseln's pension, 
should be persuaded, and persuaded 
quickly, that this Nation which spent 
hundreds of billions of dollars for de
fense to bring about a day when the 
countries like Estonia and Latvia and 
Lithuania and the Ukraine, Armenia, 
and others could have an opportunity 
for freedom and democracy-that peo
ple like Colonel Einseln can play a 
vital and, indeed, critical role in seeing 
that this transition takes place, so 
that once again we will not have to 
spend those kinds of moneys and risk 
the blood of the young citizens of this 
country. 

Madam President, again I thank the 
chairman of the committee and Sen
ator THURMOND for their assistance. I 
think this is truly a humanitarian act 
we are about to undertake with the ac
ceptance of this amendment. 

I urge adoption of the amendment. 
Mr. THURMOND. Madam President, I 

rise in support of the amendment of
fered by my distinguished colleague 
from Arizona, Senator McCAIN. This 
amendment is being offered to help 
persons who are performing an invalu
able service for this country and for 
newly emerging democratic govern
mflnts such as Estonia. This legislation 
will make it possible for talented re
tired military people to share their 
knowledge and experience with coun
tries struggling to be free. 

The amendment provides for ade
quate safeguards, and I support its 
adoption. 

I am informed that the Defense De
partment approves of this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate? 

Mr. NUNN. Madam President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ab
sence of a quorum has been suggested. 
The clerk will call the roll. 
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The assistant legislative clerk pro

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. NUNN. Madam President, I favor 
this amendment. I think the Senator 
from Arizona, Mr. MCCAIN, has per
formed a real service in taking a very 
unusual situation and helping devise a 
way to deal with it that does not set a 
precedent that at some point with 
which we do not want to live. 

In this particular case, Colonel 
Einseln is serving as chief of the Esto
nian defense forces, which is a military 
position. Based on my information, he 
is reported to be a very good influence 
on the Estonian military. That mili
tary went through some very difficult 
times as a part of the Soviet Union. 

There is a provision in the Constitu
tion, clause 8, section 9, article I of the 
Constitution, that requires consent of 
the Congress for a person holding an of
fice-a colonel in the Army U.S. Re
tired is an office-under the United 
States to accept any office or com
pensation from a foreign nation. 

Because of that provision the United 
States Army has cut off the retirement 
pay of the colonel, even though his 
service in this particular capacity is 
certainly, I think, viewed by everyone 
concerned as very much in the best in
terest of the United States and very 
much in the best interest of Estonia, 
involving their defense forces to be 
much more cognizant of human rights 
and much more cognizant of civilian 
authorities and all of those things we 
treasure in a democracy. 

So I think this is a rare case. I do not 
think we are going to see it happen 
very much. But this amendment will 
allow retired members of the Armed 
Forces to preserve a good influence on 
the armed forces of fledgling democ
racies. It is consistent with other con
gressional actions that seek to enhance 
civilian rule and principles in newly 
emerging democracies. I think it is in 
the best security interests of the Unit
ed States, and I would urge its adop
tion. 

The other point that I would make, 
this amendment does not open a gate, 
a wide open gate. It makes receipt of 
retirement pay subject to review by 
the Department of Defense and the De
partment of State, and that means it 
will be used very carefully and done on 
a very limited basis, on a case-by-case 
basis. So I do believe this is the right 
approach to solving a difficult problem 
without setting the kind of precedent 
that we might regret in the future. I 
would urge adoption of the amend
ment. 

Madam President, I could say that I 
am told the Defense Department favors 
this amendment, and I am told the 
State Department does not have any 
objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate? If not, the question is 
on agreeing to the McCain amendment. 

The amendment (No. 779) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President, I 
rise to speak about an amendment. I 
want to say at the outset to the distin
guished chairman and ranking member 
that after I discuss my problem I wish 
to present to the body, if there is some 
way of accomplishing the goal other 
than an amendment, I am happy to 
consider some alternative . But I think 
that there is a very real problem here 
with which we have to deal, probably a 
problem that the Senator from Georgia 
in the past years has spoken more elo
quently about than anything I can say. 

The subject involves the 5-year de
fense program, and I would like to sug
gest to the leaders of the Armed Serv
ices Committee that probably they 
may not appreciate somebody from 
outside the committee raising these is
sues, but I want to remind leaders of 
the committee that as far back as 1983 
as a member of the Budget Commit
tee-I am still a member of the Budget 
Committee-I led the way and Chuck 
Spinny, defense analyst in the Depart
ment of Defense, and he is still there, 
appearing before a joint committee of 
the Senate Armed Services and Senate 
Budget Committee in the Senate Rus
sell caucus room. The meeting got con
siderable attention. At that point, it 
was not the same problems that I am 
trying to raise today. In those days it 
was the games that were being played 
with the 5-year defense plan. 

You may remember from those hear
ings, Spinny made points about what 
he called spaghetti charts, about how 
money numbers were moved around in 
the 5-year defense program from year 
to year that made the 5-year defense 
program pretty much meaningless 
from a standpoint of a document for us 
to make broad budget decisions on. 

I think the 5-year defense program 
serves a very useful purpose when it is 
used right. 

Today, the problem is not that num
bers are being shifted around. Today 
the problem is that there are no num
bers. 

So the amendment that I speak 
about is to bring the Department of 
Defense future years' defense pro
gram-sometimes called the 5-year de
fense program-into line with Presi
dent Clinton's budget. In February, 
Clinton submitted a budget calling for 
an estimated reduction of $100 billion 
in defense through fiscal year 1997 as 
compared to the higher President Bush 
5-year defense program numbers. 

Underestimated costs for major 
weapons systems and overestimated 
savings for management efficiencies 
could yet mean much deeper cuts down 
the road, perhaps another $50 billion. 
Congress has signed off on President 
Clinton's defense budget numbers. But 

the Pentagon has not made the cuts 
needed to bring the program down to 
President Clinton's top-line figures. 

Madam President, the cold war is 
over. The Soviet military threat has 
evaporated. Our defense needs are 
down. The Pentagon's 5-year defense 
program must be brought into line 
with the President's budget as the law 
requires. The cuts must be made in the 
outyears, fiscal year 1995 through fiscal 
year 1998. 

Under the law, section 221, title X, 
the Department of Defense must sub
mit a 5-year defense program to Con
gress each year that is consistent with 
the President's budget. There is a very 
simple reason for this law. It forces the 
Department of Defense to make very 
hard decisions necessary to squeeze all 
of the programs into the President 's 
budget. This means making tradeoffs 
and it means eliminating unaffordable 
programs. 

Secretary of Defense Aspin has not 
yet made these tough choices--that is 
not a disparaging remark. That is just 
a statement of fact-partly because he 
is new in there. This is a new adminis
tration and it takes a certain amount 
of time to get the ball rolling. But they 
have not been made. And the law is not 
being abided by. 

Madam President, the distinguished 
chairman of the Armed Services Com
mittee, the Senator from Georgia, has 
spoken on this issue many times. In 
March and April of 1990, for example, 
Senator NUNN made his series of impor
tant and interesting floor statements 
on the subject entitled " Defense Budg
et Blanks. " 

Madam President, I want to draw on 
Senator NUNN's ideas to make a case 
for my amendment today. Senator 
NUNN identified five blanks in the fis
cal year 1991 budget as follows: threat 
blank, strategy blank, dollar blank, 
force structure blank, and lastly, pro
gram blank. 

I want to focus on the third one, the 
dollar blank, and to quote from those 
statements to buttress arguments for 
my amendment, but more importantly 
to make the point that the law is not 
being abided by. 

In his first speech on March 22, 1990, 
Senator NUNN said: 

The most important point is that the De
fense Department has identified less than 
half of the savings in the defense programs 
necessary to bring last year's 5-year defense 
plan in line with the 5-year defense spending 
levels in the President's budget submitted 
this year. Last year's 5-year defense plan 
must still be reduced by at least $90 to $100 
billion in outyears. It could be more. 

That is the end of the quote. 
Madam President, the 1990 assess

ment of the Senator from Georgia 
sounds almost identical to the Penta
gon 's 1993 program budget mismatch. 

Secretary Aspin has yet to identify 
one reduction in the outyear. Clinton's 
budget and the Department of Defense 
5-year plan are still out of whack by 
$100 to $150 billion. That is a minimum. 
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Senator NUNN continued his 1990 as

sessment: 
The Armed Services Committee and the 

Congress need to have a clear idea of how 
these reductions are to be achieved in fiscal 
year 1992 before we act on the fiscal year 1991 
budget. As Comptroller General Bowsher 
told the committee last week, if we have no 
view of the outyears of our defense budget, if 
we cannot see beyond 1 year, we have no way 
to judge this year. I hope the Defense De
partment will fill in the blanks. The Penta
gon can show us their priorities by submit
ting a complete 5-year defense plan that 
meets the spending cuts announced by Presi
dent Bush and Secretary Cheney. 

Senator NUNN placed a letter in the 
RECORD. The letter was dated March 8, 
1990. It was addressed to the chairman 
and ranking minority members of the 
Budget Committee. I sit on that Budg
et Committee. It was signed by the 
chairman and ranking minority mem
bers of the Armed Services Committee 
and the letter read in part: "The De
fense Department must provide Con
gress with a complete 5-year defense 
plan that meets the spending limits in 
the President's fiscal year 1991 budg
et." That is referring to President 
Bush's 1991 budget. 

The Senator from Georgia reiterated 
the need for the 5-year defense program 
in stronger terms in a speech on March 
29, 1990. This was what he said: " I hope 
the Defense Department will quickly 
fill in the blanks and submit a new 5-
year defense program as required by 
statute. " 

On April 20 he once again raised the 
need for a new 5-year defense program: 

I remain hopeful that our committee will 
receive the Defense Department's 5-year de
fense plan in the near future. Without that 
plan it is very difficult to make logical 
choices about the 1991 budget level, and even 
more difficult to determine appropriate pri
orities. 

Madam President, the fiscal year 1991 
5-year defense program that the Sen
ator from Georgia wanted never ar
rived. The committee had to mark up 
the bill without it. The Department of 
Defense never did fill in the blanks. 
The law was not being abided by. 

Senator NUNN spoke about this short
coming on October 6, 1990: "One of the 
most frustrating aspects of our con
ference "-meaning the conference com
mittee between the House and the Sen
ate-" has been the fact that the De
fense Department this year never went 
through the fiscal discipline of meeting 
realistic budget targets. The Pentagon 
never submitted a complete 5-year de
fense plan to the Congress that con
forms to the spending targets of the 
fiscal year 1991 budget as the law re
quires." 

Madam President, is the Congress' 
need for a complete 5-year defense plan 
any less today than it was in 1990? Does 
Congress need a complete fiscal year 
1994 5-year defense plan to make ra
tional decisions on the defense bill now 
before the Senate? 

As I continue, I would ask leadership 
of the committee maybe to think about 
answering that later on. 

Does Congress need a complete fiscal 
year 1994, 5-year defense plan to make 
rational decisions on the defense bill 
now before t.he Senate? 

The same problem that the Senator 
from Georgia spoke about in 1990 still 
persists. We still have $100 to $150 bil
lion program budget mismatches. We 
still have defense budget blanks. In 
fact, the Pentagon, under Secretary 
Aspin, has given new meaning to the 
term "defense budget blanks." I want 
to show what the blanks look like 
today. They are really quite gaping 
holes. What I have here that I will hold 
up in just a minute-by the way, the 5-
year defense plan is classified. The 
pages that I am referring to here are 
not classified. · 

I have in front of me summary tables 
I, II, III, and IV, from the current 5-
year defense plan for fiscal 1994 
through 1999. The document includes a 
complete set of figures for fiscal year 
1992, but 1992, of course, is history. The 
document contains a complete set of 
figures for fiscal year 1993, but 1993 
ends this month, as we know, so that is 
obviously no help. The document also 
has a complete set of figures for fiscal 
year 1994, the budget request. But that 
is where our information ends, Madam 
President. The importance of the fiscal 
year defense plan lies, of course, in 
these outyear data, but there are none 
in this document. 

(Mr. KERREY assumed the chair.) 
Mr. GRASSLEY. If you look here at 

the 1995 column, you see 1992, 1993, and 
1994 filled in; but 1995, nothing; 1996, 
nothing; 1997, nothing; 1998, nothing; 
1999, nothing. 

All we have here is just great empty 
blank spaces. This, then, is not a 5-year 
defense plan. It is nothing more than a 
budget document and, of course, as far 
as the law is concerned, this is not the 
way it is supposed to be done. The law 
says that the Defense Department 
must provide Congress with a current 
fiscal year defense plan each and every 
year. The law is embodied in section 
221, title X of the code. 

This is what the law says: 
The Secretary of Defense shall submit to 

Congress each year at or about the time the 
President's budget is submitted to Congress 
that year under section 1105(a) of title 31 , a 
future years defense program, including as
sociated annexes reflecting the estimated ex
penditures and proposed appropriations in
cluded in that budget. Any such future years · 
defense program shall cover the fiscal years 
with respect to what year the budget is sub
mitted and at least the four succeeding fiscal 
years. 

Second, the law requires-and I will 
not read it-that the numbers in this 5-
year defense plan must be consistent 
with the President's budget. 

Mr. President, if it would be possible 
for me to engage the chairman of the 
committee in a question that maybe he 

could answer for me, and I stated it be
fore. 

Does the Senator from Georgia, the 
distinguished chairman of the commit
tee, believe that the fiscal year 1994 5-
year defense program submission com
plies with the law? 

Mr. NUNN. I say to my friend from 
Iowa that I believe it technically com
plies with the law, but I do not think it 
substantively complies with the intent 
of the law. I say that because I believe 
that the Senator has made a very good 
point, and I appreciate his mentioning 
this. I believe the 5-year defense plan 
becomes in many respects a problem of 
the Department of Defense. That 5-year 
defense plan is not in tune with the 5-
year budget. If you have a pro
grammatic plan, 5-year plan that far 
exceeds the budget that they are going 
to get, it distorts the whole planning 
process in the Department of Defense, 
and it greatly complicates and renders 
inefficient the procurement of weap
ons, because you simply are not going 
to be able to buy the weapons in suffi
cient numbers to get the per unit costs 
down to the projected levels. That 
makes a really bad situation. We went 
through that a great deal in the 1980's. 

So my answer to the Senator-and I 
will not take further time until he 
yields the floor, but then I will respond 
more fully. The answer to the question 
is that technically the Department of 
Defense did send what they had avail
able of a 5-year defense plan. I do not 
believe that complies with what we in
tended. I do believe it technically com
plies with the law. 

The unique situation we find our
selves in now, as opposed to in 1990, is 
that we have a new administration in 
power, and that new administration is 
from a different political party, bring
ing a whole new team of people in. So 
really to comply with the 5-year de
fense plan both technically and in sub
stance, that submission would have re
quired that this administration, having 
been sworn in on January 20, actually 
in a 10-day period, come up with a 5-
year defense plan. That was virtually 
impossible. And what has now occurred 
is that the bottom up review has just 
been released. We had our first hearing 
on it yesterday. That will become the 
basis on which the real 5-year defense 
plan will be developed, and I am in
formed that that will be forthcoming 
early next year. 

What we do not want to do is push 
the Department to send us meaningless 
figures up here and meaningless pro
grams, because they simply are not 
ready. What I think we will have to do, 
I say to my friend from Iowa, is under
stand that the law has to have some 
flexibility when we have a change of 
administration, particularly when the 
party in office-the Democratic 
Party- takes over after many years of 
the Republican Party being in control 
of the White House. 
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So I agree with the point the Senator 

is making. I hope, though, that he will 
not pursue his amendment at this 
time. I have been informed by very re
liable sources from the Department of 
Defense, and people who will be going 
to the Department of Defense in the 
next month or two, that they take this 
law seriously, that this bottom-up re
view that they have just completed is 
the basis on which they are going to 
not only develop a 5-year defense plan, 
but it is the basis on which any budget 
adjustments are going to be made. I 
have been further informed that they 
are going to not only have a 5-year de
fense plan, but that 5-year defense plan 
is going to be in compliance and in 
sync with the 5-year budget plan, and 
that all of that will be done as soon as 
they are able to do it, which will be 
some time early next year. 

So I say to the Senator that I hope 
that, given the unique circumstances 
of a new administration coming into 
power, he would understand that this 
unusual situation will not occur any 
more than every 4 years, and that the 
chairman of the Armed Services Com
mittee shares his concern and will in
sist that we have not only a 5-year de
fense plan that complies with the law, 
but that it comply both in technical 
terms and in substantive terms and 
that it be forthcoming early next year. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, let 
me present something to the distin
guished chairman, considering the fact 
that he spoke so eloquently on this in 
1990, and he is in a very powerful posi
tion. But at that particular time, obvi
ously, there was not a President of his 
party, which I suppose obviously mod
erates some influence that any power
ful Senator might have in the Depart
ment of Defense to maybe in a few min
utes present to me what steps he would 
take as chairman of the committee in 
lieu of debate and presentation of an 
amendment that would indicate that 
he himself is going to personally see 
that it gets done and probably expect
ing that it could be done with the co
operation of the President of his party, 
where it might not have been so easy 
when we had a Republican President in 
that case. 

Mr. NUNN. I say to the Senator from 
Iowa, I do intend to make sure that the 
administration in power complies with 
the law. 

The most leverage we have in the 
Armed Services Committee is through 
the confirmation process because the 
people who will be in charge in the De
partment of Defense and are preparing 
this 5-year defense plan have to be con
firmed by our committee. 

I can say to the Senator that without 
any doubt we are going to have a comp
troller in place in the Department of 
Defense and the Comptroller's office is 
primarily responsible , subject to the 
Secretary of Defense , for preparing the 
5-year defense plan and making sure 
that complies with the budget. 

We are going to have a very fine 
comptroller in place probably within a 
month or two, but that Comptroller 
has not been confirmed yet. That nomi
nation is pending before the committee 
and as soon as we get through this de
fense bill, we will turn to that con
firmation, as well as others. I can as
sure the Senator, the point he has 
made this morning will be brought 
home vividly to the next nominee for 
Comptroller, and unless that nominee 
is not only aware, but is willing and 
dedicated to making the 5-year defense 
plan a reality, then I would say that 
potential nominee would have a very 
difficult time being confirmed. 

I can say that with great confidence 
because the nominee for Comptroller 
sits right here, Mr. Hamre. He has not 
been confirmed yet. We think he is a 
great staff member of the committee. 
He has done a terrific job. We hate to 
lose him; we hate to lose him so much. 
If he does not make the kind of pledges 
for the 5-year defense plan we talked 
about, he may not be confirmed and we 
may keep him in this staff position. 

So we have here the Comptroller who 
has been selected by President Clinton, 
but has not yet been confirmed and, of 
course, is still a member of our staff. 

He has heard this debate and, as a 
matter of fact, John Hamre was very 
much at my side when I made my pres
entations, that the Senator has alluded 
to , in 1990 about the need to comply be
tween the planning document and the 
budget document. And the Senator is 
entirely correct about that. It is enor
mously important. And if you have a 
basic 5-year plan that has all these 
weapons systems crammed in it and 
you have a 5-year defense budget num
ber that does not go with that plan, 
then what you have is chaos in the De
partment of Defense. 

We had that during the 1980's on sev
eral occasions, and that was the sub
ject of my remarks back in those days. 
At one point, we had a 5-year defense 
plan by Secretary Weinberger. That 
was priced out at $70 billion more than 
the 5-year budget of the Reagan admin
istration. 

So what we had was a defense plan
ning document that was driving all the 
weapons systems that had no relation
ship to the budget itself, that the 
President himself had submitted. 

So that is what we hope to avoid. I 
can assure the Senator that his points 
have been heard by the right people 
this morning. Assuming that Mr. 
Hamre comes before our committee, 
this will certainly be a matter of seri
ous and earnest importance. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, one 
more question of the Senator from 
Georgia. 

Obviously, as the Senator knows, I 
take it with great faith and put great 
faith in what he just stated. I just sim
ply ask an understanding on his part-
and I know he said this with the ut-

most intent that it happen-but if it 
does not happen, that he will not be 
surprised 12 months from now if I am 
back here making the same point and 
pursuing the amendment that I prob
ably will not pursue today, based upon 
the firm statements I have had from 
the distinguished chairman of the com
mittee. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I will say 
it is not only my understanding, but I 
might well join the Senator in that re
spect if we have not gotten the 5-year 
defense plan even sooner than that, 
sometime earlier next year. I believe 
we will get that kind of plan. I believe 
it is essential. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from Georgia. 

There is one statement that the Sen
ator from Georgia made, and it was his 
first statement that I may disagree 
with, but it is of no matter right now, 
as a practical point. He said that he 
believes that the Defense Department 
is in technical compliance with the 5-
year defense plan law. I do not person
ally believe that. 

But as a practical matter, for fiscal 
year 1994-and that was what my ques
tion was in regard to-I do not think it 
matters because we are only 30 days 
from the start of that fiscal year, any
way. But beyond that, I think it is very 
important that we understand that we 
still have 4 more years that are sup
posed to be submitted now. 

It seems to me it is very, very impor
tant. And I want to make a point on 
why I think it is very important in re
gard to just some procurement. 

Before I continue, the Senator from 
South Carolina stood up. Would he like 
to have me yield? Did he want me to 
yield? 

Mr. THURMOND. As I understand, 
the Senator is not going to offer his 
amendment. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. I will not offer my 
amendment. 

Mr. THURMOND. Then I want to 
make a brief statement. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. I yield to the Sen
ator from South Carolina without los
ing my right to the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from South Carolina. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I ap
preciate Senator GRASSLEY's concern 
and I appreciate his not offering his 
amendment at this time. 

Rather than force the Department to 
submit a plan which may only have to 
be changed again after implementing 
the results of the bottom-up review, as 
would be the case under the terms of 
this amendment, I would prefer to re
ceive the remaining portion of the 5-
year plan along with a submission of 
next year 's budget request. 

Again, I compliment Senator GRASS
LEY for his cooperation with the man
agers of this bill. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, for 
the benefit of anybody that wants the 
floor, I will be done in about 5 minutes. 
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Mr. President, as the Senator from 

Georgia said over and over again, and 
this is particularly in regard to the 
statements that I have quoted from his 
1990 speeches, we cannot make in
formed decisions on the budget before 
us, or any other budget, unless we un
derstand the future consequences of 
those decisions. That is how the fiscal 
year 5-year defense program is sup
posed to help us. That is why Congress 
needs this updated 5-year defense pro
gram. 

That was, of course, the reasoning 
underlying the speeches in 1990 of the 
Senator from Georgia. An updated fu
ture-year defense program tells us that 
the Secretary of Defense has made the 
really hard choices that must be made. 
It tells us what choices were made and 
where the priorities lie , vital informa
tion for any Member of this body, par
ticularly the members of the Budget 
Cammi ttee and the Defense Cammi t
tees. 

The blanks in today's fiscal year 5-
year defense program speak for them
selves. I think they make a very power
ful statement. It means that so far the 
job that was supposed to have been 
done has not been done. That is pri
marily on Secretary Aspin's shoulders. 
The Odeen panel report has not done it 
for him. The bottom-up review has not 
filled in the blanks, either. The bot
tom-up review has not provided one 
dollar figure for the outyears. 

This bill provides money that is di
rectly linked to the outyears of the fis
cal 5-year defense program. That fiscal 
year 1994 budget requested $1.5 billion 
in advanced procurement money for 
fiscal year 1995 and beyond. Most of 
that money is in this bill that we are 
discussing today. 

Without a fiscal year 5-year defense 
program, we know nothing about fiscal 
year 1995 and the years beyond. This is 
where consistency between the budget 
and the future-year defense program 
breaks down, and that is a problem 
under the law. 

Look, for instance, at the first ad
vanced procurement item-$174.7 mil
lion for the Army's Blackhawk heli
copter. If you turn to the correspond
ing line 3 on the 5-year defense pro
gram, you see nothing about Army air
craft procurement for fiscal year 1995 
and beyond; just nothing is there. 

If there is no entry in the 5-year de
fense program for the Blackhawk heli
copter for fiscal year 1995, how do we 
know that the Army is really planning 
to buy those helicopters in fiscal year 
1995 and beyond? We do not know that, 
Mr. President. We have no assurances 
that Blackhawks would survive a seri
ous budget scrub and tradeoff exercise 
that must eventually happen when we 
fit the defense programs into the budg
et already adopted by Congress. The 
same holds true for each of the other 
advanced procurement items in the 
budget. There is no outyear data sup
porting these as well. 

I ask unanimous consent that these 
documents be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE ADVANCE PROCURE

MENT FUNDING FISCAL YEAR 1994 PRESI
DENT'S BUDGET 
Mr. Murphy requests, by appropriation ac

count, the amount of advance procurement 
funding included in the FY 1994 budget for 
FY 1995 and beyond. 

The following is the advance procurement 
funding reflected in FY 1994 for planned pro
curement in FY 1995 and beyond. The esti
mates may change based on the results of 
the bottom-up review: 

[In m!llions of dollars) 

Advance 
Procurement 

Appropriation/P-1 Line Item: Pro
curement 

Aircraft Procurement, Army: UH-
60 Blackhawk (MYP) ........... ........ . 174.7 

Procurement of Weapons and 
Tracked Combat Vehicles, Army 
Armored Gun System (AGS) ....... . 7.8 

Aircraft procurement, Navy: 
AV~B (V/STOL) Harrier................. 15.0 
F/A- 18C/D (Fighter) Hornet (MYP) 262.0 
CH/MH 53 (Helicopter) Super Stal-

lion ... .. ...... ......... ..... ... .... .. ........ .. .. 15.0 
SH-60B (ASW Helicopter) Seahawk 27.2 
SH-60F (CV ASW Helicopter) ...... ... . 36.6 
T-45TS (Trainer) Goshawk ... .... .... .. 30.8 
Weapons Procurement, Navy: Tri-

dent II .. .. .. .... ......... ......... ... ..... ... ... 145.3 
Shipbuilding and Conversion, Navy: 

CVN Refueling Overhauls .... ........... 31.1 
Aircraft Procurement, Air Force: 

F-16C/D (MYP) .................. .. ....... ..... 70.8 
C-17 (MYP) .. . .. ..... ... .. .. ... .... ... ... ...... .. 245.5 
E~B ......... ......................... .. ......... .. . 123.7 

Missile Procurement, Air Force: 
Tri-Service Attack Missile .. .. .... ..... 49.1 
Global Positioning (MYP) .............. 55.9 
Medium Launch Vehicle .. ............... 11.0 
Defense Support Program (MYP) . .. 193.4 
IONDS (MYP) .. .. ... .. . .. ... .. .. ... ...... ..... 10.1 

SECTION 221. FUTURE-YEARS DEFENSE PROGRAM: 
SUBMISSION TO CONGRESS; CONSISTENCY IN 
BUDGETING 
(a) The Secretary of Defense shall submit 

to Congress each year, at or about the time 
that the President's budget is submitted to 
Congress that year under section 1105(a ) of 
title 31, a future-years defense program (in
cluding associated annexes) reflecting the es
timated expenditures and proposed appro
priations included in that budget. Any such 
future-years defense program shall cover the 
fiscal year with respect to which the budget 
is submitted and at least the four succeeding 
fiscal years. 

(b)(l) The Secretary of Defense shall ensure 
that amounts described in subparagraph (A) 
of paragraph (2) for any fiscal year are con
sistent with amounts described in subpara
graph (B) of paragraph (2) for that fiscal 
year. 

(2) Amounts referred to in paragraph (1) 
are the following : 

(A) The amounts specified in program and 
budget information submitted to Congress 
by the Secretary in support of expenditure 
estimates and proposed appropriations in the 
budget submitted to Congress by the Presi
dent under section 1105(a) of title 31 for any 
fiscal year, as shown in the future-years de
fense program submitted pursuant to sub
section (a). 

(B ) The total amounts of estimated ex
penditures and proposed appropriations nec
essary to support the programs, projects, and 
activities of the Department of Defense in
cluded pursuant to paragraph (5) of section 
1105(a) of title 31 in the budget submitted to 
Congress under that section for any fiscal 
year. 

(e) Nothing in this section shall be con
strued to prohibit the inclusion in the fu 
ture-years defense program of amounts for 
management contingencies, subject to the 
requirements of subsection (b). 

(Added Pub. L. 101-189, Div. A, Title XVI, 
§ 1602(a)( l ), Nov. 29, 1989, 103 Stat. 1596, § 114a, 
and amended Pub. L. 101- 510, Div. A, Title 
XIV, § 1402(a )( l)-(3)(A), Nov. 5, 1990, 104 Stat. 
1674; renumbered §221 and amended Pub. L. 
102-484, Div. A, Title X, §1002(e), Oct. 23, 1992, 
106 Stat. 2480.) 

Historical and Statutory Notes 
1990 Amendment 

Heading. Pub. L. 101-510, § 1402(a )(3)(A), 
substituted " Multiyear" for " Five-year" . 

Subsec. (a ). Pub. L. 101-510, § 1402(a )( l ), 
(2)(A), (B), substituted " a " for " the current" 
following " title 31, " and "multiyear" for 
"five-year" and added provision requiring 
the multiyear defense program to cover the 
fiscal year with respect to which the budget 
is submitted and at least the four succeeding 
fiscal years. 

Subsecs. (b)(2)(A), (c ). Pub. L. 101-510, 
§ 1402(b)(2)(A), substituted "multiyear" for 
" five-year". 

Submission of Multiyear Defense Program 
Section 1402(b) of Pub. L . 101-510, provided 

that: 
"(i) If, as of the end of the 90-day period be

ginning on the date on which the President 's 
budget for fiscal year 1992 is submitted to 
Congress, the Secretary of Defense has not 
submitted to Congress the fiscal year 1992 
multiyear defense program, then during the 
30-day period beginning on the last day of 
such 90-day period the Secretary may not ob
ligate more than 10 percent of the fiscal year 
1991 advance procurement funds that are 
available for obligation as of the end of that 
90-day period. If, as of the end of such 30-day 
period, the Secretary of Defense has not sub
mitted to Congress the fiscal year 1992 
multiyear defense program, then the Sec
retary may not make any further obligation 
of fiscal year 1991 advance procurement 
funds until such program is submitted. If the 
Secretary submits the fiscal year 1992 
multiyear defense program during the 30-day 
period described in the first sentence, the 
limitation on obligation of advance procure
ment funds prescribed in that sentence shall 
cease to apply effective as of the date of the 
submission of such program. 

" (2) For purposes of this subsection: 
"(A) The term 'fiscal year 1992 multiyear 

defense program' means the multiyear de
fense program (including associated annexes) 
covering fiscal years beginning with fiscal 
year 1992 required (by section 114A of title 10, 
United States Code) [this section] to be sub
mitted to Congress in conjunction with the 
President's budget for fiscal year 1992. 

"(B) The term 'fiscal year 1991 advance 
procurement funds ' means funds appro
priated for the Department of Defense for fis
cal year 1991 that are available for advance 
procurement.' ' 

Mission Oriented Presentation of 
Department of Defense Mattes in the Budget 

Pub. L. 101-510, Div. A, Title XIV, § 1404, 
Nov. 5, 1990, 104 Stat. 1675, which required 
submission of mission oriented budget with 
the Department of Defense budget submitted 



20402 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE September 8, 1993 
to Congress by the President, was repealed 
by Pub. L. 102-484, Div. A, Title X, § 1002(b), 
Oct. 23, 1992, 106 Stat. 2480. 

Annual Report on Outlays and Budget 
Authority 

Pub. L. 101-189, §5, Nov. 29, 1989, 103 Stat. 
1364, amended Pub. L. 102-190, Div. A, Title 
X, § 1002(b), Dec. 5, 1991, 105 Stat. 1455, pro
vided that: 

' ' (a) Sense of Congress Regarding Budget 
Resolutions and Budget Scorekeeping.-It is 
the sense of Congress that, in order to pre
vent a recurrence of a mismatch between 
budget authority and outlays for budget 
function 050 (National Defense), the tech
nical assumptions contained in the report 
under section 221 of title 10, United States 
Code [section 221 of this title], with respect 
to any budget should be used in the prepara
tion of that budget, the preparation of the 
budget resolution, and in all scorekeeping in 
connection with budget function 050 (Na
tional Defense). 

" (b) Sense of Congress Regarding Required 
Reduction and Other Changes in National 
Defense Outlays in Relation to Budget Au
thority.-It is the sense of Congress that the 
outlay level specified for national defense for 
any fiscal year in the budget resolution for 

the fiscal year should not require a reduction 
(or other change) in outlays for national de
fense for that fiscal year below (or in rela
tion to) the estimated outlays specified for 
national defense in the budget for such fiscal 
year (submitted to Congress pursuant to sec
tion 1105 of title 31, United States Code [sec
tion 1105 of Title 31] by more than the 
amount by which such estimated outlays 
would be reduced (or otherwise changed) if 
the amount of budget authority provided for 
in each title of the President's request for 
budget authority for national defense (as 
contained in such budget) were reduced (or 
otherwise changed) by the uniform percent
age necessary for the requested budget au
thority for national defense to be equal to 
the budget authority specified for national 
defense in that budget resolution unless the 
budget resolution is accompanied by a report 
that describes the difference between the 
budget authority and outlays for National 
Defense (function 050) in the President's 
budget and the budget resolution." 

Legislative History 
For legislative history and purpose of Pub. 

L. 101-189, see 1989 U.S. Code Cong. and Adm. 
News, p. 838. See, also, Pub. L . 101-510, 1990 
U.S. Code Cong. and Adm. News, p. 2931; Pub. 

L. 102-484, 1992 U.S. Code Cong. and Adm. 
News, p. 1636. 

COMPTROLLER OF THE 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, 

Washington, DC, May 4, 1993. 
Mr. RICHARD DAVIS, 
Director, National Security Analysis Issues, Na

tional Security and International Affairs 
Division, U.S. General Accounting Office, 
Washington , DC. 

DEAR MR. DAVIS: In response to your letter 
of April 22, 1993 regarding the General Ac
counting Office's (GAO) current effort under 
assignment code 701004, the Department will 
comply with Section 221 of Title 10 U.S. Code 
with the submission of a Future Years De
fense Program (FYDP) to the Congress in 
late May 1993. This submission will include 
normal FYDP detail through FY 1994, and 
topline level only for FY 1995 through FY 
1999. 

Sincerely, 
ALICE C. MARONI, 

Principal Deputy Comptroller. 

THE FUTURE YEARS DEFENSE PROGRAM-SUM
MARY AND PROGRAM ELEMENT DETAIL, FIS
CAL YEAR 1994 BUDGET 

TABLE 1.-fUTURE YEARS DEFENSE PROGRAM FINANCIAL SUMMARY 
[TOA in millions of dollars] 

DOD Program: 
Strategic Forces ........ .. ..... ................... .. 
General Purpose Forces .............................. . 
Command, Control , Comm , Intel, & Space 
Airlift and Sealift ........ .... . 
Guard and Reserve Forces ....... .. ..... ......................... ..... . 
Research and Development .......... .. 
Central Supply and Maintenance ... . 
Training, Med ica l, Other Gen Pers Act ....... . 
Admin istrative and Assoc Activities ....... . 
Support of Other Nations .... .. 
Spec ial Operations Forces .... . 
Undistributed Contingencies .. 
Topline ...... 

Total direct program (TOA) 

Department of the Army 
Department of the Navy .... 
Department of the Air Force .. 
Defensewide .......................... .. .. 

Total direct program (TOA) 

DOD budget title: 
Military personnel ..... ............ . 
Operation and maintenance .. 
Procurement .... .. ...... ... .......... .... ............. . 
Research, development, test . evaluation ........ .. ................ . 
Military construction ........... . .... ......... .. .............. . 
Family housing and homeowners asst prog ..................................... .. .. .... ..... ............... .. . . 
Revolving and management funds ..................................... . 
Und istributed contingencies, defense . . ... ... . ....................................... .. ..................... . 
Topline ......................... . ........................... ....... .............. .. .. .... ......... .. 

Total direct program (TOA) 

1992 1993 

15,526 12,980 
102,645 95,739 
32,669 32,435 
6,929 6,545 

20,572 20,225 
28,409 28,384 
24,248 20,508 
44,212 43 ,012 

6,415 9,274 
1.070 775 
3,358 2,976 

286,054 272,851 

74.761 65,628 
90,424 85,376 
83,291 79,689 
37,577 42 ,158 

286,054 272,851 

81.055 76,361 
92,145 90,150 
62,229 55,514 
38,116 38,176 
5,287 5,125 
3.718 3,936 
3.504 3,587 

286,054 272,851 

1994 

9,940 
86,854 
33,364 
8,184 

18,209 
26,542 
17.784 
41 ,571 

Fiscal year-

1995 1996 

.................... 
8,451 

870 
2,982 

199 ...... 253:175 ·······242)07 

254,950 

60,710 
77,042 
76,851 
40,347 

254,950 

70,084 
89,429 
45,501 
38,620 
5,901 ... . 
3,765 .. . 
1,452 

199 

254,950 

253,175 242,707 

253:175 ....... 242}07 

253,175 242,707 

253,175 

253,175 242.707 

1997 1998 1999 

... 

.... . '236:143 ·····24t:48"i ·······253:978 

236 ,143 241 ,481 263,978 

236:143 ····241:48i ·······253:918 

236.143 241 ,481 263,978 

241,481 263,978 

236,143 241.481 263,978 

TABLE 2.-DOD SUMMARY OF CEILING MANPOWER; (REFLECTING DISTRIBUTION OF REVOLVING FUND (RF) MANPOWER FOR THE DEFENSE BUSINESS OPERATIONS FUND) 

Active military: 
Army . 
Navy .......... . 
Marine Corps 
Air Force . 

Active Military .. 

Army, RF ........ . 
Navy, RF .......... .. 
Marine Corps, RF ...... . 
Air Force. RF 

Active Military, RF ... 

Total active military ... .. . 

[End Year strength in thousands] 

1992 

610.0 
536.l 
184.5 
440.2 

1,770.8 

1.3 
5.8 
.1 

30.2 

37.3 

1.8008.1 

Fiscal year-

1993 1994 

572.9 537.0 
520.7 474.9 
181.5 173.5 
387.5 372.3 

1,662.5 1,557.8 

2.1 3.0 
5.7 5.9 

.5 .6 
57.4 53.4 

65.8 62.8 

1.728.3 1,620.6 
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TABLE 2.-DOD SUMMARY OF CEILING MANPOWER; (REFLECTING DISTRIBUTION OF REVOLVING FUND (RF) MANPOWER FOR THE DEFENSE BUSINESS OPERATIONS FUND)-Continued 

[End Year strength in thousands] 

Civil ian: 
Army: 

U.S. Direct Hire ........... ......... . 
Foreign Direct Hire .................... ......... . 
Foreign Indirect Hire ...... · 

Army civilians ............... . 

U.S. Direct Hire, RF ............................................... ... .. ............................... ........ .... ........................... ... ............ ... .......... .. ... ...... ................................... .. ...... ... ... .......... ......... ..... ........ .. .. .. .......................... . 
Foreign Direct Hire, nr ............... ..... ... ... .... ..... ..... ................. ....... ........... .. ............ ................... .. ... .. .... .. .... .. ...... ..... .............. .... .. ................. .. . ........... ... .......... ...... ... .... ..... .... .... .. .... ..... ..... ........... ... .. ......... . 

Foreign Indirect Hire, 

Army civilians, RF 

Total Army civilians 

Navy and Marine Corps: 
U.S. Direct Hire ....................... . 
Foreign Direct Hire ................ . 
Foreign Indirect Hire .... . 

Navy/MC civil ians 

U.S. Direct Hire, RF ......................... ..... ... ....... ....... ................... .. ............. .. .................................. ............ ... .... ...... .. ....... .. ................. .................................................................................. ........... ........ .............. . 
Foreign Direct Hire, ... . ............................................................................................................. ...................................... .... ......................................... ... ....... .... ........ .. ............................................ .. ........ .......... . 
Foreign Indirect Hire, 

Navy/MC civilians, RF ..... .. . 

Total Navy M/C civilians ......... ... ...................................... . 

Air Force: 
U.S. Direct Hire 
Foreign Direct Hire ............ . 
Foreign Indirect Hire ......... . 

Air Force civilians . 

U.S. Direct Hire, RF ............. ..... .. .......... ... ............ .. ...................................... .............................. .. ... .. .......... ......... ........ .. .............................................. ....................................................................... ........ .. ..... . 
Foreign Direct Hire, '" ··············· ····· ······· ·································· ····································································· ·· ·· ················ ········ ·· ·········· ···· ········ ··· ··· ······· ······· ·· ········ ······· ········ ·· ······························ ··· ················· 
Foreign Indirect Hire, 

Air Force civilians, RF 

Total AF civilians 

Defensewide: 
U.S. Direct ............... . 
Foreign Direct Hire 
Foreign Indirect Hire 

Defensewide civilians ... 

U.S. Direct Hire, RF .......................... ...... ...................................................................................................................................................... ....................................... .. .. .... ... ... ... ...... .................................. ..... . 
Foreign Direct Hire, nr ... ........ .. ....... .. .................... ..... .. ..... .. ..... ..... .... .... ...... . ... ........... ............. ..... ................. ........... ..... .. .. ........ ..... ...... ...... ................. .......................... . ............. .................. ...................... ..... . . 

Foreign Indirect Hire, 

Defensewide civilians, RF 

Total Defensewide civilians 

Summary Civilian Hire: 
U.S. Direct Hire: .. . 
Foreign Direct Hi re 
Foreign Indirect Hire 

Civilians ................................... . 

U.S. Direct Hire, RF ... ... ... ...... .......... .. ...... .. ................. .. ............ .... ......... ....................................... ..................................................................................................... ................. ... ... .... ..... .. ............. .... ... ........ . 
Foreign Direct Hire, nr .. .. ........................................... .. ........... ..... ..... .... ....... ... . ..... .. ....... ... ....... ........ ...... ...................... .. ...... ....... ............. ...... .... ........ .. ............................. .. ................. .. ... ... .. ......... .. ......... .... . 

Foreign Indirect Hire, 

Civilians, RF . 

Total civilians 

TABLE 3.-FUTURE YEARS DEFENSE PROGRAM BY APPROPRIATION AND COMPONENT 

Military Personnel-Army ....... .. ........... . ............................ . 
Reserve Personnel-Army ... .. .. .... .................. .. ................. .. . . 
Nat ional Guard Personnel-Army ......... .... . ............. .................. .. .......... .. ....... .................... . 
Operation and Maintenance-Army ............ . 
Operation and Maintenance-Army Res .. 
Operation and Maintenance-ARNG 
Natl Brd for Promotion Rifle Prac 
Aircraft Procurement- Army 
Missile Procurement- Army ..... .. ..................... . 
Pree Weapons & Tracked Cmbt Yeh-Army . 
Procurement of Ammunition-Army .... . 
Other Procurement- Army . ........ . ........ . 
Chem Agents and Munitions Dest.- Army .... 
R. D. T and E- Army ... .... ... . 
Military Construction-Army ... ................. ... .. .. ................ . 
Military Construction-Army Reserve ..... . 
Military Construction-Army Natl Grd ... . 

[TOA in thousands of dollars] 

1992 

25.926,408 
2,3 14,151 
3,388,597 

22,028,444 
1,017 ,936 
2,211,721 

5,000 
1,934,805 
1,083,762 
1,063,581 
1,384,759 
3,170,980 

·5;435;945 
894,899 
110,389 
230,51 7 

Fiscal year-

1993 1994 1995 1996 

23 ,235,657 21.206,600 
2,170,496 2,114,400 
3,239,702 3,290,200 

17,847,137 16,019,200 
1,031,005 l.107,800 
2,297,044 2,218,900 

2,700 2,483 ······. 
1,441,422 l,JJ0,436 
1,048,537 1,043,550 

920,709 874,346 
1,094 ,260 734,427 
3,066,583 3.051,281 

433,647 ... 
6,015,110 5,249,948 

437,070 776,642 
42,150 82 ,233 

214,989 50,865 

Fiscal year-

1992 1993 1994 

244.7 237.3 223.7 
12.0 11.7 11.1 
38.6 27.l 21.5 

295.3 276.0 256.2 

37.9 32.2 34.0 
.I 
.4 

38.3 32.2 34.0 

333.6 308.3 290.3 

114.5 110.4 101.7 
4.9 3.4 3.4 
8.1 8.1 8.1 

127.5 122.0 113.2 

178.8 158.5 153.3 
.7 

2.0 2.0 2.1 . 

181.5 160.5 155.4 

309.0 282.5 268.6 

157.l 145.8 142.l 
3.0 2.3 2.4 
8.2 8.3 7.7 

168.3 156.5 152.2 

45.4 49.0 45.5 
.2 .9 .9 
.5 .3 .1 

46.l SO.I 46 .5 

214.4 206.6 198.7 

68.8 7J.J 46.2 
.6 .5 .4 
.5 .6 .5 

70.0 72.3 47.1 

75.5 91.1 110.4 
1.1 .7 .8 
2.4 2.8 2.8 

79.0 94.6 114.l 

149.0 166.8 161.2 

585.l 564.6 513.7 
20.6 18.0 17.2 
55.5 44.2 37.8 

661.2 626.7 568.7 

337.6 330.7 343.3 
2.1 1.6 1.7 
5.2 5.1 5.0 

344.9 337.4 350.l 

1,006.l 964.2 918.8 

1997 1998 1999 
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TABLE 3.-FUTURE YEARS DEFENSE PROGRAM BY APPROPRIATION AND COMPONENT-Continued 
[TOA in thousands of dollars] 

Family Housing- Army ... 

Total Army 

Military Personnel-Navy .. . 
Reserve Personnel-Navy .. .... ..................... ........ .. 
Operation and Maintenance-Navy ..................... .. 
Operation and Maintenance-Navy Res .. ...... .......... .. 
Aircraft Procu rement-Navy .................. .. ........ .. ..... ... ... ............ .......... .. 
Weapons Procurement-Navy ......................................................................... .. 
Sh ipbu ilding and Conversion-Navy .................................... ....... .. ......... .. ............. .. 
Other Procurement- Navy .. ..... .. .......... .. ... ......... ... ................................... .................................. ..... .. 
R. D. T and E- Navy .... .... .. .. ............................ ..... .......................... . ...................................................................... . 
Military Construction-Navy .............................. .. ........................... ....................... .. 
Military Construction- Navy Reserve ............... .. .............................................................. .. 
Family Housing- Navy ........... . ............................................... ............ . 
National Defense Sealift Fund 

Total Navy .... .. ....... .. .. .. ....... .. . .. 

Military Personnel-Marine Corps ........ .. . 
Reserve Personnel- Marine Corps ....... .. . 
Operat ion and Maintenance-Mar Corps .... ............. ........ . 
Operation and Maintenance-MC Res ..... . 
Procurement- Marine Corps ........ 

Tota l Marine Corps ...... .. 

Military Personnel- Air Force 
Reserve Personnel- Air Force ............... . 
National Guard Personnel-Air Force ... .. 
Operation and Maintenance- Air Force 
Operation and Maintenance-AF Res . .. . .. .. .............. . 
Operation and Maintenance-ANG .... . 
Aircraft Procurement-Air Force ... .... .. 
Missile Procurement- Air Force .......... .... . 
Other Procurement-Air Force ......... ..... ... ..... .. 
R. D. T and E-Air Force ........ ... .. ............. .. 
Military Construction -Air Force .. .......... ... .... . 
Military Construct ion-Air Force Res ..... . 
Military Construct ion-Air Force Natl Grd .. 
Family Housing-Air Force .......... .. 

Total Air Force . 

Operation and Maintenance-Defwide .. ... 
Office of the Inspector General .. 
Procurement- Defensewide ....... . 
R. D. T and E-Defensewide ... .. .... .. .................... .. . 
Military Construction-Defensewide ...... .. ........... ........ .. 
Family Housing-Defensewide .............. .. ............................. .... ..... ...... .. 
Pentagon Reservation Maintenance Rev ...... ......... ........ .. ............ .. .......................... .. 
Court of Mil itary Appeals-Defense .......... .. ................................... . 
Summer Olympics ............................................ .. 
World ·university Games . 
World Cup 1994 . .. .. 
Defense Reinvestment-Economic Growth 
Defense Health Program ........ .. . 
Real Property Maintenance .... .. . ............... .. .... .... ..... .. .. ... ....... ........ ............................ .. 
Disaster Relief ................................ ...... . 
Former Soviet Union Threat Reduct ion .. 
Environmental Restoration Fund, Def .. ... .. 
Nat ional Guard & Res Equip!. Defense 
Dir of Test and Evaluat ion-Defense 
Dir of Opr Test and Eval-Defense 
Base Realignment & Closure Acct . I . 
Base Realignment & Closure Acct . II 
NATO Infrastructure ............................... . 
Homeowners Assistance Fund-Defense 
Humanitarian Ass istance .... .................. .. .............. .................. .... .......... . 
Drug Interd iction & Counter-Drug Act .. . 
Global Cooperative Initiatives ............................. . 
Chem. Agents and Munitions Dest.-Def ......................... ................ .... .. ........ .. ...................................... . 
Undistributed Contingencies. Defense .... .. ................................... .. 
Topline ............... .. ......................... .. ......................... ............... .. . 
Defense Cooperation Account ........ .. .. ...... .. .... ........... .. ....................... . 
Defense Business Operations Fund .... ...... ...... .. .. .... .... .... .. 

Total defensewide 

1992 

1,558,530 

74.761,425 

19,965,626 
1,707,378 

23 ,294,905 
871.781 

7,137,801 
4,246,009 
6,713,338 
6,102,786 
8,642,894 

966,889 
49,000 

987,924 

80,686 ,331 

6,101,670 
345,007 

2,146,464 
92,833 

1,051,961 

9.737,935 

19,404,500 
721,642 

1,179,640 
19,309,446 

1.154,726 
2,364,820 

10,086,043 
4.745,237 
8.719 ,018 

13,139,124 
1,119,796 

9.7GO 
217,260 

1.119,096 

83,290,948 

16,784,212 
119,501 

2,503.717 
9,674,405 

708,836 
25,098 
80,100 
5,087 
1,582 
1,399 

500,000 
80.592 

1,909,752 
210 ,225 

12,836 
660,542 

60,504 
258,285 
27,471 

154,282 

374 ,370 

I 
3,424,200 

37,577 ,357 

Fiscal year-

1993 1994 1995 1996 

1,523,692 1,343,474 

65,628,263 60.710,432 

19,351,864 18,356,900 
1,653,200 1,528,700 

20,585,356 20,192,900 
865,669 773,800 

5,950,712 6,132,604 
3,716,643 3,040,260 
5,853,196 4,294.742 
5,508,813 2,967,974 
8,933,536 9,215.604 

373,387 655,123 
15,400 20.591 

1,039,680 1,208,824 
2,463,532 290,800 

76,310,988 68,678,822 

5,980,998 5,678,700 
345,526 308,000 

1,834,796 1.818,000 
78,624 75,100 

824,607 483,464 

9,064,551 8,363,264 

18,478.215 15,629,630 
737,819 772,748 

1.168,000 1,197,892 
18,115,157 19,808,384 
1.224,068 1,354,578 
2,535,519 2,657,233 

10.000,296 7,300,965 
4,334,073 4,361 ,050 
7 ,674 ~651 7,942,065 

13,155,598 13,694,984 
717,780 906,378 

29,900 55,727 
305.759 142,353 

1,211,727 1,027,147 

79,688,562 76.851,134 

9,371,864 9,587,581 
126,000 127.601 

1.994,118 1.730,164 
9,800,638 10,174,549 

327.116 1,077,718 .. 
28,400 27,496 

5,900 6,055 
2,418 
7,601 
9,000 

472,000 
9,579,444 9,353.300 
1,720,029 

70,000 
400,000 

1,199,982 2.309,400 
1,567,200 

259,021 272,592 
12,333 12,650 

602,400 92,870 
1,900,036 1,800,500 ... 

157,965 240,000 
133,000 157,752 
28,000 

1.140,651 1,168,200 
448,000 

518,600 
199,000 

253,174,746 242.706.700 

1,123,800 1.161,095 

42, 158,416 40,346,523 253.174,746 242,706,700 

September 8, 1993 

1997 1998 1999 

236.142 ,600 241 ,480,500 263,977 ,532 

236,142,600 241 ,480,500 263,977 ,533 

Total military funct ior. s 286,053,996 272 .850.780 254.950.175 253.174.746 242.706.700 236.142 ,600 241,480,500 263,977 ,532 

TABLE 4.-FUTURE YEARS DEFENSE PROGRAM BY APPROPRIATION AND TITLE 
[TOA in thousands of dollars] 

Fiscal year-

1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 

Military Personnel-Army ... .......... . .................................................... . 25,926,408 23,235,657 21.206,600 
Military Personnel-Navy ....... .. ............................................... .................... .. 19,965,626 19,351 ,864 18,356,900 
Military Personnel- Marine Corps ......... .. ............. . 6.101 ,670 5,980.998 5,678,700 
Military Personnel- Air Force .. ... .. .. .... ...... .. ........ .. 19.404 .500 18,478,215 15,629,630 
Reserve Personnel- Army ........................ . .. 2,314,1 51 2,170.496 2.114,400 
Reserve Personnel- Navy ............... .. .. ................... .. .... . 1.707.378 1,653.200 1,528,700 
Reserve Personnel- Marine Corps . .. ..................... .. 345,007 345,526 308,000 
Reserve Personnel- Air Force ........ ..... .. 721 ,642 737,819 772,748 
National Guard Personnel-Army ............... . 3,388,597 3,239.702 3,290,200 
Nationa l Guard Personnel-Air Force ...... .. 1,179,640 1.168,000 1,197,892 
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TABLE 4.-fUTURE YEARS DEFENSE PROGRAM BY APPROPRIATION AND TITLE-Continued 

[TOA in thousands of dollars] 

1992 

Total mil itary personnel ........ .. .. ......................... . 81 ,054 ,619 

Operation and Maintenance-Army ..... 
Operation and Maintenance- Navy .............. ........... . 

22,028,444 
23,294,905 

Operation and Maintenance- Marine Corps ......................... . 2,146,464 
Operation and Maintenance- Air Force .......... .............. . 19,309.446 
Operation and Maintenance-Oefwide ... .... ..... ..... .. ..... ... . 16,784,212 
Office of the Inspector General ..... 119 ,501 
Operat ion and Maintenance-Army Res 1,017.936 
Operation and Maintenance-Navy Res 871.781 
Operation and Maintenance- MC Res . 92,833 
Operation and Maintenance- AF Res 1,154,726 
Operation and Maintenance-ARNG 2,211.721 
Operation and Maintenance-ANG . . 2,364,820 
Natl Brd for Promotion Rifle Prac 5,000 
Court of Military Appeals-Defense 5,087 
Environmental Restoration Fund, Def 
Summer Olympics .......... . .. .. .. ..... ... ... .. .. ........... . 1,582 
World University Games ....... ... ... .................... . 1,399 
World Cup 1994 ..................................... . 
Humanitarian Assistance ..................... ... . 154,282 
Drug Interdiction & Counter-Drug Act .... . 
Global Cooperative Initiatives . 
Defense Cooperation Account ... ..... ........ . 
Defense Reinvestment-Economic Growth ... ......................... . 
Defense Health Program .. ...... .. . 
Real Property Maintenance .. 500,000 
Disaster Relief .......... .. ... ........... ...... . 80,952 
Former Soviet Union Threat Reduction .. ........................... . 

Total operation and maintenance 92,145,092 

Aircraft Procurement- Army ....... . 1.934,805 
Miss ile Procurement- Army ..... ...... ... ... .. ........ .............. .. ..... . 1.083.762 
Proc Weapons & Tracked Cmbt Veh- Army . 1.063,581 
Procurement of Ammunition - Army 1,384,759 
Other Procurement- Army 3,170,980 
Aircraft Procurement-Navy 7,137,801 
Weapons Procurement-Navy ............................ . .. .. . .... ...... ..... . 4,246 ,009 
Shipbuild ing and Conversion-Navy ............... .. ... .. ... .. .... ... .. .. ... ..... . 6,713,338 
Other Procurement-Navy . . ................ .... .................. ............ .... ......... . 6,102.786 
Procurement-Marine Corps ..... . ............ .... .. ...... ... .... . 1.051.961 
Aircraft Procurement-Air Force .......... .... ....... .. ...................................................... . 10.086.943 
Missile Procurement-Air Force 
Other Procurement-Air Force ...................................................... . 
Procurement- Oefensewide .................. . 
National Guard & Res Equip!, Defense .. 
Chem Agents and Munitions Oest.-Oef 
Chem Agents and Munititions Oest.-Army ................................ .... .. . 

Total procurement 

R, 0, T and E-Army 
R, 0. T and E-Navy 
R, 0, T and E-Air Force . 
R. 0, T and E-Oefensewide ............ . 
Dir of Test and Evaluation-Defense ........ .. .. .. ................. . 
Dir of Opr Test and Eval-Oefense ... ... .. ... .............. . 

Total R, 0. T and E 

Military Construction-Army 
Military Construction-Navy 
Military Construction-Air Force ..... .. .............. ... .. ... .. . 
Mil itary Construction- Oefensewide 
Mil itary Construction- Army Reserve ... 
Military Construction- Navy Reserve . 
Military Construct ion-Air Force Res 
Military Construction-Army Natl Grd ........ ....................... ........... ... ... ... ...... ..... ... ... ............ ... ... . 
Military Construction-Air Natl Grd . 
Base Realignment & Closure Acct . I ... . ......................... . 
Base Realignment & Closure Acct. II ... .. . 
NATO Infrastructure ................ . 

Total military construction 

Family Housing- Army ........ ............ .. .. ... .. .... . 
Family Housing- Navy ................................. . 
Family Housing- Air Force .. . 
Family Housing-Oefensewide ..... 
Homeowners Assistance Fund-Defense 

Total family housing & HOAF .. . 
Undistributed Contingencies, Defense ... . 
Topl ine .............. ........ ......... ....... .. .... .. ................... . 

Pentagon Reservation Maintenance Rev 
Defense Business Operations Fund .. ... . 
National Defense Sealift Fund 

Total revolving & mgmt funds ... 

Grand total .. 
Department of the Army 
Department of the Navy .. .... .. . 
Department of the Air Force . 
Oefensewide 

4.745.237 
8.719 ,018 
2,503,717 
1.909.752 

374,370 

62,228.819 

6,436,946 
8,642,894 

13,139,124 
9,674,405 

210 ,225 
12,836 

38,116,430 

894,899 
966,889 

1,119,796 
708,836 
110,389 
49 ,000 
9,700 

230,517 
217 ,260 
660,542 

60,504 
258,285 

5,286,617 

1,558,530 
987,924 

1,119,096 
25,098 
27,471 

3,718,119 

80,100 
3,424,200 

3,504,300 

286.053.996 
74,761.425 
90,424.266 

... .. ..... .. ... .............. 83,290,948 
....... .. .......... .. .. .. ......... .. ... 37,577,357 

Fiscal year-

1993 1994 1995 1996 

76 ,361.477 70.083.770 

17,847,137 16.019,200 
20,585,356 20 ,192,900 

1,834.796 1,818,000 
18,115,157 19,808,384 
9,371,864 9,587,581 

126,000 127,601 
1.031.005 1.107,800 

865,669 773,800 
78,624 75.100 . ... 

1,224.068 1.354,578 
2,297,044 2.218.900 
2,535,519 2,657.233 .. 

2.700 2.483 
5,900 6,055 ... 

1.199,982 2,309,400 
2.418 
7,601 
9,000 

28.000 ················ 
1.140,651 1.168.200 

448,000 

472,000 
9,579,444 9,353,300 
1,720,029 

70,000 
400,000 

90,149,964 89,428,515 

1.441.422 1.110.436 
1,048,537 1.043,550 

920.709 874,346 
1,094.260 734.427 
3,066,583 3,051.281 
5.950.712 6,132.604 
3.716,643 3,040,260 
5,853, 196 4,294.742 
5,508,813 2,967,974 

824,607 483.464 
10,000.296 7,300,965 
4,334,073 4,361 ,050 
7,674,651 7,942,065 
1,994,118 1.730,164 
1,567.200 

518,600 
... "4ii:647 

55,514,420 45 ,500,975 

6,015,110 5,249,948 
8,933.536 9,215,604 

13,155,598 13,694,984 
9,800,638 10,174,549 

259,021 272,592 
12,333 12.650 

38,176,236 38,620,327 

437,070 776,642 
373.387 655,123 
717.780 906,378 
327,116 1,077,718 

42.150 82,233 
15,400 20 ,591 
29.900 55,727 

214.989 50,865 
305,759 142,353 
602.400 92,870 

1.900.936 1.800,500 
157.965 240,000 

5.124.852 5,901.000 

1,5 23,692 1.343,474 
1,039,680 1,208,824 
1.211.727 1.027.147 

28.400 27 ,496 
133,000 157.752 

3,936.499 3.764,693 
199.000 

253.174,746 242.706,700 

1.123.800 1.161.095 
2,463.532 290.800 

3,587.332 1.451.895 

272 ,850.780 254,950, l 75 253,174,746 242.706.700 
65,628.263 60.710,432 
85,375.539 77 ,042.086 
79,688,562 76,851 ,134 

242:706:700 42,158,416 40,346,523 253,174,746 

20405 

1997 1998 1999 

.... 

236,142,600 241.480.soo 263:977:532 

236.142.600 241.480,500 263,977,532 

236,142:600 24"i:4so:soo 263 ,977,532 

Mr. GRASSLEY. When Secretary 
Aspin makes the hard choices and 

brings the outyears into line with the 
President's budget, some or all of the 

advanced procurement funding could 
be eliminated. It will probably have to 
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be eliminated to a considerable extent. 
If the advanced procurement money is 
obligated before the program and the 
budget review is completed, the De
partment of Defense could be making 
commitments that would have to be 
broken. And that, of course, would be a 
terrible mistake, not only from a de
fense standpoint but from a budget 
standpoint. From a budget standpoint 
it means that big bucks will be wasted. 

I see an amendment that is not nec
essary this year but one that will be 
necessary next year if what the chair
man of the committee has said he 
wants to happen does not happen. I see 
it simply as an enforcement mecha
nism. 

My amendment, if I were to offer it, 
would prohibit the obligation of ad
vanced procurement money in the bill 
until the Secretary of Defense makes 
these hard choices, until he complies 
with the law, and until he submits a 5-
year plan that is consistent with the 
President 's budget. Once we have the 
updated 5-year defense plan for fiscal 
year 1994 through 1995, we will know, 
for example, whether the Army will 
procure the specific numbers of 
Blackhawk helicopters in fiscal year 
1995 and beyond. 

This, then, Mr. President, is the bot
tom line. DOD must submit an updated 
5-year defense plan so that we can 
make rational decisions on the budget. 
A similar device was incorporated in 
the fiscal year 1991 Defense Authoriza
tion Act, section 1402, to force the De
partment of Defense to submit an up
dated 5-year defense plan to fill in the 
blanks. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. WALLOP addressed Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Wyoming is recognized. 
Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the pending 
amendment be set aside. 

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

AMENDMENT NO. 780 
(Purpose: To establish a standard for deter

mining the compliance of theater missile 
defense systems with the ABM Treaty) 

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, on be
half of Senator WARNER and myself, I 
send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Wyoming [Mr. WALLOP], 
for himself and Mr. WARNER, proposes an 
amendment numbered 780. 

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 59, between lines 11 and 12, insert 

the following: 
(g) ABM TREATY COMPLIANT CAPABILITY OF 

THEATER MISSILE DEFENSE SYSTEMS.-(1 ) A 

theater missile defense system, system up
grade, or system component described in 
paragraph (2) shall be considered as not in 
violation of the ABM Treaty for purposes of 
any review or determination of whether a 
theater missile defense system, system up
grade, or system component complies with 
the ABM Treaty. 

(2) Paragraph (1 ) applies to a theater mis
sile defense system, system upgrade, or sys
tem component that-

(A) has capabilities necessary to counter 
the most capable theater ballistic missile ex
isting at the time of such review or deter
mination; 

(B) has not been tested against a modern 
strategic ballistic missile; and 

(C) has not demonstrated a capability to 
counter such a modern strategic ballistic 
missile. 

(3) Nothing in this subsection shall be con
strued as providing that a theater missile de
fense system, system upgrade, or system 
component other than those described in 
paragraph (2) is in violation of the ABM 
Treaty. 

Mr. DECONCINI. Will the Senator 
from Wyoming yield, without losing 
the floor, for a question on procedure? 

Mr. WALLOP. Under those cir
cumstances, yes. 

Mr. DECONCINI. I thank the Senator. 
I would like to address the managers 

of the bill, if I could. I have an amend
ment that I understand the Senator 
from Georgia is not going to accept but 
is willing to enter into a time agree
ment on. 

I wonder if I could ask the Senator 
from Wyoming if he is going to suggest 
a time agreement and if I might be 
part of a UC, if there is going to be one, 
in getting mine to follow. 

Mr. NUNN. I would be receptive to a 
time agreement on both of these 
amendments. If the authors of the 
amendment have any time in mind, I 
would be interested in knowing what 
that is. 

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I am 
prepared to enter into 1 hour, equally 
divided, on my amendment. The chair
man is aware of what my amendment 
is. I would like to ask that it follow the 
amendment of the Senator from Wyo
ming if, in fact, he enters into a time 
agreement, or if he does not enter into 
a time agreement, if that is a possibil
ity. 

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, if I 
might say to the Senator from Georgia, 
I am not precisely sure. I want to have 
enough time in order to do it and 
would be willing to enter into a time 
agreement of 40 minutes on a side and 
would hope, obviously, that we could 
pare that back. 

I just do not know. Not having had a 
long period of time to visit with the 
chairman, I am not certain of the di
mension that he has that may require 
some responses. 

Mr. NUNN. Yes. I would be certainly 
receptive to a time agreement on ei
ther amendment. 

Is the Senator from Wyoming saying 
that he would now be prepared for 40 
minutes on each side? 

Mr. WALLOP. I would be. 
Mr. NUNN. What we have now is an 

order that would start the debate on 
the Bingaman amendment at 12 o'clock 
and that vote would occur at 12:15, if 
there is a vote. Senator BINGAMAN and 
Senator SHELBY are working on some 
compromise, so there is a possibility 
that that vote would either be delayed 
or set aside. But that is the current 
order. That was the plan. We have not 
entered that as a unanimous consent 
order. 

We have the leadership meeting that 
is taking place at the White House 
now. They would be prepared to be 
back here, I believe, at 12:15. 

We also have an order at 1 o'clock to 
move back to the national service con
ference report. So we really have an 
hour and a half now. I suggest that we 
try to handle the Wallop amendment 
within that hour and a half. 

I say to my friend from Arizona that, 
because of the uncertainty relating to 
the Bingaman amendment, it would 
not be possible now to say that we 
could turn to his amendment at 12, but 
it would be my intent, if that amend- . 
ment is obviated in terms of a com
promise , that we would turn to his 
amendment at 12 and we could com
plete that debate by 1 o'clock. 

Mr. DECONCINI. Not if you are going 
to do the Wallop amer:idment first. 

Mr. NUNN. Yes, you are right. I 
missed an hour there. I was calculating 
incorrectly. 

If we do the Wallop amendment in an 
hour and a half, we would not be able 
to get the DeConcini amendment until 
after we completed the national service 
bill , which would be around 4 o'clock. 

Mr. DECONCINI. If the chairman will 
yield, if he is going to enter into a time 
agreement with the Senator from Wyo
ming, would he also consider including 
that my amendment would come up 
after the Bingaman amendment and 
after the Wallop amendment and after 
the national service bill and restrict it 
to 1 hour? 

Mr. NUNN. Yes. Let us work on that. 
Let us go ahead and start the debate on 
this amendment and I will work on a 
unanimous-consent agreement. 

Is the Senator willing to have one
half hour on each side? 

Mr. DECONCINI. Yes. 
Mr. WALLOP. Would the Senator 

want to limit the Wallop amendment 
amount now? 

Mr. NUNN. Why do we not begin the 
debate and I will check it and make 
sure, and that way we will not waste 
any time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Wyoming has the floor. 

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, the 
amendment that Senator WARNER and I 
are offering today would provide an up
to-date , commonsense standard for de
termining the compliance of theater 
missile defense [TMD] systems with 
the ABM Treaty. It does not require re
negotiation or reinterpretation of the 
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treaty and it neither requires nor au
thorizes the United States to under
take actions that would violate the 
treaty. It simply updates existing com
pliance standards that have been over
taken by technological, political, and 
regional security developments since 
the Senate ratified the ABM Treaty 21 
years ago. 

This amendment is not about the 
ABM Treaty per se. We do not intend 
to debate the value of the treaty or the 
merits of renegotiating specific provi
sions. What we are attempting to do is 
simply say that ambiguities in the 
treaty should not be allowed to hinder 
critical programs that are obviously 
not ABM systems. What we are talking 
about are defensive systems like Pa
triot and more modern versions like 
the Theater High Altitude Area De
fense System [THAADJ, which we are 
building to def end our overseas forces 
and allies from the growing ballistic 
missile threats that are emerging 
around the world-threats, I might say, 
specifically identified by the Secretary 
of Defense and by the President of the 
United States as being among those 
items which are most threatening to 
the United States and our allies. These 
are not controversial systems; in fact 
TMD is the one part of the overall bal
listic missile defense effort that enjoys 
broad political support in Congress and 
the administration. 

Even if you believe that the ABM 
Treaty is sacrosanct and should not be 
modified in any way, you should sup
port this amendment if you also be
lieve that the United States needs a 
TMD system capable of defending our 
forces and allies against the full range 
of theater ballistic missile threats. We 
saw what happened in the Persian Gulf 
war, when our missile defenses were in
adequate. If this amendment is not 
passed there is a very real chance that 
our future TMD systems will be as ill
suited to the threat as Patriot was 
when we deployed it to the gulf. 

One might reasonably ask: Why is 
this amendment needed? After all, Pa
triot and THAAD are not ABM sys
tems, and the ABM Treaty does not 
limit TMD systems. Unfortunately, the 
ABM Treaty is ambiguous when it 
comes to defining what actually is and 
is not an ABM system. That is because, 
in fact , it was drafted 20 years ago 
when modern technological events had 
yet to occur. The treaty sought to pre
vent the United States and the Soviet 
Union- remember them?-from build
ing an unaccountable ABM system 
under the guise of an air defense sys
tem. But the language is so vague that 
on its face it is impossible to deter
mine what is and is not permitted. 

Article VI of the treaty simply states 
that it is prohibited to give non-ABM 
systems capabilities to counter strate
gic ballistic missiles and to test non
ABM systems in an ABM mode. Yet the 
treaty does not define the terms " capa-

bili ties," " strategic ballistic missiles," 
or " tested in an ABM mode." 

To deal with this ambiguity, the De
partment of Defense has long main
tained criteria for evaluating its acqui
sition programs for treaty compliance. 
This was a relatively straightforward 
procedure when the only defensive sys
tems we were developing or building 
were either clearly ABM systems or 
clearly air defense systems. But as the 
ballistic missile threat has diversified 
and proliferated, these compliance 
standards have become outdated. The 
TMD systems we must build to meet 
the growing missile threat are far more 
capable than the air defense systems of 
the past and in many ways do resemble 
ABM systems. 

The principal reason why it has be
come so difficult to distinguish be
tween ABM and non-ABM systems is 
due to the fact that the distinctions be
tween strategic and nonstrategic mis
siles has dramatically narrowed. This 
is not entirely a new dilemma. Recall, 
for example, that we defined the Soviet 
SS-20 as an intermediate-range ballis
tic missile, even though it had a range 
of 5,000 kilometers. 

But today, the situation is even more 
complex. -As more and more countries 
acquire long-range ballistic missiles, 
the term strategic becomes less and 
less applicable. Increasingly, regional 
powers are developing or seeking to ac
quire ballistic missiles that threaten 
entire regions and often neighboring 
regions. The Chinese-built CSS-2, with 
a range of approximately 2,700 kilo
meters, has been exported to the Mid
dle East. From there-mark my 
words-it can reach much of Southern 
Europe, including several NATO cap
itals. Certainly for those within its 
range, the CSS-2 is a strategic weapon. 

This situation is radically different 
than the one envisioned by the authors 
of the ABM Treaty, who were con
cerned only with the United States-So
viet strategic balance. Obviously it 
would be ridiculous to allow a cold war, 
United States-Soviet Treaty to prevent 
us from dealing with the new 
multipolar strategic context we face 
today. 

As I mentioned before, the ABM 
Treaty prohibits non-ABM systems 
from being given capabilities to 
counter strategic ballistic missiles. 
What confuses the issue is that today 
there exist theater ballistic missiles 
that are virtually as capable as some 
older Russian ballistic missiles that 
were categorized as strategic in 1972 for 
purposes of SALT I-in particular, the 
SS-N-6 with a range of approximately 
3,000 kilometers. Although this class of 
ballistic missiles will be retired from 
the Russian inventory around the end 
of the year, the SS-N-6 continues to 
define the lower end of what we con
sider strategic. 

By any modern standard, the SS-N- 6 
is not a strategic ballistic missile. But 

for purposes of arms control it is so de
fined. This poses a dilemma for our 
TMD development efforts. If we are to 
develop and deploy TMD systems with 
good capabilities to counter the full 
range of theater ballistic missiles, in
cluding the CSS-2, they will possess 
some inherent capability against the 
SS-N-6. Since the SS-N-6 will be gone 
from the Russian inventory within a 
year, and the next most capable system 
has over twice the range, this should be 
less of a problem, therefore , in the fu
ture. 

This is a time-urgent matter. A num
ber of TMD systems or system up
grades, including THAAD, must be cer
tified as compliant with the AMB Trea
ty within the very near future if they 
are to remain on schedule. Recognizing 
this fact, the Armed Services Commit
tee included a provision in the defense 
authorization bill (section 223) that 
fences half of the TMD funding for fis
cal year 1994 until the Secretary of De
fense reports that these programs com
ply with the AMB Treaty. 

I agree with the intent of this provi
sion: To force the DOD to get on with 
its compliance reviews and not to 
spend money on programs it may be 
unable to proceed with. Unfortunately, 
for the last several years-and includ
ing the 9 months of this year-the DOD 
has failed to come up with an up-to
date standard for judging TMD compli
ance. Without such a new standard, 
section 223 might inadvertently delay 
key TMD systems like THAAD. Even 
worse, it might lead the DOD to revise 
these programs downward, taking ca
pability away from them in an attempt 
to avoid even the appearance of in
fringing upon the AMB Treaty. Either 
outcome would be disastrous. 

The amendment we are offering 
today seeks merely to complement sec
tion 223. It in no way undermines this 
provision; in fact, we believe it clari
fies and strengthens it. Given DOD's 
inability to come up with a new com
pliance standard for its TMD systems, 
we believe that the time has come for 
Congress to step in and establish one. 
We believe that the standard set forth 
in our amendment is reasonable and 
should be acceptable to all Senators 
who support TMD, even if they are ar
dent supporters of the ABM Treaty. 

Mr. President, let me quickly de
scribe the amendment. The premise 
and principal objective of the amend
ment is set forth in paragraph (2)(a): 
That the United States should be per
mitted to develop and deploy TMD sys
tems to counter the full range of thea
ter ballistic missiles in existence at 
the time such TMD systems undergo 
compliance review. 

But the amendment recognizes that 
this does not satisfy the specific re
quirements contained in article VI of 
the ABM Treaty. To stay within the 
framework of the treaty and the estab
lished compliance process at DOD, 
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paragraphs (2)(b) and (2)(c) deal with 
the treaty's prohibition against testing 
non-ABM systems in an ABM mode and 
giving non-ABM systems capabilities 
to counter strategic ballistic missiles. 

To satisfy paragraph (2)(b), a TMD 
system may not have been tested 
against a modern strategic ballistic 
missile. This is a relatively straight
forward provision, since the DOD al
ready has working definitions of test
ing in an ABM mode and what con
stitutes a modern strategic ballistic 
missile-which, by the way, includes 
the SS-N-6. 

To satisfy paragraph (2)(c), a TMD 
system may not have demonstrated a 
capability to counter such a modern 
strategic ballistic missile. According 
to this standard, a TMD system's capa
bility to counter a modern strategic 
ballistic missile must be physically 
demonstrated before it can be the basis 
for determining that such TMD system 
violates the ABM Treaty. Mathemati
cally simulating such a capability is 
not sufficient. 

This demonstrated standard is the 
means by which systems like THAAD 
can be given capabilities to counter the 
CSS-2 while the Russians maintain the 
SS-N-6 in their inventory. It also rec
ognizes that any TMD system will have 
some limited degree of capability to 
counter strategic ballistic missiles, 
and that this residual capability also 
should not be the basis for a non-com
pliance finding. 

Mr. President, however, one defines 
the term strategic ballistic missile, 
however, one does that, it is clear-it 
must be clear to the Congress of the 
United States, to the Secretary of De
fense, to the people of this country
that we and out allies face another 
class of ballistic missile threats that 
we now refer to as theater systems. 

Senator WARNER and I, in offering 
our amendment, are simply saying that 
we must be able to design theater mis
sile defense systems to counter the full 
range of theater threats. Otherwise, we 
are destined to repeat the situation we 
faced in the Persian Gulf war where 
our missile defense capabilities were 
clearly inadequate. 

We must not allow a treaty that was 
designed to govern cold war United 
States-Soviet relations to prevent 
America from defending its forward 
forces against missiles possessed by 
countries like Iraq, like Iran, like 
North Korea. 

There is no excuse, there is abso
lutely no excuse not to provide Amer
ican forces the protection they need 
against the full range of missile 
threats that they face and we know 
will face in the future. Remember that 
the largest number of casualties we 
suffered in the gulf war was the result 
of a missile attack on a barracks. 

If our amendment is not adopted, a 
similar tragedy will almost certainly 
take place on some future battlefield. 

We will have then nobody but ourselves 
to blame. But, Mr. President, we will 
not shoulder that blame. The Congress 
will find some way to blame it on 
somebody else. The Department of De
fense will find some way to blame it on 
somebody else. Some lawyers now 
working will long since be gone and 
they will be blamed because they will 
have interpreted the ABM Treaty in 
ways which constrain the existing ca
pability of the United States to protect 
the existing forces that we have 
against threats that we know are in ex
istence or are coming. 

We will not shoulder it. We will weep 
for the dead and we will decry their 
sacrifice and we will send nice letters 
to their mothers, but we will not re
member that we could have made the 
difference. 

This is a logical and reasonable 
amendment. It is also a compromise. 
My preference would have been to ex
empt all TMD systems entirely from 
the restrictions of the ABM Treaty or 
simply to do away with that treaty al
together, but I realize that those are 
extremely controversial positions. I 
will refrain from entering into this de
bate today. We are not here talking 
about the merits of the ABM Treaty 
but the requirement to protect Amer
ican forces, American allies from thea
ter missiles that we know exist. 

Every Member of the Senate should 
agree that it would be irresponsible to 
unnecessarily underdesign or unneces
sarily delay TMD systems simply be
cause language in a treaty is vague 
when the reality is not vague. There is 
no doubt about what we face. There 
may be doubt about how the treaty 
phrases itself. 

Why should we impose unilateral re
strictions upon ourselves, especially 
when the price of doing so is likely to 
be paid, certainly to be paid with 
American blood, the blood of allies? We 
should be able to agree on the stand
ards set forth in our amendment and to 
get on with what the President has 
identified as his No. 1 missile defense 
priority. The President of the United 
States, President Clinton's No. 1 mis
sile defense priority is theater missiles. 
Mr. President, this Congress and this 
Senate should not let him or future 
soldiers and sailors and airmen down. 

I yield to the Senator from Virginia, 
a cosponsor. 

Mr. WARNER addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Virginia is recognized. 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I find it 

a distinct pleasure to associate myself 
with my good friend, long-time friend 
and colleague from the State of Wyo
ming. My only regret is he no longer is 
on the Armed Services Committee be
cause when he served on that commit
tee he was the most knowledgeable per
son, or certainly no one was more 
knowledgeable on our side of the aisle, 
about the complexity of strategic de-

fenses than the Senator from Wyo
ming. His remarks this morning I find 
brilliant and they capture precisely the 
objectives that the two of us have had 
these many years working together as 
it respects the theater missile defenses. 

If I might add a personal note. The 
distinguished chairman of the commit
tee from Georgia, myself, Senator 
INOUYE, and Senator STEVENS were in 
Tel Aviv the night the last Scud mis
sile was fired against our brave and 
valuable ally, Israel. While we were not 
in any immediate danger, we were vis
iting with the Minister of Defense at 
that time and he and others, of course, 
had to step aside from the meeting and 
deal with that particular attack. But 
that little personal experience brought 
home the fact so eloquently stated by 
my distinguished friend and colleague. 

We are here today simply to ask that 
the adoption of this amendment be ac
cepted by the Senate for the purpose of 
providing guidelines to the Department 
of Defense-and more specifically the 
President and the Secretary of De
fense-as they comply with the bill 
that is on each and every desk. It sim
ply gives them the guidelines by which 
they come back and determine the ne
cessity, or the lack of necessity, which 
I hope and I am confident they will 
find, of applying certain nebulous pro
visions of the ABM Treaty. 

But my colleague points out the dis
aster to our troops when that one mis
sile penetrated and caused upward of 50 
lives to be lost. We, the Congress of the 
United States, will be accountable if in 
a future action such a tragedy were to 
be repeated and we, the Congress of the 
United States, are on record as having 
impeded the ability of the technical 
brains of this country to have devised 
the best system possible to prohibit 
such a tragedy, not only to our troops 
but the allied troops serving with us 
and, indeed, to those nations on which 
territory is our forward deployed posi
tion of defense in the cause of freedom, 
those nations and their civilian popu
lations. 

It is our responsibility. We are the 
Nation with the leading technology in 
this field. 

I would like to pose a question to my 
distinguished friend from Wyoming at 
this point. 

I find, as I study this question, that 
this ABM Treaty-which you pointed 
out is between two parties, the former 
Soviet Union, now Russia, and the 
United States-I find that any unbi
ased, objective mind in Russia today 
should say that their interests in thea
ter missile defense and the production 
of the technology to protect them 
should be identical to ours and that in 
all probability they would support the 
efforts that the Senator from Wyoming 
and myself are now advancing to the 
Senate. I ask that question. 

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, I will 
respond to the Senator from Virginia 
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that, in fact, the Russian Republic is 
probably significantly more threatened 
by these events than are any American 
military personnel or our allies. The 
instability of the world that is likely 
to erupt is first and foremost perhaps 
directed toward them. 

Keep in mind, we are not seeking
you and I with our amendment-to vio
late the terms and testing of the ABM 
Treaty. We are merely trying to define 
theater missiles in light of techno
logical achievements unheard of, un
dreamed of at the time the treaty was 
signed. 

The answer to my colleague's ques
tion is clearly yes. They would not 
likely find objection to this and, in 
fact, would very likely like to have the 
same capability themselves. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I thank 
my colleague. It confirms my own be
lief that it is in their interest and, in
deed, in the interest of the free world 
that this Nation move ahead in concert 
with other nations and, indeed, perhaps 
Russia in the development of the tech
nology that can begin to provide an 
adequate deterrent and defense against 
the proliferation of this type of theater 
missile. 

In my own personal judgment, this 
particular type of missile, coupled with 
the advancing technology in cruise 
missiles, coupled with the advancing 
technology in weapons of mass destruc
tion, be they fissionable material, bio
logical material, or chemical material, 
those are the categories of threats that 
are most serious to our Nation and our 
Nation's ability to defend freedom for 
our allies abroad. 

It is incumbent upon this body to 
adopt this type of amendment to free 
up the brains in this country such that 
we can develop the very best system to 
prevent that. 

So I congratulate my colleague. I 
will withhold further remarks if there 
is some other speaker here. I could pur
sue this for a minute or two. 

Mr. President, I see the chairman of 
our committee, Mr. NUNN, is indicating 
I should go ahead. 

In my judgment, Mr. President, if we 
were to continue to operate in a man
ner to thwart the ability of our brains 
to move forward in this country and 
devise the best technical defense, then, 
indeed, this Chamber and the other 
body would be held accountable some
day for our failure to release the chains 
on the technical brains in this country 
to go ahead and devise the best system 
possible. 

The problem, Mr. President, is with 
the ambiguities as pointed out by the 
distinguished Senator from Wyoming, 
ambiguities in the ABM Treaty, this 
treaty signed and drafted 20 years ago. 
And I might say, ironically, I was there 
in Moscow in my capacity as Secretary 
of the Navy in May 1972 when this par
ticular treaty was signed. I had then 
been in the Department of Defense 

some 3 years, and I can assure you that 
no one at that time envisioned the 
problems associated with theater mis
siles and theater missile defense. It has 
all evolved in the years subsequent, 
and we should not become entangled in 
these technical interpretations of am
biguous clauses in this treaty and 
allow that confusion to impede our 
progress in advancing our ability to de
fend ourselves and our allies in the face 
of the proliferation of theater missiles. 

The treaty, the ABM Treaty, pro
hibits giving non-ABM systems the ca
pability to counter strategic ballistic 
missiles, but the treaty does not define 
"capability" and the distinction be
tween "strategic" and "theater" sys
tems is unclear. For example, U.S. and 
allied forces face existing theater mis
sile defenses that have ranges and re
entry speeds similar to certain Soviet 
ballistic missiles that were designated 
"strategic" ballistic missiles 20 years 
ago. 

These old Soviet missiles had thea
ter, not intercontinental, ranges and 
had slow, not fast, reentry speeds. They 
are clearly obsolete and are no longer 
even part of the current Russian mili
tary inventory. 

In short, we are allowing ourselves to 
be condemned to the past unless this 
amendment is adopted. Old Soviet sys
tems designated "strategic" but with 
theater ranges and reentry speeds are 
not surprisingly comparable in capabil
ity to some Third World theater sys
tems currently in existence or under 
development. The result is that unless 
we establish criteria to define what is a 
"theater" missile defense and what is a 
"strategic" missile defense, we will ei
ther underdesign, delay or choose not 
to deploy key theater missile defense 
programs necessary to protect our 
troops, our allies or others with whom 
we may be associated in a future con
flict. We even place at risk the theater 
high altitude aerial defense which this 
body has strongly supported year in 
and year out. 

Mr. President, the key to this amend
ment is very simple. It establishes a 
clear, common sense set of rules for de
termining a "theater" ballistic missile 
defense and a "strategic" ballistic mis
sile defense system. It simply says a 
theater ballistic missile defense system 
is compliant if it can, one, counter the 
most capable theater missile in exist
ence today, and, two, has never been 
tested against or demonstrated to have 
the capability to counter modern stra
tegic ballistic missiles. 

Mr. President, this is not an SDI 
vote. Let us not confuse it. It is a thea
ter missile defense issue, a program 
most of the Senate has said they sup
port. 

Just recently the Secretary of De
fense released his bottom-up review, 
and specifically he states as one of his 
goals, and I quote, "Restructure ballis
tic missile defense program." 

This amendment is to aid the Sec
retary of Defense, the President with 
the ultimate responsibility, in restruc
turing the theater missile defense. This 
amendment does not affect defenses 
which the Committee of the Armed 
Services placed on funding for various 
missile defense programs. However, it 
does provide guidance to the adminis
tration in formulating its response to 
those instances which relate solely to 
the theater missile defense programs. 
It does not change a single word of the 
ABM Treaty. It merely updates unilat
eral U.S. definitions decided some 20 
years ago. 

I conclude by asking each Senator as 
he or she addresses their position on 
this amendment to think back to the 
tragedy of the loss of life, the single 
largest loss of life as occurred to our 
forces because of the inability to ade
quately defend ourselves against the 
very systems that are now proliferat
ing in the world. We must not fail in 
our responsibility to the men and 
women of the Armed Forces whom we 
order abroad in far-flung places of the 
world without equipping them with the 
very finest military equipment, not 
only to use offensively, if necessary, . 
but equally and often more important 
to use defensively. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 

rise to give my strong support to this 
excellent amendment. It is well 
thought out, and highly necessary to 
clear up a serious ambiguity in the 
ABM Treaty that could have an ad
verse effect on our theater missile de
fense effort. At the same time it is lim
ited in scope and does not attempt to 
overturn the treaty. It simply clarifies 
what level of theater missile defense 
capability is permitted under the 
treaty. 

The ABM Treaty was not intended to 
limit theater defenses, only defenses 
against strategic ballistic missiles. But 
the treaty did not define the term 
"strategic ballistic missiles." Today 
we are facing theater missile threats 
that would have been classified as 
"strategic" in 1972 when the treaty was 
signed. Unless we get the clarity this 
amendment provides, we run the risk 
of underdesigning our TMD systems to 
avoid possible treaty violations. That 
means they will not be capable of coun
tering missile threats already out 
there, the CSS-2, for example. TMD is 
now the top priority, and rightly so. 
But we must deploy the most capable 
TMD systems that technology will 
allow. There can be no excuse for the 
ABM Treaty or any other artificial ob
stacle to get in the way of building 
highly capable interceptors and censors 
that can intercept not just primitive 
Scud missiles but also the newer gen
eration of ballistic missiles that we see 
proliferating in the world's traditional 
trouble spots. 

I urge the adoption of this amend
ment. 
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(Mrs. BOXER assumed the chair.) 
Mr. NUNN. Madam President, I re

gret I cannot support this amendment 
as it is currently drafted. The Senator 
from Wyoming has been a tremendous 
member of the Armed Services Com
mittee, and I share the sentiments of 
the Senator from Virginia, who made a 
real contribution not only in this im
portant area of missile defense but in 
many areas where he has acquired sig
nificant expertise. 

I share a common goal, I believe, 
with the Senator from Virginia and the 
Senator from Wyoming as well as the 
Senator from South Carolina in devel
oping and deploying on an urgent basis 
the most effective theater missile de
fense program we can have against tac
tical ballistic missiles. I do think that 
is a priority for our Nation and for our 
allies. Also, the administration be
lieves that is a priority. They made 
that clear in their budget submission. 

The committee has included a provi
sion in our bill that requires early 
compliance with theater defense sys
tems in terms of review of those sys
tems and how they would be affected 
by the ABM Treaty. In fact, we make it 
a very serious requirement because we 
say that they cannot spend more than 
half the money for these theater sys
tems until they have completed that 
compliance review. What that really 
means is in approximately 6 months 
they are out of money unless they have 
done a compliance review. So we are 
very serious about a compliance review 
in our committee. 

The problem with this amendment is 
that it preempts the compliance re
view. It basically is a congressional 
edict defining what we believe the 
ABM Treaty means but doing it in a 
definitive, legal way. So Congress 
would be setting itself in the position 
of interpreting the ABM Treaty regard
ing theater defense before the adminis
tration, a new administration just 
coming into power, before they have a 
chance to basically give their own as
sessment of the situation. 

I know the Senator from Wyoming 
has been pushing the Bush administra
tion and before that the Reagan admin
istration to come up with definitions in 
this area. And I know the Senator from 
Virginia has. So my critique here in a 
way relates to what they have done. 
They have been absolutely consistent. 
They pushed very hard the Republican 
administrations to come up with defi
nitions and now they are pushing a 
Democratic administration. So that is 
consistent. I have no problem with 
that. 

The problem is, though, we had the 
Reagan administration and the Bush 
administration that did not do these 
kinds of compliance reviews in any 
kind of thorough way, and they did not 
come to definitive conclusions over a 
12-year period. Now we have a Demo
cratic administration that has come in 

and has made theater missile defense a 
very high priority, the highest priority 
in terms of any kind of system, and 
they have allocated most of the money 
in SDI, a great deal of it, to this thea
ter system. But they have asked for a 
decent period of time for compliance 
review to see if any of this plan, any of 
the plan for testing of deployment, 
would run afoul of the ABM Treaty. 

It is my own view that this matter 
has to be discussed with the Russians. 
I think the Senator from Virginia and 
the Senator from Wyoming are correct 
in saying the Russians have a very sig
nificant problem against their own 
country from these types of theater 
weapons. They have a more severe 
problem than we do. I think it is going · 
to be in their interest to take another 
look at the ABM Treaty and, where 
clarifications are necessary, to join in 
this. 

But when the Senator from Wyoming 
and the Senator from Virginia say they 
believe the Russians' own national in
terest points in this direction, they be
lieve the Russians-I believe the Sen
ator from Virginia said, the reasonable, 
rational Russians he talked to would 
agree with this. It seems to me that is 
an argument for giving the administra
tion enough time to see if there is any 
kind of violation, No. 1, or any kind of 
problem or potential problem, No. 2, 
and then to discuss it with the Rus
sians and deal with it under the ABM 
Treaty itself so we do not get people in 
the Russian military, we do not get 
people in the Russian Government who 
basically say the Americans are plow
ing on their own, the ABM Treaty no 
longer means anything to them, they 
are defining on the floor of the U.S. 
Senate definite terms as to what stra
tegic missiles mean and what theater 
missiles mean, and, therefore, the ABM 
Treaty is of no use. 

It could have a spillover effect in 
terms of attitudes toward the START 
II treaty. If the Russian Parliament 
comes to the conclusion that we in the 
Senate of the United States simply are 
going to stand up and basically declare 
what a treaty means, without waiting 
for an administration and legal inter
pretation, then they may do the same 
thing with the START II treaty. I do 
not think any of us would welcome 
that. We all hope the START II treaty 
and other matters can be ratified in 
due course and particularly countries 
like the Ukraine will come on board 
with both START I and START II. 

So I guess, Madam President, what I 
am saying is that I do not favor this 
kind of amendment, this kind of meth
od of handling this although I com
pletely agree with the goal because I do 
believe that it is in our interest, even 
if we have to have an amendment to 
the ABM Treaty, to move forward. This 
is one possible way of moving forward 
after we have an administration com
pliance review. 

But I urge, on behalf of the White 
House-I have not talked directly to 
them. Our staff has talked to some of 
the people at the National Security 
Council. But I urge that we go slow in 
this area, give them at least the 6 or 8 
months that we anticipate in this bill 
to determine what their own position 
is and then let us determine if this is 
the most rational way to approach it 
or whether we would rather have the 
Russians on board. It seems to me 
there is a real case to be made for get
ting the Russians to agree. If they do 
not agree, we always have the national 
clause in there about our national se
curity where we have the right to abro
gate a treaty if it violates our national 
security interests. That is part of the 
treaty itself and was envisioned. 

So I urge my colleagues to think 
carefully on this one, and I urge the 
Members of the Senate, unless there is 
some toning down of this amendment, 
to oppose the amendment at this point. 

Yet, again, I want to emphasize that 
I commend the Senators for their in
terest in this. We do have a lot of 
money going into theater defense. We 
do have to find out soon whether it is 
going to be any kind of potential prob
lem. Otherwise we may be developing 
systems where we end up saying we 
cannot do these because they violate 
the ABM Treaty. But we have to come 
to terms with this. We have to deter
mine the compliance, and we have to 
understand what these terms mean. 
And if they do indeed interfere with 
any of the theater defense develop
ments, then I think we have to take 
the proper course with the amendment. 

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, if I 
may ask a question of my distin
guished friend and colleague. I go back 
to his own actions with regard to this 
treaty some several years ago. Did he 
not, in the Nunn-Levin amendment, do 
precisely what the Senator from Wyo
ming and I are endeavoring to do 
today? There was a clear example 
where the congressional interpretation 
of the ABM Treaty, namely, the broad 
versus narrow, was pursued by our dis
tinguished chairman, and, indeed, it 
was his position. So it seems to me 
there is a certain parallel. 

Mr. NUNN. I say to the Senator from 
Virginia that in that situation what we 
had there was an administration who 
set out to do their own review. They 
came to their own conclusions after a 
great deal of deliberation. The Senator 
from Georgia sat back and watched 
that take place, gave them plenty of 
time to come to their own conclusions. 
They came to their own conclusions, 
and those conclusions were contrary to 
what the Senator from Georgia felt 
that treaty meant. 

I am asking for exactly the same 
course. I am saying that the new ad
ministration should have the right to 
come in and take a look at the theater 
systems, determine if they are in com
pliance, or, if they determine they are 
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not, what they plan to do about it, and 
report to the Congress. Then, at that 
stage, if the Senator from Virginia and 
the Senator from Wyoming will say, 
"We do not agree with this interpreta
tion; we think the Congress ought to go 
on record," then at that stage I think 
that is a different situation. 

So I think there is a parallel here, 
and I urge the Senate to follow that 
parallel; that is, wait until this admin
istration comes up with their own view 
on this and then decide whether we 
agree with that view. I am not saying 
Congress does not have a right to give 
our own interpretation of the treaty. It 
may be some kind of system that the 
Senate, on this subject, would think 
would be appropriate. But I distinguish 
between that and simply an edict in 
law at this stage. 

Mr. WALLOP. Will the Senator yield 
for a question? 

Mr. NUNN. Yes. 
Mr. WALLOP. Madam President, the 

Senator from Georgia suggests that we 
tone it down. We have spent 7 weeks 
trying to tone it down. This does not 
interpret anything to do with the ABM 
Treaty. It is not an equivalent parallel. 
In fact, what we do is say that we can 
develop a theater missiles defense sys
tem based on the range of the longest 
one that exists today. We carefully 
stay away from interpreting the trea
ty. 

It is not like the situation a few 
years back when in fact the Congress 
legislated an unleavened amendment 
as an interpretation of that treaty. 
Some of us thought it was a fair diver
sion from the ordinary procedure that 
the President of the United States is a 
negotiator or interpreter of treaties. 
We legislate the specific terms of what 
we believe that theater to be. This does 
not do that. In fact, these guidelines 
are totally general. 

Let me just ask the Senator if he is 
also aware that the standards we cur
rently have were not discussed with 
the Russians; they were informed of 
them. 

Mr. NUNN. Madam President, I 
would have to get a further clarifica
tion of that latter question. What 
standards does the Senator ref er to? . 

Mr. WALLOP. The standards we cur
rently use in interpreting missile de
fenses. We simply informed the Rus
sians that we were going to use them. 
These are not standards about any
thing dealing with the prov1s1ons 
against testing, and other things, of 
the ABM Treaty. This merely defines, 
in a general way. It does not limit the 
administration or preempt them. It 
simply lays down general principles to 
be used on their final interpretation. 

Mr. NUNN. I simply say to the Sen
ator, Madam President, let us give the 
new administration a chance to look 
and see whether we have a problem. If 
they say we do not have a problem, 
then we do not have one. If they come 

to the conclusion that we have an am
biguous situation, they may need to 
get with the Russians and ·help clarify 
that. 

But in terms of the parallel the Sen
ator from Virginia mentioned between 
the debate we had on the narrow versus 
broad interpretation of the ABM Trea
ty, we never did legislate any interpre
tation in law. We basically required--

Mr. WALLOP. That was an 
unleavened amendment based on the 
United States' compliance with the 
treaty. 

Mr. NUNN. Madam President, we re
quired that the tests they were going 
to take and the steps they were taking 
under the SDI program would not vio
late that narrow interpretation. We 
never did put an edict in law. But that 
is quibbling on a technical point. 

The point I make-what I am saying 
is let us give the administration a 
chance and find out what they think. 
We have waited 12 years under three 
different terms of Republican Presi
dents, and we have never gotten any 
kind of definitive answer in this area 
from those administrations. 

We now have a new administration 
who says they are going to give us a de
finitive answer within 6 or 8 months. 
We also have a very clear statement 
from the administration that there is 
nothing in the 1994 fiscal year program 
that in any way violates the ABM 
Treaty under anybody's interpretation. 

So we do not really have to do this, 
this year. We may have to do some
thing like this next year. 

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, if I 
may take up on the point of the distin
guished chairman, I am sure he is 
aware that here in November 1993, 60 
days hence, the administration has to 
review the THAAD design program. 
And if someone is of the view that that 
program on its current course is not 
complying, then it has to be, as a pro
gram, totally revised. So the Senator 
from Wyoming and I are conscious of 
decisions which are imminent that 
have to be made, and we are anxious 
for this body to be on record as provid
ing the guidelines to help make the 
pro.per decision. 

It is going to cost us a great deal of 
money if that program has to be re
vised on the assumption that there is 
some conflict with the ABM Treaty. 
Congress, by November or December, is 
likely to be dispersed, and that will be 
costs to the American taxpayers. And 
also, to go back to the very words of 
the distinguished Senator from Wyo- · 
ming, we will have been failing to do 
our duty in this body; namely, freeing 
up, removing the chains on the techni
cians to build the best system possible. 

So my question is: Are you aware of 
the fact that that design review is 
needed some 60 days hence? 

Mr. NUNN. I understood that was a 
technical review of that system, but 
not a compliance review as to whether 

it complied with the ABM Treaty. I 
may be in error, but I felt those were 
two separate tracks, and what we had 
on the THAAD program was a tech
nical review. 

Mr. WARNER. My understanding, 
Madam President, is that it is not sep
arate tracks. It may be separate 
tracks, but they cross in November. 

Mr. NUNN. At some point, they will 
cross. I do not know how they can do it 
in November, because the administra
t!on does not intend to have the com
pliance review completed that quickly. 
I believe .that will be done sometime 
next year. 

Mr. WARNER. The problem is that if 
they cannot determine in November 
that the system as now designed is 
compliant, they have to redesign the 
program or stop it. That is the point. 

Mr. NUNN. They are not going to ad
dress compliance in November, so they 
are not going to know anything about 
compliance. They will. not know that 
until they get through their legal re
view, Madam President. 

Mr. WARNER. I urge the chairman to 
make a call or two on this. I think I 
have raised a valid point, showing the 
time urgency of action by the Congress 
on this point. I have done some inde
pendent research. 

I suggest that the chairman might 
take the opportunity to do inquiring 
about the THAAD program. 

Mr. NUNN. I will be glad to follow 
that suggestion. 

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, if I 
might say, also, the Senator from Wyo
ming and I will talk to the chairman 
about possibly some resolution of this, 
and I know the chairman is thinking 
about a sense-of-the-Senate. 

What is the chairman's personal view 
now with respect to the objectives of 
this country in devising theater missile 
defenses? What guidance would the 
chairman give the administration on 
this question of whether or not ABM? 

Mr. NUNN. I think the guidance the 
chairman would give the administra
tion would be pretty clearly set forth 
in this bill. I do not know how you can 
be much more forceful than saying you 
cannot spend more than half of the 
money until you get the compliance re
view completed. 

Madam President, I agree that it is a 
very high priority. Believe me, the peo
ple in the Department of Defense are 
going to understand that. 

Mr. WARNER. I did not speak clearly 
enough. I understand that is a proce
dural issue. 

But the chairman himself, Madam 
President. What would he like to see 
that review produce in terms of an an
swer? 

Mr. NUNN. I would like to see it 
produce an honest, legal, objective 
opinion about what the ABM Treaty 
interpretation is, Madam President. if 
it is ambiguous, I think they ought to 
say it is, in which case there are sev
eral alternative courses. If it is clear 
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that none of these systems are going to 
be in violation, then I think we ought 
to proceed forward vigorously. 

If it is clear that the programs are in 
violation of the treaty-which I think 
it is much less likely to come to that 
result than an ambiguous result-then 
I think we ought to determine whether 
it is in our supreme national interest 
to abrogate the treaty because of the 
importance of the theater missiles de
fense, or whether we can persuade the 
Russians to come up with an amend
ment that would clarify this for both 
countries. 

I say to my friend that there is a lot 
more at stake here than simply the 
ABM Treaty. I know the Senator from 
Wyoming would just as soon that stay 
in the dustbin of the industry. But 
there is a lot at stake here. We have a 
newly emerged Russian nation. 

You have an awful lot of Russian na
tionals. You have some people in the 
Russian military that are paranoid 
about the whole subject of defenses. 
You have others who are looking at it 
rationally in Russia, at their borders 
and their security and what they may 
need. 

When you take all of that into ac
count, I think it is in the interest of 
this country's national security to at 
least have consultation with the Rus
sians before we proceed . unilaterally in 
this area. Otherwise, we may end up 
curing one problem but creating a lot 
more serious problem. 

So there is more at stake here than 
the ABM Treaty. The question is how 
do we proceed with the newly-emerging 
democracy that is the successor to a 
state that we negotiated the ABM 
Treaty with. 

Mr. WALLOP. Madam President, will 
the Senator yield for a question on 
that point? 

Mr. NUNN. Yes. 
Mr. WALLOP. We have specifically 

stayed away. I did not want to get into 
the debate on terms of the ABM Trea
ty. We specifically stayed away from 
that. We do not deal with the issues of 
testing in an ABM mode or other kind 
of things. 

We are simply trying to find in gen
eral terms-and I say again we do not 
preempt the administration-what con
stitutes a theater missile. We do not 
say in here that we can test in an ABM 
mode or any of those kinds of things 
which are violations of the treaty. 

We are simply saying that for the 
purposes of our programs, the longest 
existing, namely the Chinese theater 
ballistic missile, is the standard by 
which the theater missile defenses are 
created. We do not suggest that the ad
ministration test them in an ABM 
mode or take other elements of an 
ABM system and attach them to them. 
So it is important not to put this into 
an interpretation of the ABM Treaty. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Virginia. 

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, it 
seems to me , and I sympathize with the 
debate today, it is one of substance 
which the Senator from Wyoming and I 
tried to incorporate in this amendment 
and one of procedure, namely, follow
ing the chairman's line of reasoning, 
that the administration should have 
some reasonable opportunity to ad
dress this problem. The chairman indi
cated that possibly a sense-of-the-Sen
ate amendment along the lines of one 
presently before the Senate might be a 
way to reconcile whatever differences 
the chairman has with the two pro
ponents of this amendment. 

I once again return to the chairman 
with my question, which I interpreted 
as indicating the chairman felt just as 
strongly as do I, the Senator from Wy
oming, and, I presume, the majority of 
the Senate, that this country should 
proceed to develop the best system 
that can be devised for our own secu
rity interests and that of our allies. 
And we have to take into consideration 
the collateral problem with Russia 
today as we move in that direction. 

But do I understand the chairman, in 
reply to my earlier question, as indi
cating he is strongly in favor of this 
country moving ahead and unleashing 
any restraints on our technicians to 
provide the best system possible, un
less there is some very credible reason 
as it relates to other relationships with 
Russia that that not be done? 

Mr. NUNN. I think my general an
swer to that question would be yes, I do 
agree with that. But I do also believe 
that we have a lot at stake in terms of 
upholding the principles under which 
treaties are negotiated. 

We do not enter into treaties lightly. 
We have them come before the Senate 
of the United States. They have to be 
not only presented by the President, 
but they have to be defended and pre
sented in a way that the Senate of the 
United States will ratify by the con
stitutional requirement of two-thirds. 

So we treat treaties in this country 
very importantly. And I think that is 
appropriate because treaties are the 
law of the land. That is provided in the 
Constitution. 

So the real question is, do we basi
cally use the procedures and the over
all approach in terms of clarifying 
treaties that we have historically used? 

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I 
respect that argument , but I want to 
come back and determine what can be 
done today. 

Do I understand that if this were con
verted into a sense-of-the-Senate the 
chairman of the committee would con
sider supporting the amendment if it 
were? 

Mr. NUNN. If it were a sense-of-the
Senate urging the administration to 
come up with an early compliance re
view, and that the administration 
should then advise the Congress as to 
what steps they need, what steps need 

to be taken, to move forward the thea
ter defense in any event, any ambigu
ity, I would not object. 

Mr. WARNER. That responds more to 
the procedural aspects. I am interested 
in the chairman's position on the sub
stantive issue of our Nation having the 
best possible defense that we can 
achieve, given the technical aspects. 

Mr. NUNN. I say to my friend I am 
interested in us having the best pos
sible defense we can, consistent with 
our form of Government and our Con
stitution and our laws. 

Mr. EXON addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Georgia still has the floor. 
Mr. NUNN. I yield. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Nebraska. 
Mr. EXON. I thank the Chair. 
Madam President, I have been listen

ing to the debate on the matter before 
us. This has been discussed in the 
Armed Services Committee and in the 
Subcommittee of the Nuclear Deter
rence Arms Control that this Senator 
chairs. I do not have any basic quarrel 
with the basic thrust of the amend
ment that has been offered by the Sen
ator from Wyoming and supported by 
the Senator from Virginia. 

I would only say that I sound the 
caution alarm which I think the chair
man has been trying to sound in regard 
to this debate. If the United States 
Senate would attempt to go on record 
by accepting the amendment that has 
been offered by the Senator from Wyo
ming, or if we would phase that back 
down, as I took it might be in the mode 
of being considered to a sense-of-the
Senate resolution, I would simply say 
that I think that at this particular 
time with the complications that face 
us in the world, accepting this amend
ment or even a sense-of-the-Senate in 
this regard, would send some alarm sig
nals around the world not only to our 
traditional allies but those who have 
not been our traditional allies. 

I think this is a very unsettling time 
when things are trying to be worked 
out, when there has to be some under
standing, some give and take around 
the world. 

If, for example-and I do not basi
cally, I emphasize, quarrel with the po
sition that is being articulated by my 
friend from Wyoming and my friend 
from Virginia-I would simply say that 
I think that such an amendment is out 
of place, is ill-timed, and in the long 
run could do us more harm than good. 

I would simply hope that maybe this 
could be withdrawn. The point has been 
made and made quite admirably, I 
think, by the Senator from Wyoming 
and the Senator from Virginia, and I 
think that I agree basically with the 
thrust of the counterarguments by the 
chairman of the committee. 

I would simply say to my friends that 
I really believe in the discretion of not 
doing anything in this area right now, 
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allowing the administration the room 
that they need to work these things 
out. I do not believe that we are going 
to be hurt by not taking this action at 
this particular time. 

I would simply say that however 
well-intentioned the amendment is I 
would think that those who are propos
ing the amendment would understand 
and realize that possibly this is not the 
best time to be taking this up, regard
less of the merits of the proposal as 
they explained the reason for it. 

I am fearful that the reasons that I 
think the Senator from Wyoming and 
the Senator from Virginia are very sin
cere about, and it is something that 
should be considered, for the Senate to 
take action at this time before the ad
ministration has been able to at least 
try this out, this idea on our allies, let 
alone those who are not customarily 
our allies, would be placing the admin
istration in a very, very difficult posi
tion. 

And I would simply close by saying 
that this amendment, and even a sense
of-the-Senate resolution that would 
water it down to that extent, would 
send the wrong signal, probably, some 
alarm bells around the world and make 
it that much more difficult for the ad
ministration to attempt to work out 
something over the longer term and 
after having a chance to consult with 
those that would be directly affected. 

I, therefore, would hope and suggest 
that I think it would be wise after this 
very interesting discussion for this 
amendment to be withdrawn, and I 
hope that it would not be pressed to a 
vote. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Wyoming. 
Mr. WALLOP. Madam President, I 

have a great deal of respect for the 
Senator from Nebraska, Senator EXON. 

Since it is clear he has not read the 
amendment-talking about sending the 
wrong signal around the world; I would 
say the wrong signal sent around the 
world is that the United States does 
not have will enough to protect its 
combat troops from theater missiles-I 
will read them for the Senate, since the 
Senate is disinclined to study it. The 
amendment specifically made it clear 
that these are not going to violate the 
ABM Treaty. 

Paragraph (1) applies to a theater missile 
defense system, system upgrade, or system 
component that-

(A) has the capabilities necessary to 
counter the most capable theater ballistic 
missile existing at the time of the review of 
such review or determination; 

(B has not been tested against a modern 
strategic ballistic missile; and 

(C) has not demonstrated a capability to 
counter such a modern strategic ballistic 
missile. 

The signal we are sending is trying to 
be something different than this Con
gress sent in early 1980 when it 
defanged the Patriot and caused the 

death of some 50 American military 
personnel in the gulf. We defanged it. 

What we are trying to do is say that 
this Congress and this Senate surely 
have the right and the obligation to de
fend American forces from the most ca
pable theater missile defense system 
that exists in the world when we are 
designing it. 

We are not talking about designing a 
ballistic missile defense system. We 
are, in fact, specifically . outlawing 
those things in this amendment. 

So the signal we are going to send 
around the world, failing to do this, is 
that we are again weak-willed and un
certain as to our to obligations and our 
rights to defend our own personnel and 
our own allies against threats that we 
have identified-the Secretary of De
fense has identified, and the President 
of the United States has identified-as 
the most pressing that exists today. 

There is nothing in this amendment 
that is half so constraining on the ad
ministration as the amendment that is 
contained in paragraph 223, which 
fences half their funds until the com
pliance review. That is constraint, I 
say to my friend from Nebraska, not 
this, which provides only a definitional 
structure of the area in which the 
United States ought to get on. 

I would say again that the current 
set of standards that we have were not 
consulted with the Russians; they were 
informal. And the current set of things 
that we are trying to do here is take it 
out of the ABM Treaty specifically 
item by item. Paragraph (2)(1)(A), 
(2)(1)(B), (2)(1)(C) are very, very specific 
in their terms of defining the ABM 
Treaty. 

Now, I do not understand the kind of 
red-herring arguments that come up 
here when some in the administration 
we understand are quite content with 
this amendment. 

Mr. WARNER addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Virginia. 
Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I 

would like to ask the distinguished 
chairman of the Subcommittee on Nu
clear Deterrence-a committee I served 
on for many years and at one time I 
was chairman of that subcommittee
you talk about signals around the 
world. This reminds me of how you 
take two horses and hobble them to
gether so they do not run off in the cor
ral. 

And we are hobbling ourselves to 
Russia and blinding ourselves to North 
Korea, to Iraq, to Iran, and other coun
tries which are bending steel night and 
day to try and build the systems which 
some day may be a threat to our 
Armed Forces. 

Yes, a signal will go out around the 
world that the Congress of the United 
States is going to sit back and let this 
ambiguity exist. We may as well go 
ahead full steam and build these sys
tems, because if, at some point in time, 

we are attacking them or their inter
ests or their allies or their friends, 
there will not be in place a sufficient 
defense . 

So let us not put the blinders on and 
let the hobbling of the past, of 20 years 
ago, as pointed out by the distin
guished Senator from Wyoming, be the 
reason that at some future point in 
time we cannot defend ourselves. 

Mr. WALLOP. Will the Senator yield 
for a question? 

Mr. WARNER. Am I not correct 
about hobbling the horses in the corral, 
the two of them together? 

Mr. WALLOP. Absolutely. 
The question I would direct to the 

Senator from Virginia is, is it not true 
that in the gulf, in the most perfect set 
of circumstances you could imagine
desert, no hills, no foliage, more or less 
clear skies-that we did not destroy a 
single missile battery from the air on 
the ground; not one? 

Mr. WARNER. That is correct. 
Mr. WALLOP. The only destruction 

that took place was with a try-hard but 
relatively inadequate Patriot missile. 

What we are asking for is for the 
Congress and the people of the world to 
understand that we are not going to 
find these missiles on the ground and 
shoot them from 20 miles away with F-
15's. We are either going to defend the 
men and women of the armed services 
of United States and our allies from 
missiles we know that exist, theater 
missiles that we know exist, or not. It 
is a very simple question in front of the 
Senate. 

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, the 
Senator is correct. 

And I repose my question to the dis
tinguished Senator from Nebraska, the 
chairman of the subcommittee: Do we 
not have a threat from North Korea, 
from Iraq, from Iran who are working 
on these systems right now? The ques
tion is posed. 

Mr. EXON. I am glad to respond. 
I would simply say that I have some 

of the same identical concerns that 
have been expressed very eloquently, I 
think, by my friend from Virginia and 
my friend from Wyoming. 

I would simply point out, by and 
large, that is why we have language in 
the bill that is before us that the ad
ministration has agreed to proceed 
with and welcomed, and that is for a 
study and review of this matter pend
ing recommendations from the admin
istration. 

Certainly, I do not wish to be 
placed-and I hope the Senator from 
Wyoming and the Senator from Vir
ginia are not trying to place those of 
us who think the timing of their 
amendment is wrong-in a position of 
not wanting to defend properly the 
troops of the United States of America 
and our allies. 

I would simply remind my colleagues 
that the making of treaties, world ne
gotiations on treaties, are first in the 
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purview of the executive branch of 
Government. The executive branch · of 
Government in this case, as I under
stand it, the President of the United 
States, the Secretary of State, and the 
Secretary of Defense, have agreed that 
the language we have in the bill to do 
a review certainly expresses the rec
ognition on the part of the administra
tion that they share the concerns that 
have been raised on the floor by this 
amendment from the Senator from Wy
oming. 

The administration, as I understand 
it, is in agreement with the point of 
view that I have expressed and the 
point of view expressed by the chair
man of the committee that they think 
we would be going too far too fast on 
this matter, but they have agreed, as 
you know full well, to do a study of 
this, to come back with recommenda
tions to us as to what and what should 
not be written into the law. 

I would simply reiterate once again 
that I am not questioning the motives 
nor the intent of the Senator from Wy
oming or the Senator from Virginia. I 
just say I think we should allow the 
President, who, under our Constitu
tion, has the right to make laws and 
enter into treatie&--we have the right 
to either accept or reject those-but I 
am afraid that what is being suggested 
here by the Senator from Wyoming 
would be the U.S. Senate getting ahead 
of the administration on treaty mat
ters, which I think is not wise. 

Mr. WARNER. Will the Senator sim
ply address one short question? 

Mr. EXON. I will be glad to yield. 
Mr. WARNER. Do we not have a 

threat from theater missiles from Iraq, 
from Iran, and possibly other sources 
and, therefore, we should--

Mr. EXON. May I answer the ques
tion? 

Mr. WARNER. Yes. 
Mr. EXON. In my opinion, the answer 

is, yes. 
Mr. WARNER. That answers my 

question, Madam President. 
And, therefore, we should not look at 

this issue · in the narrow con text of a 
Russia alone as hobbled. 

Mr. EXON. Oh, now, in fact I would 
agree wholeheartedly with the Senator 
from Virginia in that I believe the 
threats to the United States of Amer
ica, our allies and our troops, in at 
least the immediate future as we view 
it today, the threats to our combat 
troops are from other than the Soviet 
Union, Russia, or the Republics of what 
has come out of the demise of the So
viet Union. 

I really think we have a particular 
threat from some of the countries that 
my colleague has mentioned, and pos
sibly others, that concern me. I share 
my colleague's concern. I question 
whether this is the time to make the 
move that he is suggesting. 

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I 
thank the distinguished Senator and 
yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New Hampshire. 

Mr. SMITH. Madam President, I rise 
in very strong support of the amend
ment offered by my friend from Wyo
ming, Senator WALLOP. I ask at this 
time unanimous consent that my name 
b~ added as a cosponsor to the amend
ment of the Senator from Wyoming. 

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

Mr. SMITH. I also want to com
pliment my friend from Virginia for his 
efforts in this area. The American peo
ple owe a debt of gratitude to the Sen
ator from Wyoming for his leadership 
on the issue of missile defense. He has 
been a long-time leader in the U.S. 
Senate on the issue, and a leader in 
America in general. I think when his
tory records the even ts of this time 
and we look back on today, this debate 
is going to take on a whole new mean
ing. And the Senator from Wyoming 
will be remembered for his persever
ance. Unfortunately, it does not seem 
to be the majority opinion of this body 
that the Senator from Wyoming is cor
rect. But I have never been one to 
stand on the sidelines whether I am in 
the majority or minority. The question 
is whether the cause is just and proper. 
In this case, there is no question about 
it, and the national security or' the 
United States of America is hanging in 
the balance. 

During each of the past 2 years, the 
Senate has overwhelmingly endorsed 
the development and deployment of ef
fective theater missile defenses. Im
plicit in this action was the assessment 
that theater missiles pose a clear and 
present danger to U.S. troops and our 
friends and allies abroad. 

What is also very clear is the fact 
that the 1972 ABM Treaty which pro
hibits nationwide defenses against 
strategic ballistic missiles was not in
tended to restrict theater missile de
fenses deployed abroad to protect our 
forward-deployed forces. The architects 
of the ABM Treaty had no way of 
knowing, nor did they attempt to pre
dict, how technology would evolve in 
the future. The treaty was only in
tended to apply to the missiles that 
were covered by the SALT I agreement 
on strategic offensive arms. 

In the 20 years since ratification, new 
technologies have blurred the line be
tween the 1970's strategic missiles, 
such as the Soviet SSN-6, and the Chi
nese CSS-2 theater ballistic missile, 
which is deployed today in Saudi Ara
bia. The SSN-6 has a range in excess of 
2,400 kilometers and a maximum speed 
of approximately 4.7 kilometers per 
second. It is considered a strategic mis
sile, bound by the ABM Treaty. The 
CSS-2, as sold to Saudi Arabia, is esti
mated to have a range of 2,700 kilo
meters and a reentry velocity of 4.7 kil
ometers per second. It is considered a 
theater missile. Thus, technology and 
time have blurred the distinction be-

tween what constitutes a strategic 
missile and what constitutes a theater 
missile. But we should not let seman
tics dictate national security. We must 
be very, very careful here. 

To be sure, any effective U.S. theater 
defense system must be able to counter 
the full range of current and projected 
theater missile threats. And Congress 
has a responsibility to take action to 
clarify that theater systems such as 
THAAD, Arrow, and Patriot upgrade 
are not bound by a treaty never in
tended to restrict their deployment. 
This amendment does just that. It en
sures that our theater missile defense 
programs have the capabilities nec
essary to counter the most capable the
ater ballistic missile threats that the 
United States will face. 

Now more than ever, Congress and 
the administration must set politics 
aside and get on with the business of 
defending the United States of Amer
ica. That is what the Constitution says 
we must do. That is what the American 
people expect us to do. 

In today's threat environment, we 
simply cannot afford to underdesign 
our theater missile defense capabilities 
out of unilateral compliance with a 
treaty that was never intended to re
strict these systems in the first place. 

The Wallop amendment represents a 
very timely and substantive clarifica
tion of this issue and the Senator from 
Wyoming deserves a great deal of cred
it for his persistence and diligence. I 
have seen him, year after year, debate 
after debate, in the Armed Services 
Committee-which unfortunately he is 
no longer a member of-making these 
points saliently and succinctly. Unfor
tunately, too few of our colleagues 
have listened to the eloquent words of 
the Senator from Wyoming. 

Let me conclude by saying this. The 
amendment before us applies only to 
theater missile defense systems. It en
sures that they have the capabilities 
necessary to counter the most sophisti
cated theater ballistic missiles in ex
istence and that they have not been 
tested against a modern strategic bal
listic missile, or demonstrated a capa
bility to counter a modern strategic 
ballistic missile. In short, this amend
ment ensures that we comply with the 
letter of the ABM Treaty, while at the 
same time, develop effective theater 
defenses. How can anyone be opposed 
to that? 

I say to my colleagues who appear
! hate to use the term but frankly I 
think it is appropriate-to have a knee
jerk reaction, who oppose this amend
ment as just another pro-SDI effort, 
that somehow SDI has become a pro
fanity in the Halls of Congress these 
days as we slash and cut. But, not only 
are we slashing and cutting SDI, we are 
slashing and cutting the defense of 
America. 

This amendment is designed to pro
tect forward-deployed U.S. troops. We 
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have an obligation, a serious obliga
tion, to protect our troops who go into 
harm's way no matter where they are. 
This amendment is not about broad 
versus narrow. It is an effort to ensure 
that never again will our forward-de
ployed troops enter battle ill-equipped 
to def end themselves. 

Think about it. Think about the Per
sian Gulf war. For the first time in 
modern history, an American com
mander was directly attacked by bal
listic missiles. We owe it to the 28 
brave men and women who lost their 
lives in the Dhahran barracks at the 
hands of a Scud missile, never, never to 
allow this tragedy to occur again. 

I must say that we are walking a 
tightrope today. If we defeat the Wal
lop amendment, we may again expose 
more young men and women to that 
same type of attack and expose an
other commander to a direct hit from 
ballistic missiles. We must not put the 
American people and our troops in that 
position. The only way to prevent it is 
to support the amendment of the Sen
ator from Wyoming. 

Madam President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Alabama. 
Mr. SHELBY. Madam President, 

what is the pending business? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. This is 

the amendment of the Senator from 
Wyoming. 

Mr. SHELBY. Madam President, I 
move we temporarily set aside the 
pending business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Hearing none, the amend
ment is set aside. 

Mr. SHELBY. Madam President, I 
will send a modification of my amend
ment to the desk. 

I withdraw the pending amendment. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

pending amendment is set aside. 
Mr. SHELBY. I send an amendment 

to the desk. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator has a right to withdraw his own 
amendment and his amendment is 
withdrawn. 

The amendment (No. 778) was with
drawn. 

Mr. SHELBY. Madam President, I 
send an amendment to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

Mr. SHELBY. I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. BINGAMAN. What is the pending 
business, Madam President? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment which the Senator from 

Alabama sent to the desk at first was 
out of order. 

Therefore, the amendment of the 
Senator from New Mexico is the pend
ing business. 

AMENDMENT NO. 777, AS MODIFIED 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Madam President, 
as I understand it, under the rules, I 
have permission to modify my own 
amendment since the yeas and nays 
have not been ordered on it. I would so 
modify it now, on behalf of myself and 
Senator SHELBY, in the form that is 
pending at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has that right. The amendment is 
so modified. 

The amendment, with its modifica
tion, is as follows: · 

On page 432, strike out line 6 and all that 
follows through page 434, line 8. 

On page 34, line 12, delete the figure 
" S9,765,951,000" and substitute in lieu thereof 
" S9, 775,951,000" . 

On page 35, line 15, insert " (a)" at the be
ginning of the text. 

On page 36, after line 23, insert the follow
ing: 

" (b) Of the amounts authorized to be ap
propriated under Section 201, Sl0,000,000 shall 
be available, in addition to the amounts 
specified in subsection (a) , for the programs, 
projects, and activities described in sub
section (a )." . 

On page 74, after line 2, insert the follow
ing new section: 
"Sec. 236. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON 

METALCASTING INDUSTRY. 
"It is the Sense of the Senate that-
"(1) The health and viability of the 

metalcasting industry of the United States 
are at serious risk, and 

"(2) The Secretary of Defense should seri
ously consider providing funds, from within 
the funds made available pursuant to Sec
tion 204, for metalcasting industry research 
and development activities, including the 
following activities: 

(A) " Development of casting technologies 
and techniques. · 

(B) " Improvement of technology transfer 
within the metalcasting industry in the 
United States. 

(C ) " Improvement of training for the 
metalcasting industry workforce." . 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Madam President, 
let me speak very briefly on it, and 
then defer to the Senator from Ala
bama. 

The state of play at this point is that 
the amendment that Senator McCAIN 
and I and Senator NUNN and Senator 
MATHEWS earlier offered would be 
adopted, assuming we could get agree
ment on this. In addition to that, we 
have added some language to accom
modate the concerns the Senator from 
Alabama and the Senator from South 
Carolina expressed and were urging in 
their amendment. 

What we have done is to essentially 
appropriate an additional $10 million 
and say that that funding will be added 
to the technology reinvestment project 
funding and that the Secretary of De
fense is dir ected to give serious consid
eration to the problems of the 
metalcasting industry in deciding how 
to allocate that funding. 

But it is clear from what we have put 
in the language, the modified amend
ment, that the metalcasting industry 
would have to compete for funding just 
as all other industries do under the 
technology reinvestment project. That 
is consistent with a suggestion that 
Senator THURMOND, from South Caro
lina, made during our earlier discus
sions. I think it is an appropriate way 
to proceed. 

I compliment Senator SHELBY and 
Senator THURMOND for their leadership 
on this . I think this is a good resolu
tion of a problem that is a very real 
problem for that industry. 

So I will at this poi:µt yield the floor 
and allow the Senator from Alabama to 
make any statement he would like. 

Mr. SHELBY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Alabama. 
Mr. SHELBY. Madam President, I 

concur in the statements made by the 
Senator from New Mexico. We have , I 
believe, worked out some good lan
guage. We would have to compete, but 
it would be, among other things, stat
ing that the DOD needs to really look 
at the metalcasting industry. · 

This is one of the statements we have 
been trying to put forth in the commit
tee and on the floor , and Senator THUR
MOND and I concur with the Senator 
from New Mexico and certainly support 
the amendment at this point. 

Mr. THURMOND addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from South Carolina. 
Mr. THURMOND. Madam President, I 

support the compromise amendment 
worked out by my distinguished col
leagues, Senator SHELBY and Senator 
BINGAMAN. The amendment would pro
vide an excellent opportunity for the 
metalcasting industry to engage in 
much-needed research and develop
ment. 

This amendment makes available $10 
million for the Secretary of Defense's 
use in advanced research programs, 
projects, and activities and provides 
this funding in accordance with the 
guidelines which are compatible with 
similar research programs. 

Madam President, I urge my col
leagues to support this amendment in 
order to ensure the viability of this im
portant national industry. 

Mr. NUNN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Georgia. 
Mr. NUNN. Madam President, I sup

port the amendment as is modified. I 
thank the Senator from New Mexico 
and the Senator from Alabama for 
working this out. As I understand the 
amendment, it stresses very clearly 
that we are concerned in this area 
about this industry. We are concerned 
that it be given whatever degree of at
t ention the Department of Defense is 
able t o give it, consist ent with the 
overall programs that we have set 
forth. 
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As I understand it, this industry now 

would be mentioned in the legislation 
as a high priority, but there would be 
no setting aside of money from stock
pile. There would be competition, and 
this would be based on merit and it 
would be part of the overall defense 
technology program and, basically, be 
treated as others are , of course, with 
the attention that is being focused on 
it in this debate. So I support the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment, as modified. 

The amendment (No. 777), as modi
fied, was agreed to. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Madam President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. NUNN. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

NATIONAL AND COMMUNITY SERV
ICE TRUST ACT OF 1993-CON
FERENCE REPORT 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the Senate will pro
ceed to consideration of the conference 
report on H.R. 2010, which the clerk 
will report . 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The committee of conference on the dis
agreeing· votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill (R .R. 
2010) to amend the National and Community 
Service Act of 1990 to establish a Corporation 
for National Service, enhance opportunities 
for national service, and provide national 
service educational awards to persons par
ticipating in such service, and for other pur
poses, having met, after full and free con
ference, have agreed to recommend and do 
recommend to their respective Houses this 
report, signed by a majority of the conferees. 

(The conference report is printed in 
the House proceedings of the RECORD of 
August 5, 1993.) 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
DASCHLE). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the time of 
the previous quorum call be divided 
equally. 

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

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I un
derstand that we are now on the na
tional community service conference 
report. Am I correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is correct. 

Mr. KENNEDY. And that there is a 
time limitation of 3 hours evenly di
vided? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is correct. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield myself such 
time as I might use. 

Mr. President, I urge the Senate to 
pass the conference report on President 
Clinton's national and community 
service initiative. This measure is a 
wise investment in the country 's fu
ture . It achieves three major goals: It 
creates opportunities for Americans to 
be active and responsible citizens 
through service to their country; it 
provides educational assistance for 
those who serve; and it helps commu
nities to address increasingly serious 
challenges that they face . 

Above all, this legislation offers Fed
eral leadership and Federal seed money 
to encourage these opportunities. Too 
many citizens, preoccupied with their 
own lives, assume that the challenges 
facing America are someone else's 
problem. This measure harnesses the 
creativity, drive, and talents of our 
greatest national resource, Americans 
themselves. Those who participate will 
gain self-confidence, useful skills, and 
a lifelong commitment to do some
thing about the problems in their 
neighborhoods. The concept of service 
to others can revitalize communities or 
parts of the country by creating oppor
tunities for citizens to deal more effec
tively with problems like drug use, 
poor performance in schools, lack of af
fordable housing, and rising crime. 

Those who participate will receive fi
nancial aid for education and job train
ing. The principle is clear and recip
rocal: Those who give assistance to 
their country deserve assistance from 
their country. 

The National Community Service 
Trust Act will create opportunities for 
many kinds of service, from our young
est citizens to the oldest. Title I reau
thorizes the Serve America Program, 
which has been funded since 1990 by the 
Commission on National and Commu
nity Service. It provides $45 million in 
fiscal year 1994 to fund part-time serv
ice learning programs for young ci ti
zens through their schools and through 
community organizations like the 
YMCA, or the United Way. 

We have had many examples of those 
programs in the course of the hearings 
on the legislation which included chil
dren in kindergarten in Springfield, 
MA, that made centerpieces out of fold
ed napkins, that were used in programs 
helping to feed the homeless; four th 
graders who adopted a senior citizen in 
a nursing home and called that individ
ual for 5 minutes every day and visited 
that individual on their birthday or 
Valentine 's Day; sixth graders who 
traveled to nursing homes and per
formed the captivating pantomime of 
the rabbit and the tortoise, to scores of 
senior citizens in the nursing homes, 

enriching their lives; children between 
the 8th and 12th grade that would work 
under supervision to assist in providing 
day care for many of the children of 
working families in the community 
and tutored these children to help 
them enhance their academic skills. 

It was interesting in Springfield that 
the children being supervised and 
helped by the older children, the 8 
through 12, preferred those books 
which were actually written by the 
older students to commercially avail
able texts. 

So we know that these programs can 
work, that all that is really needed is 
some help and guidance and technical 
assistance to school districts to admin
ister those programs. 

Over 40 million Americans are in K 
through 12 and begin their lives with 
the spirit of voluntarism. This spirit 
can be nurtured until they go to col
lege, and then through the course of 
their lives, whatever career they might 
have . If so, their desire to serve can 
last into their golden years. And we 
have a great deal of experience in cre
ating voluntary programs for seniors 
eager to serve. 

The concept of voluntarism is a con
tinual ideal which ought to begin at 
the earliest age and be imbued in a life
time 's experiences. 

In the bill 's Serve America Program, 
service-learning participants are not 
paid, but participate in community 
programs that combine service with 
education. Such service is vi tally need
ed. Studies have shown that students 
learn more effectively through this 
interactive method of learning. Serve 
America's goal is to make such pro
grams available to every student in 
America from kindergarten through 
college, and to instill the habit of life
long service . 

Many of us are hopeful that these 
voluntary programs and these learning 
programs will actually impact the cur
riculum in various schools and make 
the curriculum a good deal more rel
evant to the life experience of the 
young people as well. In a number of 
different schools and in a number of 
different colleges they have developed 
that approach and the response and the 
results have been most impressive. 

Title I also offers specific opportuni
ties for senior citizens by reauthorizing 
the older American volunteer programs 
currently administered by the ACTION 
agency. These programs are an extraor
dinarily effective and low-cost method 
of enabling senior citizens to become 
involved in community activities such 
as assisting other elderly Americans 
and caring for foster children. 

Title I also recognizes that many 
citizens will be able and willing to 
make a substantial commitment to ex
pand the number of full-time and part
time opportunities. The bill authorizes 
$300 million in fiscal year 1994 to sup
port 20,000 participants in the National 
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Service Trust Program. Those serving 
will receive a $4, 725 post-service edu
cational award. This award can be used 
for past, current or future higher edu
cation, vocational education, and job 
training. 

As part of the full-time national 
service effort, the bill reauthorizes the 
VISTA program which has proven its 
ability to address the needs of low-in
come communities for over 20 years. 
VISTA volunteers have demonstrated 
their commitment and effectiveness in 
improving literacy, promoting eco
nomic development, and providing 
other needed services in communities 
nationwide. 

Title II establishes the structure to 
administer these service efforts. There 
are two existing organizations are now 
responsible for most domestic service 
efforts; ACTION and the Commission 
for National and Community Service. 

This bill reorganizes them into a 
leaner organization called the Corpora
tion for National and Community Serv
ice. The Corporation will be non
partisan and entrepreneurial with a bi
partisan board of citizen directors. New 
Corporation employees will not be 
under the Civil Service System but will 
be covered by a more flexible merit
based personnel system. The Corpora
tion will be authorized to solicit and 
receive private donations to help fund 
the efforts. 

Individuals wishing to participate in 
the national service program will be 
able to obtain lists of programs that 
receive funding and then apply directly 
for positions in these programs. 

The legislation does not restrict 
funding for student financial aid pro
grams in any way. Nor will it require 
any person to serve in exchange for 
Federal benefits. It will not impose a 
new bureaucracy on States or local
ities. It is designed to work through ex
isting agencies and programs. It will 
not require any State, locality, institu
tion, or individual to participate. 

The conferees have worked diligently 
to preserve the most important biparti
san features of the Senate and House 
versions. We have retained the key 
compromises in the Senate bill. The 
House voted overwhelmingly in support 
of this conference report on August 6 in 
a strong bipartisan vote of 275 to 152. 

This legislation presents a realistic 
and affordable approach. It will ensure 
that the program starts at an achiev
able level and gives it the potential to 
grow at a reasonable rate. The Senate 
spending levels for new national serv
ice were retained: $300 million in 1994, 
$500 million in 1995, and $700 million in 
1996. We have actually reduced the 
amount which can be spent on adminis
trative costs below the level in the 
Senate bill. 

Language was included to clarify 
that the national service program is 
not an entitlement. The living allow
ance and post-service educational bene
fit will be subject to tax. 

Studies will be carried out by the 
Corporation for National and Commu
nity Service to test fundamental prin
ciples of national service, such as 
whether educational benefits are need
ed to attract participants, whether pro
grams should be economically targeted 
or diverse, and what outcomes we 
should expect from service programs. 

States and the Federal Government 
must develop priority areas for service. 

National service participants are pro
hibited from engaging in lobbying. 

Broader discretion is given to the 
Corporation and to State educational 
agencies to set application require
ments for the Serve America service
learning program. 

Programs must provide descriptions 
of the service that participants will 
perform, including the minimum quali
fications for such service. 

The administrative role of the Cor
poration is reduced by making the Cor
poration's representative on State 
commissions an ex officio nonvoting 
member. 

Child care is limited to those who 
demonstrate that such care is needed 
to enable them to participate. 

The postservice educational benefit 
is limited to 90 percent of the GI bill 's 
benefit, to ensure that the legislation 
does not interfere with military re
cruiting. In addition, a report to the 
Department of Defense is required on 
the impact of the legislation on such 
recruiting. 

Protection is added to ensure that 
the educational awards do not have the 
unintended consequences of raising tui
tion at educational institutions. 

The conference report also retains 
provisions of the Senate Governmental 
Affairs Committee on the structure of 
the Corporation. These provisions are 
as strict as those for any other agency 
of Government. They will protect 
against financial mismanagement, en
sure effective audits of operations, and 
require accountability for grants. 

Since Congress adjourned on August 
6, momentum for this national service 
legislation has continued to build. 

Schools have already begun to par
ticipate financially. Hampshire College 
in Massachusetts has announced that 
it will match the educational awards 
for any students who participate in the 
program and subsequently enroll at 
Hampshire. As a result, educational as
sistance for such students will increase 
from $4,725 per year to $9,450. Other col
leges and universities in all parts of 
the country are planning similar com
mitments to those who serve and are in 
the process of asking their trustees to 
approve the plans. The private sector is 
likely to become involved as well. 

On August 31, President Clinton held 
a summit for those who participated in 
the Summer of Service-the 1,500 
Americans who served this summer in 
40 different projects nationwide. Sev
enty-nine of these men and women, in-

eluding six from Massachusetts, spoke 
with the President about their achieve
ments. From the questions they asked 
the President, it was· evident that the 
summer not only produced tangible re
sults, but that they had become active 
citizen-experts on issues such as hous
ing, health care, the environment, and 
education. They asked important ques
tions and clearly intend to stay in
volved in their communities. 

Overall, our specific goal in this leg
islation is to help the country do a bet
ter job of meeting its challenges 
through more active citizen participa
tion. Our larger purpose is to restore 
the sense of community we have lost in 
recent years, and to revitalize the 
sense of common purpose that has 
served America so well from the begin
ning of our history. 

In coming weeks, we will be hearing 
a great deal about reinventing Govern
ment. By passing this legislation, we 
are taking an important step in this di
rection, because we will be using Gov
ernment in an effective way to rekin
dle the ideals that have always been 
the hallmark of America at its best. I 
urge the Senate to approve this con
ference report. 

Finally, Mr. President, the concept of 
voluntarism has had partisan support 
from the birth of this Nation. I want to 
pay tribute to those in the recent 
times-and I will do that in greater de
tail at the conclusion of the debate
who have been most involved in keep
ing the concept of voluntarism alive. I 
include President Bush, who was very 
much involved in the debate and dis
cussions on voluntarism and helped de
velop the Points of Light Foundation. 
This foundation was included in our 
previous community and national serv
ice program of 1990. National service 
has been an issue which has really re
flected the best instincts and values of 
both political parties. 

I respect those that differ with the 
approach that we have taken, but we 
have tried-in the 1990 act as well as in 
this legislation-to offer to young and 
old alike a wide variety of opportuni
ties for service to the community. We 
give the assurance to the membership 
that we will be reviewing this program 
and reporting back to our colleagues 
and to the American people on the pro
grams which are most effective. 

So I am grateful to all of those who 
have supported the legislation and even 
to those who have supported the con
cept of voluntarism but have expressed 
reservations about the particular man
ner of the national service program. 

President Clinton gave this national 
and community service program his 
strong commitment during the course 
of the campaign, and on other occa
sions he talked eloquently, persua
sively, and compellingly of the need to 
challenge young and old alike to give 
something back to their country. He 
has identified this as one of the four 
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major areas of interest in his ad
ministration-economic legislation, re
inventing Government, health care re
form, and national service. 

This bill does not incorporate the en
tirety of the President 's service pro
gram. Parts of the budget reconcili
ation program already enacted will 
permit direct student loans and income 
contingent loan repayment which will 
allow young people to serve in commu
nity service programs rather than be 
forced to take high-paying jobs because 
of high indebtedness. 

So this measure is an integral part of 
challenging our young people, reform
ing our educational system, and rein
vigorating Government. And most im
portantly, I think, the final judgment 
on this measure will be whether we as 
a society become a more compelling 
and caring society. That ultimately 
will be the real challenge of this pro
gram. I think all of us, those of us who 
support the program as well as those 
who do not, want to challenge Ameri
cans to give something back to the 
country in return for all it has given to 
them. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, 
first I want to recognize the tremen
dous amount of work that has gone 
into the National and Community 
Service Act. As has been mentioned be
fore, when we completed the passage of 
the legislation in the Senate before it 
went to conference, and as the chair
man of the Labor and Human Re
sources Committee has said, there has 
been a bipartisan effort. There have 
been cosponsors of the legislation on 
the Republican side of the aisle. 

Few would argue with the goals of 
national service: To rekindle the 
American tradition of giving our time 
and energy to benefit our communities 
and pulling together various groups 
within our communities and country to 
tackle our problems. 

Unfortunately, I still believe, Mr. 
President, this bill represents lost op
portunities. I spoke to that when it was 
on the floor before. I would like to go 
over a few points. 

When we passed the national service 
bill in August, many amendments were 
included which I believe substantially 
improved the legislation. I say to Sen
ator KENNEDY, who has managed the 
bill, along with Senator WOFFORD from 
Pennsylvania, that they have been 
very accommodating in trying to listen 
and regard these requests with the 
good intentions that they have been of
fered . Most of the amendments were re
tained during the House and Senate 
conference. 

The conference bill kept the Senate 
authorization levels at $300 billion for 
fiscal year 1994, $500 million for next 
year, and $700 million for fiscal 1996, as 
well as a 3-year authorization for this 
program. This provision offers a better 
opportunity to review the performance 
of this program and to consider the re-

sults of the studies to be conducted by 
the National Service Corporation-so 
that it will be possible to reshape the 
legislation and some of the efforts that 
we have addressed on both sides of the 
aisle during the course of this debate 
before they become too embedded. 

I also was pleased that the con
ference bill retained the Senate provi
sion which lays the groundwork for fu
ture consolidation of national service 
and domestic volunteer programs by 
requiring the Corporation to study and 
make recommendations regarding how 
this goal can be achieved. This man
date to the Corporation offers a prom
ising start, which I believe will ulti
mately lead us in a new direction with 
regard to service program delivery. 

The conference bill also caps the ad
ministrative costs for administering 
the national service program and low
ers the administrative cost limits for 
ACTION. Capping administrative ex
penses will make more money avail
able for programs rather than for the 
bureaucracies that support them. 

I am disappointed that several impor
tant provisions in the Senate bill were 
dropped in the conference. The Senate 
restrictions on lobbying and other ac
tivities designed to influence public 
policies were basically gutted in the 
conference bill. 

The Senator from Massachusetts, 
Senator KENNEDY, listed these lobbying 
provisions. 

But I just suggest, Mr. President, 
that the only restriction retained in 
the bill is the exclusion of organiza
tions failing to comply with the Inter
nal Revenue Service lobbying restric
tions from participation in the na
tional service program. I believe that 
the omission of the stronger Senate 
provisions will hurt the national serv
ice program in the long run and regret 
that that was changed in conference. 

For the majority of the American 
people, national service suggests im
ages of our young people helping out in 
Head Start centers, cleaning up city 
parks, and rehabing low-income hous
ing-not petitioning the city planning 
commission for a zoning change or or
ganizing support to save the snail dart
er. National service needs to be about 
providing direct service to individuals 
and communities, not the creation of a 
cadre of political organizers pursuing 
policy agendas with taxpayer money. 

I really believe, Mr. President, this is 
something we will have to regard with 
close attention as the implementation 
of this legislation takes place. 

It is also unfortunate that the Senate 
provision limiting the liability of na
tional service participants, as provided 
under the Federal Tort Claims Act, was 
omitted from the conference bill. This 
provision would have provided individ
ual participants a shield from liability 
to the same extent as participants in 
other federally funded service pro
grams. It was a narrowly crafted good 

Samaritan provision. In the rush to 
complete the conference on this legis
lation, I am uncertain as to whether 
this prov1s10n was intentionally 
dropped or inadvertently overlooked. 
Given that both the House and the Sen
ate addressed this issue generically, I 
think it would have been appropr:iate 
to retain this provision in some form. 

Another important Senate provision 
that was dropped in conference was a 
change in the allocation of funds for 
national service. In the conference bill, 
the Corporation makes the funding de
cisions on two-thirds of the funding for 
national service programs. The Senate 
bill distributed a larger percentage of 
the funds to States based on a formula. 
A larger allocation of formula funds 
would have provided States with less 
experience in national service pro
grams the opportunity to develop the 
infrastructures and capacity to com
pete on a more level playing field with 
other States having considerably more 
experience. 

We hR.ve lost a tremendous oppor
tunity, Mr. President, to lead the way 
in reinventing Government. The Sen
ator from Massachusetts mentioned re
inventing Government, and there has 
been a great deal of focus on that, of 
course, with the administration's ini
tiative. I believe this was a great op
portunity to show that we could put to
gether an initiative that would address 
some of the very concerns that the 
Vice President addressed in his report 
to the President on reinventing Gov
ernment. But we chose to take the old 
tried and true way. We did not want to 
change any of the programs that al
ready existed and reconstruct them in 
a new and more inventive manner. And 
so we just kept pretty much all the old 
frameworks in place. 

Not only does this legislation fail to 
consolidate and restructure the myriad 
of national service programs funded by 
the Federal Government, but it also 
further legitimizes the creation of nar
rowly focused programs such as the 
Urban Youth Corps, the Public Lands 
Corps, the Civilian Community Corps, 
and the VISTA Literacy Program. This 
is not to say that these programs do 
not serve a very important purpose. 
But I question the creation and contin
ued support of numerous programs 
which could easily fall into the scope of 
the national service program adminis
tered by the Corporation for National 
and Community Service, without los
ing the importance of the mission they 
were serving. 

I am keenly disappointed in this , and 
I know that many who worked on this 
bill share those concerns. I hope as this 
process progresses we can take another 
1ook at how better to cosolidate and 
coordinate the myriad different service 
programs and administrative struc
tures. 

In addition, this legislation contin
ues a pattern of Federal control of 
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local programs and congressional con
trol of Federal agencies. Among other 
things, this bill delineates application 
requirements, lists members to be ap
pointed to State commissions, identi
fies areas of need and targets 50 per
cent of the funds to those areas and 
specifies the criteria that must be used 
to evaluate applications for funding. 

These and other provisions, Mr. 
President, demonstrate the lack of 
trust that characterizes current rela
tionships between Federal and State 
governments and between Congress and 
Federal agencies. Reinventing Govern
ment includes the concept of providing 
administrative entities with the flexi
bility and the trust necessary to 
achieve the goals of the program. 

It is ironic that this legislation is 
coming before the Senate the day after 
Vice President GORE unveiled the ad
ministration's plan to reorganize the 
Federal Government. This bill is 
fraught with duplicative administra
tive structures, overlapping programs, 
unnecessary legislative requirements, 
and cumbersome bureaucratic struc
tures. 

My initial problems with this legisla
tion still exist-I think it is too costly, 
too bureaucratic, too prescriptive, and 
misdirects scarce educational dollars. 

Having said that, I certainly hope 
that I am wrong and that the program 
will work as its sponsors intend. I rec
ognize their sincerity and commitment 
to the cause and commend them for 
that. I will certainly work with them 
all that I can to help strengthen the 
program as it moves forward in its im
plementation. 

I yield the floor, Mr. President. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. KENNEDY. How much time do I 

have? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator has 67 minutes remaining. 
Mr. KENNEDY. I yield 10 minutes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Pennsylvania is recognized 
for 10 minutes. 

Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, with 
great hope and enthusiasm, I support 
this legislation because it can change 
our Nation for the better now, soon, 
and in the future. 

I appreciate very much the good 
words from the Senator from Kansas 
and the good work by Senator KASSE
BAUM in trying to craft a bill that we 
can go forward with in making impor
tant contributions to this'bill. 

I appreciate her noting the many 
amendments by Republican colleagues 
that were adopted here in the Senate, 
most of which were retained in con
ference. 

On the other points where she is dis
appointed, I feel sure that we will hear 
more from her again on those points, 
and I look forward to working with her 
to accomplish the good goals that she 
set forth in her analysis just now. 

Two keys to change our Nation are 
recognizing that civil rights bear with 
them certain civic responsibilities and 
returning to the values that made this 
country great. In an age of cynicism, in 
a time of grave doubts about the fu
ture, we must all move from placing 
blame to assuming leadership. That is 
what this bill does. It reinvents. It is 
part of the process of reinventing Gov
ernment, not by more Government but 
by igniting citizen action and citizen 
responsibility. 

By itself Government cannot fix 
problems nor can it change values. But 
it can and it should be a partner in ef
forts to promote an ethic of respon
sibility for ourselves and our Nation. 

National service is our first test case 
of changing how Government operates 
in this respect. Creating a decentral
ized system of national service can be a 
test of the Federal Government's abil
ity to become a leaner, more efficient, 
and antibureaucratic force for change. 

Mr. President, in the sixties when we 
sent the Peace Corps forth, we knew 
that the logic of doing so was that that 
idea would be brought home. I think 
most of us in the framing of the Peace 
Corps, the founding and sending forth 
of the Peace Corps assumed that the 
home Peace Corps, the domestic Peace 
Corps, would be something like the 
overseas Peace Corps-one Federal 
agency, one corps that worked in many 
different ways but was like the Peace 
Corps, a U.S. domestic Peace Corps. 

That is not what this bill does. And I, 
for one, think that this approach
which builds on what has happened in 
our communities, which will have a few 
Federal models, such as the new Civil
ian Community Corps that with great 
bipartisan support was adopted last 
year, but which most of the options for 
service will be options developed by 
local communities, by State and local 
leaders and, above all, by the private 
sector-I think that kind of national 
service system, decentralized and per
colating up, is better than the way we 
would have done it in the 1960's. 

If done right, this new approach will 
represent a fundamental change in di
rection from decades of well-meaning, 
but so often ineffective, social welfare 
programs-programs flawed in that 
they promote dependency, not respon
sibility; complacency, not initiative; 
make-work, instead of real work, hard 
work. 

The new system of national and com
munity service will not be top-down 
from Washington, but will be built up 
and will reinforce efforts that have 
come up from the grassroots: urban 
and rural youth corps, as well as serv
ice opportunities generated by high 
schools and colleges, foundations, 
churches, civic associations, and espe
cially by young people themselves. It is 
premised on the notion that real 
change will come about when the peo
ple who are closest to the problem are 
empowered to change them. 

The act on which we are about to 
vote has many features that Democrats 
and Republicans support. It does not 
create a big, new Federal bureaucracy 
telling young people what to do . It will 
not be one federally run program like 
the Peace Corps or Franklin Roo
sevelt's Civilian Conservation Corps. It 
is result-oriented and includes rigorous 
quality control measures. It requires 
matching contributions, thus ensuring 
the market will play a role in how fast 
service grows and that performance 
will determine sustainability. It 
streamlines two existing Federal agen
cies into one and demands that the em
ployees of the new corporation reflect 
the fact that, while working to create 
a system of national service, they are 
themselves rendering service. 

It fosters competition- intrastate 
and interstate. 

We have had some competition 
among our colleagues who are cospon
soring this, between Senator DUREN
BERGER and Senator WELLSTONE of 
Minnesota and myself and Senator 
SPECTER from Pennsylvania. We think 
Pennsylvania is the furthest out in 
line, but we welcome the competition 
from Minnesota and from California 
and from Kansas. 

Local competition with national 
competition of the national models; 
school versus school; college competing 
with college, and how best to do this; 
nonprofit organization competing with 
nonprofit organization, to recruit the 
young people to prove that they are 
the most cost-effective and important 
program and valuable program offered. 
That is the kind of competition we 
need. 

Building on President Bush's effort& 
and the bipartisan 1990 National and 
Community Service Act, the plan be
fore us creates an innovative public
private partnership, a public corpora
tion for national and community serv
ice that will challenge all Americans 
to serve according to their means, tal
ents, and stage of life. 

During its first · year of operation, 
through a highly competitive process, 
the corporation will invest seed capital 
in programs that will directly engage 
more than 1112 million Americans of all 
ages-not Federal employees-mostly 
volunteers , mostly part-time, in meet
ing community needs. That figure in
cludes the estimated 20,000 young peo
ple engaged in direct service on a full
time basis-larger, by the way, than 
the Peace Corps was at its height. 

Over the course of the next 3 fiscal 
years, we hope to enable 100,000 young 
people to engage in full-time service. 
That is a quantum jump in full-time 
service. 

I submit, Mr. President, that full
time service is a dimension of the serv
ice idea in America which needs to 
grow because it is a multiplier, leading 
to not only immediate organizing of 
much voluntary part-time service, but 
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leading those who engage in the in
tense experience of the year or two of 
full-time service into a lifetime of 
more voluntary service than they 
would have rendered otherwise. 

In Pennsylvania, the statewide con
servation corps-the type of program 
the President 's initiative seeks to en
courage all over the Nation-in studies 
has been found to return $1.81 for every 
dollar in terms of services rendered. 
That does not even include the savings 
realized from keeping its members 
from dropping out of school, falling 
into the welfare system, or ending up 
in prison. 

National service is a hand up, not a 
handout . Keeping within the deficit re
duction targets that have been adopted 
by this Congress, the legislation re
quires national service to grow only ac
cording to demand of the market and 
the extent to which it passes the kind 
of strict tests that taxpayers rightly 
demand of Government effort. It must 
demonstrate excellence. It must be 
cost effective. 

We have had a good and spirited de
bate. Reflecting strong bipartisan sup
port, the House of Representatives and 
the Senate each passed national and 
community service legislation before 
the August recess. The House also 
passed the conference report with a 275-
to-152 vote , including 26 Republicans. 

In this body, several of my Repub
lican colleagues moved with great 
courage to end the filibuster. And 
seven of my Republican colleagues 
voted in favor of this legislation when 
it was last before us on August 3. I 
thank them for their leadership. I 
thank them for their support and their 
role that they will have in building 
this program. So passage of this bill 
was bipartisan. 

We turn now to building a program 
that is nonpartisan and that gains the 
respect and support of all. That is what 
has happened in my own home State of 
Pennsylvania, where national service
related legislation recently passed the 
State legislature unanimously. Let me 
repeat, unanimously-197 to nothing in 
the Pennsylvania House, and 47 to 
nothing in the Pennsylvania Senate. 

That is my goal for this body; that 
we will all come to see that this is the 
road on which we must journey. We 
have already seen the future of na
tional and community service in Penn
sylvania. It works. 

I take it as a personal challenge and 
a challenge to all of us interested in 
this bill, including those who had 
doubts about the exact frame of it. I 
take it as a challenge to all of us, and 
a very personal one to me, since I have 
been pursuing this goal for 25 years-to 
ensure that national service works all 
across this Nation as well as it has in 
Pennsylvania, under the leadership of 
Gov. Robert Casey and PennSERVE, 
and that support for this initiative will 
increase dramatically when we return 3 
years from now for reauthorization. 

In closing, I am happy to join now 
with other Democrats and Republicans, 
liberals and conservatives, on the com
mon ground of national service and 
move from debate to action. This com
mon ground is built on the belief that: 

We must see young people and older 
citizens, and help them see themselves, 
not as problems but as resources; 
through new public-private partner
ships, we must attack valuelessness, 
hopelessness, and alienation confront
ing so many young people in our soci
ety; and civil rights must be balanced 
by civic responsibilities. 

The idea that we must ask and en
able the dropout and the college-edu
cated, black and white, rich and poor, 
young and old, to take ownership of
and provide stewardship for- our coun
try is one that transcends party and 
ideology. 

So let us move from combative argu
ment to creative action on the prob
lems facing our families, our neighbor
hoods, and our Nation. 

National and community services is , 
as President Clinton has suggested, the 
American way to change America. It is 
a good bill that properly challenges all 
of us and our institutions to exercise 
leadership-not to place blame-and 
encourages us to return to the values 
that we share and that have made this 
country great. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. Who yields 
time? 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, how 
much time remains? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Massachusetts has 55 min
utes. The Senator from Kansas has 75 
minutes. 

Mr. KENNEDY. How much time does 
the Senator wish? 

Mr. DURENBERGER. May I have 5 
minutes? 

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield the Senator 5 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Minnesota is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President, 
today 's Senate passage of this con
ference committee agreement rep
resents an important landmark in de
fining a proper Federal Government 
role in support of national and commu
nity service. I intend to support the 
agreement and urge my colleagues on 
both sides of the aisle to support it, as 
well. 

As the chairman has already re
ported, this agreement reflects the 
Senate position on most of the signifi
cant issues that were in dispute: 

Lower ceilings on authorized spend
ing on new national service programs; 

A 3-year initial authorization period; 
Required priority setting at the na

tional and State level; 
More flexibility for States in setting 

up their grantmaking commissions; 
and 

A whole series of studies and dem
onstrations to address a number of 
long-range issues about the organiza
tion and purpose of national and com
munity service. 

Many of those differences were Re
publican amendments to this bill, and 
they do remain a part of the conference 
agreement now before us. 

These Republican changes make this 
a different-and, I would argue, bet
ter-bill. These changes also off er an 
opportunity for all of us to agree on a 
different-and, I would argue, more ac
curate-justification for national and 
community service. 

Last year during the campaign, then
candidate Bill Clinton drew loud cheers 
whenever he promised to use national 
service to ease the financial burdens of 
college for millions of American young 
people and their families. 

After his election, the new President 
used the same justification to launch a 
program that would cost American tax
payers more than $10 billion over 4 
years. 

But, under the legislation we are 
about to approve, Congress was willing 
to commit less than 15 percent of the 
President's earlier $10 billion proposal 
and only a tiny fraction of his even 
larger campaign pledge. 

Many observers of Congress and the 
Presidency are asking a logical ques
tion as we now pass this legislation. 

Does the difference between where we 
started on this issue and where we are 
now ending up represent some kind of 
an embarrassing defeat for the Presi
dent on a major legislative priority? 

As far as I am concerned it does not. 
But, the differences we have made in 
this proposal do mean at least five im
portant things to all of us. 

First, the changes Congress made in
dicate that every proposal made by the 
President from now on will require a 
fiscally responsible justification. 

Second, the President and other sup
porters of this bill must acknowledge 
that national service will never play a 
major role in financing higher edu
cation. 

At a minimum annual cost of $15,000 
to $20,000 per participant, we can't de
pend on this new program to help meet 
the rising cost of going to college. 

Instead, our first priority must be to 
increase our commitment to currently 
underfunded Pell grants, and to imple
ment the student loan reforms we also 
adopted just prior to the August recess. 

Third, this is not FDR's Civilian Con
servation Corps or the Peace Corps and 
VISTA programs launched in the 1960's. 

Those previous initiatives were na
tional programs, totally funded and 
run from Washington. 

This program is very different. If 
properly implemented, this shouldn' t 
even be a National Government pro
gram. 

Its success will depend on thousands 
of local community initiatives all over 
America. 
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Fourth, this new legislation should 

also help leverage State, local, and pri
vate sector support for programs that 
respond to this diversity and that 
enjoy strong local community owner
ship. 

If that happens-and it should-the 
impact of this new initiative will reach 
far beyond what is possible with the 
limited Federal appropriations that to
day's fiscal realities will allow. 

Finally, as we complete action on 
this legislation, much greater recogni
tion must be given to the value of the 
provisions that encourage service 
learning. 

In States and communities all 
around the country, young Americans 
from kindergarten through college are 
demonstrating the value of community 
service that's creatively integrated 
into their school curriculum. 

In Minnesota, more than 100,000 
young people are now participating in 
school-based service learning pro
grams. 

These programs are improving edu
cational outcomes, benefiting local 
comm uni ties by using the community 
as a classroom. 

And, they are achieving these goals 
at a fraction of the cost of the 
stipended service programs that have 
dominated debate on the legislation 
now pending in the Senate. 

These comments are not meant in 
any way to diminish the importance of 
the legislation now before us. I intend 
to support adoption of this agreement 
and urge my colleagues to support it, 
as well. 

But, these comments do suggest that 
national and community service must 
be justified as something other than a 
new way to pay for college. 

If the President is willing to make 
that concession-and refocus its ra
tionale-the initiative we're about to 
pass can be an exciting opportunity to 
improve young lives and better Amer
ican communities. 

That's an opportunity that Senators 
on both sides of the aisle should now be 
eager to help launch. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I will 
be glad to yield 5 minutes to the Sen
ator from Oklahoma. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Oklahoma is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, I thank 
my colleague from Massachusetts, the 
manager of the bill. I want to com
pliment those who have worked on this 
conference report. This is a great step 
in the right direction. 

I cannot think of a more important 
investment that we could make now in 
this country than the investment in 
human resources provided in this legis
lation. It will allow 100,000 Americans 
to make a long-term commitment to 
community service in return for edu-

cational benefits, and it will encourage 
millions of others to contribute, to 
give back to their country, to give 
back to their home comm uni ties, by 
supporting national and community 
service by school-aged youth and other 
Americans, including older Americans. 

So it will really affect all commu
nities in this country and rebuild a 
spirit that has become frayed, that has 
decayed. It will allow people from dif
ferent walks of life, from different 
backgrounds, from different economic 
levels, to work together on a common 
purpose. It will unite them behind this 
purpose and help them to realize how 
much they share together as part of 
one American family. 

Not only will it pay tremendous ben
efits in terms of re building the spirit of 
community and service in this country, 
but it also makes economic sense as 
well. A study of the Washington Serv
ice Corps indicates that the commu
nity benefited by $2.80 for every $1 
spent. Another study of the Michigan 
Conservation Corps indicates that over 
$2 was returned in community benefits 
for every $1 spent. 

Service learning has also proven to 
be a very important tool to improve 
student outcomes. Nearly 800,000 stu
dents across this country have been 
participating in service programs con
nected with their educational training. 
When Philadelphia laid off 1,200 teach
er aides because of budgetary pres
sures, the Philadelphia Literacy Corps 
organized 150 students to tutor for a 
minimum of 120 hours per semester. 
Not only did the school districts save 
$250,000, but the tutors themselves were 
four times more likely to apply to col
lege after their experience than before 
they had not served their community 
in this way. 

Chestnut High School in rural Bed
ford County, where the post-secondary 
education rate has gone up from 30 per
cent to 80 percent in 5 years since com
munity service has become universal, 
is another example of what happens 
when people begin to help others and 
give back to their community. 

I am particularly pleased that the 
conference report will also reauthorize 
the demonstration program for a Civil
ian Community Corps, an updated ver
sion of the CCC of the Great Depres
sion. 

Many of us have worked on the CCC 
proposal for a long time, including the 
Senator from Pennsylvania, Senator 
WOFFORD. It was our feeling that, along 
with the local service corps, there 
should be a different model to analyze 
as we look for the best way to con
struct an efficient and effective pro
gram of national service. 

The CCC will be a Federal residential 
program. It will therefore allow us to 
bring young people from different parts 
of the country together, much as we 
did during the years of the Depression, 
when young people from all across the 

country, from different racial and reli
gious backgrounds, different geo
graphical and cultural experiences, 
came together to help re build the Na
tional Park System of this country. 
They joined together on many con
struction projects and artistic projects. 
And we know one result: They learned 
a lot about each other. 

One of the tragedies of modern life is 
that young people from different walks 
of life and different experiences have 
very few opportunities to rub shoulders 
with each other. A child who grows up 
in a more affluent suburb does not get 
to know very much about a child from 
the inner city, for example. Young peo
ple from one part of the country know 
very little about the lifestyles and val
ues of young people in other parts of 
the country. The CCC will provide an 
opportunity for people to come to
gether and to understand each other 
and to work together. The program 
will strengthen not only the bonds be
tween those young people, but it will 
also strengthen our country. 

Sometimes it has been said that, 
through the tragedy of war, we share 
common experiences that have pro
vided long-term benefits to our coun
try. 

We all realize, for example, the re
duction in racial discrimination in this 
country that resulted from common 
service together during the Korean 
war. We should not have to wait for the 
tragedy of a war and armed conflict to 
bring people together to work for a 
common cause, to come to understand 
each other, to rebuild a spirit of com
munity, and to rebuild a sense of un
derstanding of what it means to be an 
American. 

This opportunity for building com
munity spirit is presented by this piece 
of legislation and by the pilot program 
for the CCC. I hope my colleagues will 
adopt this conference report by a very, 
very strong majority. It is only a start. 
I am convinced it will be a very suc
cessful experiment, and it will give us 
direction for the path that we should 
follow in the future. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's time has expired. The Senator 
from Massachusetts now has 45 min
utes. The Senator from Kansas has 75 
minutes. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield myself 3 min
utes. 

Mr. President, I want to address 
briefly and perhaps in greater detail, 
should it be necessary, two of the 
points that were raised earlier by my 
good friend and colleague, Senator 
KASSEBAUM. The first concerns the 
issue on tort liability. 

The House and Senate bills had dif
ferent provisions regarding the tort li
ability of national service volunteers. 
The House bill basically relieved volun
teers of liability but required the su
pervising agencies to engage in various 
risk-management techniques, includ
ing training for volunteers. 
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The Senate bill provided that the na

tional service volunteers be covered by 
the Federal Tort Claims Act. The 
House appointed Judiciary Committee 
members to conference these provi
sions and they discussed the matter 
with the Senate Judiciary Committee. 

Both the House and Senate versions 
of this provision were controversial. 
The Senate Judiciary Committee was 
unwilling to accept the broad House 
provisions because they would leave 
the victims of negligence uncompen
sated. The House Judiciary Committee 
was unwilling to accept the Senate pro
visions because it would leave the Fed
eral Government liable for negligence 
by volunteers who are not directly su
pervised by the Federal Government. 
That is different, for example, in the 
ACTION programs. 

This issue could simply not be re
solved in the conference. So neither the 
House provision nor the Senate provi
sion was included in the conference re
port. This is an important issue. I in
tend to keep track of the experience of 
the national service program in the 
area. I will work for an appropriate res
olution, with the chairman of the Judi
ciary Committee, Senator BIDEN, and 
other interested members on our com
mittee. I have asked the Justice De
partment to work with us on this com
plicated legal issue. But this was not 
an issue which could be resolved in the 
context of the bill at this time, so the 
conferees agreed to delete both of those 
provisions. 

On the second matter, the formula 
for allocation of funds to the States 
was as follows in the Senate bill as in
troduced: One-third went to State com
missions based on population; one
third minimum went to the State com
missions on a competitive basis; and 
one-third maximum remained for the 
Corporation to fund projects of na
tional significance. For example, if you 
had Youth Build or Magic Me Pro
grams that wanted to start up in 10 dif
ferent States, they could apply for this 
final third. 

We accepted a Domenici amendment 
on the floor that increased the amount 
going to the State commissions by for
mula, but in conference the House was 
unwilling to accept the amendment. 
We convinced the House to drop their 
such-sums authorization and accept 
$300 million, $500 million , $700 million, 
the authorization level , in exchange for 
dropping the Domenici amendment. By 
doing so , we reverted to the original al
location of funds : That is, one-third, 
one-tnird, one-third. 

In practice , the difference to the 
State commissions is not major. Under 
the conference report , a minimum of 67 
percent of the money will be distrib
uted to the State commissions, while 
under the Domenici amendment, 70 
percent will be distributed to the State 
commissions in the first year. Under 
either appr oach, the bulk of the money 

goes to the State commissions, not the 
Corporation. 

I was pleased to accept the amend
ment in deference to the Senator from 
New Mexico, but was unable to keep it 
in conference and had to drop it in 
order to enact larger legislation. 

Mr. President, there are additional 
points I would like to make. I have sev
eral Members who want to speak. I 
want to be able to reserve sufficient 
time to respond to some of those who 
may speak in opposition. I understand, 
there is a meeting of the Republican 
Party later. I will be glad to work out 
with my colleague how she wants to 
proceed. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. I appreciate the 
Senator from Massachusetts suggest
ing that. There are, I believe, five or 
six Senators on our side who would like 
to speak. I will suggest at this point 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. 
MOSELEY-BRAUN). The clerk will call 
the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. ROBB. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. ROBB. Madam President, I in
quire of the Senator from Massachu
setts if I might be granted up to 6 min
utes to speak on the conference report. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Fine. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Massachusetts. 
Mr. KENNEDY. I yield 6 minutes to 

the Senator from Virginia. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Massachusetts yielded 6 min
utes to the Senator from Virginia. 

Mr. ROBB. I thank the Chair. 
Madam President, I rise in support of 

the conference report on H.R. 2010, or 
S. 919, the National and Community 
Service Act of 1993. 

I am pleased to be 'an original cospon
sor of this legislation. 

I commend our President for giving 
this issue the priority that he has , and 
I certainly commend my colleagues on 
the Labor and Human Resources Cam
mi ttee for their dedicated efforts in 
bringing the bill and now this con
ference report to the Senate floor for 
debate. 

As a former marine and a member of 
the Marine Corps and Marine Corps Re
serve for more than three decades , I 
have been a strong supporter of na
tional service in its many forms , for at 
least that long. Every Member of this 
body in fact endorses national service ; 
if we did not, we would not be here. 

The cause of national service has also 
long been championed by the Demo
cratic Leadership Council , and in 1989 
Senator NUNN and I introduced the 
Democratic Leadership Council 's na
tional service proposal which became , 
in part, the basis for title D of the Na-

tional and Community Service Act of 
1990. 

Madam President, to me national 
service is part of citizenship. It is 
about the obligations each of us has to 
our Nation and the rewards that we get 
back for contributing to the quality of 
life in our communities. National serv
ice instills civic responsibility by giv
ing those who serve a genuine stake in 
our country. It could also provide valu
able helping hands to comm uni ties in 
such important areas as health care, 
education, public safety, and the envi
ronment. 

Unlike many countries, we do not 
mandate national service in America. 
While I would not mind seeing it as a 
requirement, I am not really sure that 
you gain as much from things you have 
to do as from things you want to do. 

Under this plan, young people stand 
to gain plenty from national service 
and so does America. 

In passing the conference report to 
H.R. 2010 and S. 919, we will say to par
ticipating young people during the first 
year of enactment, your country will 
give you $4,725 in educational benefits 
if you will give us in turn your time 
and talent and energy for 1 year-if 
you will go into a community in need 
and make a small portion of it better. 

This is a good deal for our country. 
We get thousands of hours of commu
nity service. 

We get an educated individual. And 
we get a citizen who has begun to pay 
his or her dues to this Nation, and who 
has a genuine stake in its future. 

Madam President, S. 919 also reau
thorizes the Civilian Community 
Corps, which I also cosponsored as a 
means of providing assistance pri
marily to at-risk youth. 

The CCC was initially authorized last 
year through legislation introduced by 
my colleague from Oklahoma, Senator 
BOREN. 

I believe the CCC can be enormously 
useful in helping young people develop 
discipline, team spirit, and a work 
ethic that can have a constructive and 
positive impact on their adult lives. 

It is my hope, Madam President, that 
those who participate in the CCC will 
come away with not only enough 
money to further their education , but 
also a greater sense of self-worth, a 
feeling of commitment toward their 
communities, and a belief that hard 
work and discipline can open many 
doors. · 

I am pleased, indeed, that S. 919 in
cludes a reauthorization of the Civilian 
Community Corps. 

The CCC Program is particularly rel
evant today, as Virginia and many 
other States hard hit by defense 
downsizing wrestle with personnel cuts 
and base closings. 

The CCC Program relies on retired 
and separated military personnel for 
much of its staffing needs, and the 
community service provided through 
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the program is particularly welcome in 
areas where defense downsizing has al
ready begun to bring-and will con
tinue to wreak-economic and social 
difficulty. 

The American tradition of service to 
our neighbors dates to the earliest days 
of our Nation. 

This plan reinvigorates that tradi
tion with the spirit of youth, to the 
benefit of all. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
conference report. 

I yield any time remaining. 
Mr. JEFFORDS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Vermont. 
Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Madam Presi

dent, I am happy to yield 3 minutes to 
the Senator from Vermont. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Vermont. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Madam President, I 
rise in support of H.R. 2010, the Na
tional and Community Trust Act of 
1993 as reported from the committee on 
conference. 

I strongly support this bill because it 
helps students help themselves and 
their community. Community service 
is the backbone of any democratic soci
ety, where those who have much have a 
responsibility to help those who have 
little. 

This Nation has seen a number of 
very successful domestic and foreign 
community service programs from the 
Civilian Conservation Corps of the 
1930's to the Peace Corps of the 1960's. 
I firmly believe that the paths that 
these great programs have cleared will 
allow the National Community Service 
Act to become this Nation's next great 
service program. 

There had been some controversy 
surrounding the conference report and 
the inclusion of Senate amendments 
within the final agreement. It is little 
wonder. Before adjourning for the Au
gust recess an attempt was made to 
pass the agreement by voice vote. 
Members had less than 24 hours to re
view the 144-page report. I, too, had 
wanted to review the document to be 
sure it reflected the agreements 
reached in conference including the 
amendment that I had offered on the 
floor and understood had been accepted 
by the House. The amendment to which 
I refer is one that establishes clear pri
ori ties for funding under the act. 

This provision is an essential ele
ment in the creation of any new com
munity service bill. Without clear pri
orities there is no justification for a 
new service bill nor an assurance that 
the work of the participants truly ad
dresses the critical needs of this coun
try. 

I make this statement with convic
tion and base it on past experience. 
Nearly 20 years ago when I was first 
elected to the House I was assigned to 
the Committee on Education and Labor 
and its Subcommittee on Employment 

Opportunities. One of the first issues 
that we tackled was the Comprehensive 
Employment and Training Act or 
CETA. While CETA's goals were meri
torious, its effects were muddled. While 
no doubt individuals who participated 
in its public service employment pro
gram benefited, the service to the pub
lic was hard to discern. As a result, the 
public and Congress soured on the pro
gram, and it was scrapped. 

Providing public service as a means 
of training individuals while at the 
same time supplying a benefit to the 
community is a sound philosophy. The 
problem was that CETA was engaged in 
too many marginal projects for which 
there was little to no benefit for the 
community. There were no clearly de
fined priorities for funding CETA 
projects and this caused its demise. 

We have learned a great lesson from 
the past. Under this act we have man
dated that individuals work on . clearly 
annunciated goals established through 
consensus and with community input. 
Providing visible benefits to commu
nities and this Nation is truly the sole 
reason to justify the creation of a new 
program with significant rewards for 
the participant. 

I am pleased, having had the time to 
review the conference document, that 
my amendments and this concept is 
clearly a part of the final agreement. 
Furthermore, the administration has 
sent me a letter to reiterate its support 
for the establishment of priorities 
under the act. 

Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent that the full text of the letter 
be printed in the RECORD. I urge my 
colleagues to support the conference 
agreement accompanying H.R. 2010. 

I believe we have created a program 
for which we can be very proud as we · 
progress to the future. It will help us 
solve so many of the problems that this 
Nation faces. 

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

THE WHITE HOUSE, 
Washington, September 3, 1993. 

Senator JAMES M. JEFFORDS, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR JEFFORDS: I am pleased to 
respond to your inquiry regarding the scope 
of national service priorities established pur
suant to Section 122(c)(l) of the National and 
Community Service Trust Act of 1993 as re
ported from the committee on conference. 

It is my understanding that priorities es
tablished pursuant to this section will apply 
to program funds distributed to the states by 
formula as well as funds distributed competi
tively, including both competitive funds dis
tributed directly by the Corporation and 
funds distributed through the States. 

If I can be of any further assistance in 
clarifying this matter, I would be pleased to 
respond further. 

With all best wishes, 
Sincerely, 

ELI J. SEGAL, 
Assistant to the President and Director , 

Office of National Service. 
Mr. METZENBAUM addressed the 

Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time to the Senator from Ohio? 

Mr. KENNEDY. Two minutes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Ohio is recognized. 
Mr. METZENBAUM. Madam Presi

dent, I rise to commend leadership, the 
Senator from Massachusetts, and the 
Senator from Kansas on this issue. It 
was not an easy road to travel. At 
times there were problems that ap
peared to be difficult to pass a national 
service corps bill. But the fact is they 
understood the need for it in this coun
try and have plowed forward and made 
some compromises where necessary, 
worked with the House on issues of dif
ferences. And I certainly hope that we 
move forward to pass this expedi
tiously. I think the country is waiting 
for its passage. I think that the coun
try will applaud the leadership of the 
two Senators just mentioned, and I cer
tainly join in that leadership. I am 
pleased to have been able to work with 
them in bringing this day. 

Ma.dam President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President, 

just for the information of our col
leagues, as I understand it, there is ap
proximately 58 minutes remaining for 
Senator KASSEBAUM, and I believe that 
we are down to 32 minutes; am I cor
rect? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
are 56 minutes for the Senator from 
Kansas and 34 minutes for the Senator 
from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Parliamentary in
quiry. That adds up to 70 minutes.-

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
are approximately 90 minutes. 

Mr. KENNEDY. How much remains 
for each side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
are 56 minutes 30 seconds for the Sen
ator from Kansas; 34 minutes 47 sec
onds for the Senator from Massachu
setts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield myself 30 sec
onds. 

Madam President, I have several Sen
ators who have indicated that they are 
on their way over to speak in support 
of the program. I know there are a 
number who also want to speak in op
position to the conference report. 

I am reluctant-with the limited 
time available and the number of Sen
ators who have indicated they wanted 
to speak, and with the disparity of 
time, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum and ask unanimous consent 
that the time be evenly divided. 

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

The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. DODD. Madam President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President, I 
yield 10 minutes to the Senator from 
Connecticut. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Connecticut is recognized for 
10 minutes. 

Mr. DODD. Madam President, I rise 
in strong support of the conference re
port on the national and community 
service bill, which has been the subject 
of some lengthy discussion and debate. 

This is a bill many of us have worked 
on over these past several weeks and 
months. 

I note the involvement and contribu
tion of the distinguished Senator from 
Kansas, Senator KASSEBAUM, and the 
chairman, who has worked tirelessly 
on behalf of this legislation, along with 
our colleague from Pennsylvania, Sen
ator WOFFORD, and Senator MIKULSKI 
of Maryland, who cared very deeply 
about the legislation, Senator JEF
FORDS, and many others--we would not 
be here today without their support. 

I especially commend the Senator 
from Minnesota because the word 
"community" is in the title here. Be
cause of his work, this is not just a na
tional service bill, but national and 
community service bill. The idea of 
serving one's community is so criti
cally important and it was a wonderful 
idea to include it in the title. 

Of course, the President not only 
worked for the legislation, but it was a 
major theme in his campaign for the 
Presidency. He talked repeatedly about 
reviving in our younger generation an 
interest and involvement in serving 
their communities and the country. 

I stand here today, not only as the 
proud author of a major piece of this 
legislation, the Domestic Volunteer 
Service Act, but also as a former vol
unteer myself. I served back some 30 
years ago in the Peace Corps as a re
sult of the call of another President, 
President Kennedy, who asked a gen
eration of us whether or not we would 
be willing to serve our country and 
others by going to work in commu
nities around the world that were far 
less privileged than we were. I remem
ber very clearly his speech and the ex
citement that my generation felt with 
that message. 

I have been asked numerous times 
what it was specifically that caused me 
to join the Peace Corps. I cannot recall 
a specific speech or word. I just 
thought this was one of the most excit
ing ideas, to be asked to serve one's 
country and to try to make it a better 
and a stronger world. 

President Clinton has picked up that 
same clarion call for this generation, 
and he deserves the unending thanks of 
not only the younger generation but of 
generations across the spectrum for 
that effort-because of what these vol
unteers will accomplish. 

Beyond my own family , no other ex
perience has as much to do with shap
ing me as a human being than those 21/2 

years I spent in the mountains of the 
Dominican Republic as a Peace Corps 
volunteer. It was not just the Spanish 

I learned or the wonderful people and 
culture I came to know and appreciate, 
but I gained a deep commitment to 
public service, to doing what is in my 
power to help others in my own State 
and across the country. It came from 
that experience. I am not sure I would 
have ever sought a career in public 
service had it not been for that few 
months of service as a Peace Corps vol
unteer. 

I think today, Madam President, 
there is a wonderful opportunity for an 
expanding community and volunteer 
program. We are going to find people 
who never thought of spending a life
time in a career for their community 
who will as a result of the experiences 
they gain in this program. 

This legislation is likely to do much 
more for our country. It will help ad
dress the unmet educational, environ
mental, human, public safety, and 
other needs in many of our commu
nities. It will provide thousands of 
Americans with the means to go back 
to school and receive the training and 
education so necessary in the economy 
of the 21st century. But I believe its 
greatest impact may be on the people 
who serve-not on the comm uni ties in 
which they serve, or the individuals 
who benefit from that service, but on 
those who are the volunteers. That is 
the greatest benefit in many ways and 
it is not an insignificant benefit to our 
country. 

Madam President, I was fortunate 
earlier this year to chair a hearing 
that featured witnesses from the do
mestic volunteer service programs: 
VISTA, the Foster Grandparent Pro
gram, the Retired Senior Volunteer 
Program, and the Senior Companion 
Program. Our witnesses told incredible 
stories of service and what it meant to 
them, to their families, and the com
munities in which they live. 

The testimony of Edith Courville 
stands out in my mind. Edie is 76 years 
young. She lives in Worcester, MA, and 
is a retired garment worker. She volun
teers in the Senior Companion Pro
gram. 

She testified in the following way: 
The program lets me help other people, 

which makes me feel good. I like to know I 
am helping ease someone 's mind. I like to let 
people talk about their problems, because 
they always feel better after they do. The 
program keeps me active. When I know I am 
going to visit someone, I get up, get dressed, 
and get out of the house. I don 't know how 
I would keep busy if it wasn't for my clients. 
We brighten each other's day. 

Madam President, when people tell 
me those programs do not mean much 
or have little value, I think of this 
wonderful woman. Here is a 76-year-old 
woman who gave a lifetime working in 
the manufacturing and garment indus- · 
try of this country, and today she com
mits her life to other people. Yet , not 
only the people she serves benefit, but 
she benefits as a result of that kind of 
activity. She worked hard and long in 

her own career, and, yet, in service she 
has found a new meaning and new lease 
on life. 

Under the auspices of the Corpora
tion for National Community Service, 
Edie's experience will be multiplied in 
the lives of thousands and thousands of 
individuals, and our Nation, I would 
argue, will be enriched through their 
efforts. I would hope that many of my 
colleagues will join me in passing this 
measure today, so the Corporation can 
get to this important work. 

Let me just lastly point out that this 
bill is just a beginning. We are just get
ting the basic program in place, and it 
will need some correcting, I am con
fident of that. Anybody who thinks you 
can put these bills in place, and that it 
is set, is fooling themselves. What you 
think is going to happen and what ac
tually happens rarely meet up. They 
sometimes get close, and I think in 
this effort they will be close. 

I think we must start this process be
cause this generation wants to serve, 
wants to be part of this work, and 
needs the educational benefits. And 
while there will be shortcomings, mis
takes, and problems with the program, 
believe me, Madam President, those 
will be minor, minor indeed compared 
to the greater good that will be served 
as a result of having initiated this na
tional and community service legisla
tion. 

So, let me conclude where I began 
with my compliments to the senior 
Senator from Massachusetts, the chair
man of our committee, who helped 
fashion this legislation; Senator 
WOFFORD, of Pennsylvania, as I men
tioned earlier; Senator MIKULSKI; Sen
ator DURENBERGER; and there are so 
many others that are involved in all of 
this, as well as Senator KASSEBAUM and 
others who are trying to put together a 
good and intelligent piece of legisla
tion. 

I am proud to be part of it. Today we 
remember fondly the words of Presi
dent Kennedy on the steps of the cam
pus of the University of Michigan more 
than 30 years ago and our various expe
riences as volunteers in years past. I 
know I remember very clearly when 
the legislation passed the Senate of the 
United States creating the Peace 
Corps. 

I would like to think today there are 
young people across this country who 
in future days will look back on this 
day in September in the year 1993 when 
another Congress, in another era and 
another time, offered a new oppor
tunity for a new generation. I think we 
all will be proud of what we are doing 
today. 

I yield the floor and I suggest the ab
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the time 
be evenly divided. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
The absence of a quorum has been 

suggested. The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro

ceeded to call the roll. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

LIEBERMAN). The Senator from Okla
homa [Mr. NICKLES]. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I do 
not see the Senator from Kansas here 
so I yield myself 10 minutes on the na
tional community service bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has the floor. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, just 
yesterday President Clinton and Vice 
President GORE held a press conference 
while standing before thousands of 
pages of Government regulations, and 
talked about the need to reinvent Gov
ernment. The President talked about 
the need to shrink the size of Govern
ment. He talked about their goal to re
duce the number of Federal employees 
by 250,000. He talked about cutting 
Government expenses by $181 billion. I 
can tell you, my constituents and con
stituents all around the country are 
saying, "At last. We are actually going 
to cut Government. We are going to re
duce the size of Government." I know 
they were applauding because those are 
statements that would be well received 
in many parts of the country. 

Mr. President, I find it kind of ironic 
that at the same time they are talking 
about shrinking Government we are ex
panding Government. We are not 
shrinking Government with passage of 
the National Community Service Trust 
Act, we are expanding Government. As 
a matter of fact, we are going to see 
Government spending explode as a re
sult of the legislation we are passing 
today. 

I compliment the sponsors of this 
legislation. This conference report is 
better legislation than what came out 
of the Senate Labor Committee. This is · 
a less costly bill. It is much better 
than the President originally proposed. 
The President proposed a bill that 
would have cost $10.8 billion over 5 
years. This bill is not quite that expen
sive, it is a 3-year bill which will cost 
$1.5 billion. So that is a significant im
provement. But I might just tell my 
colleagues, it is still a very expensive 
bill and a program which will only ex
plode in cost. 

This bill will cost $300 million the 
first year, $500 million the second year, 
and $700 million the third year-and it 
is only authorized for 3 years. I think 
that is better than having a 5-year au
thorization. But do not be fooled, I 
know President Clinton, Senator KEN- . 
NEDY, and others who are supporting 
this concept expect to have a perma
nent authorization. They expect to 
have a permanent plan. 

If you look at the way this program 
is growing, it starts at $300 million, 
goes to $500 million the second year, 
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goes to $700 million the third year. If it 
continues to expand at that rate, by 
the fourth year it will be $900 million, 
the fifth year it will be $1.l billion. 
That is an additional $2 billion on top 
of the bill we are passing today. Then 
the program will cost $3.5 billion. 

I believe this bill is not going to be a 
very good use of taxpayers' dollars. It 
is kind of hard to evaluate this bill be
cause I have heard many people call it 
a jobs bill, and I have heard other peo
ple call it an education bill. I do not 
think it is either. 

If it is a jobs bill, it really falls short 
because it has a provision that says 
participants cannot compete with orga
nized labor. So this is not a new CCC. 
This is not a new WPA. Participants 
will not be constructing bridges, build
ing highways, or building county 
courthouses. This is not a massive pub
lic works projects program. This is not 
going to be putting hundreds of thou
sands of people to work that might not 
have a job in other areas. This is not a 
jobs bill. It is a failure as a jobs bill. It 
does not qualify as a jobs bill. 

I have heard people say it is an edu
cation bill. As a matter of fact, I be
lieve President Clinton was on Larry 
King about a month ago and was say
ing that millions of Americans were 
going to have an opportunity to have 
an education under this program. 
Frankly, that is not the case. 

If you look at this bill, you will find 
out it is a very expensive bill. I believe 
we are talking about in the first year 
maybe 20,000 beneficiaries. And as the 
program grows, maybe that number 
would grow and ultimately there might 
be 60,000 beneficiaries per year. I am 
not sure of the number, but it is a very 
small number if you compare it to the 
size of the Pell Grant Program, or if 
you compare it to the size of the Guar
anteed Student Loan Program. 

It is also very expensive , if you just 
look at the total cost and compare it 
to Pell grants. Pell grants in 1991-92 on 
a per person basis cost $1,335. Student 
loans cost the Government $416, again 
on a per person per year basis. But the 
cost of this National Service Program 
will be anywhere from $16,000 to $22,667 
per year per participant. 

I would like for people to think about 
those figures. I said the cost of the Na
tional Service Program will be from 
$16,000 to $22,667 per person per year. A 
person is eligible for 2 years. If you 
take the higher range of that cost esti
mate, you are talking about the cost 
for one person for 2 years of participa
tion at $45,000. This is not an inexpen
sive program. You might say, " Well, 
where did you get those figures?" I got 
those from the President's budget. His 
budget said he wanted to spend $3.4 bil
lion per year to benefit 150,000. If you 
divide those figures out, you get $22,677 
per person. Others might say the cost 
is only $15,000 or $16,000 because we 
computed what the cost of minimum 

wage is, we computed the cost of the 
health care, we have added the cost of 
day care service, and we have added in 
10 percent for administration, so we get 
the cost of $15,000 or $16,000. 

My point is, whether you are talking 
about $15,000 or $16,000 per year, or if 
you are talking about $22,000 per year, 
compare that to other educational pro
grams we have in the Federal Govern
ment that benefit many more people. 
The cost is astronomical. Again, a Pell 
grant average cost last year was $1,335. 
The average cost of a student loan, 
$416. The combination of those two pro
grams benefited over 9 million students 
in 1991-9 million students benefited 
under those two educational programs. 
Under this program, maybe 60,000, 
70,000, or 80,000 people might benefit at 
a cost in the billions. 

So if you compare it on a cost-per
person benefit, this program is over 10 
times as expensive as Pell grants, it is 
many more times expensive than the 
Student Loan Program and, again, it is 
not a very effective, not a very effi
cient way of helping people go to col
lege or to go to school. 

So I just would like for people to 
look at this. If they think this is a jobs 
bill, it is not. If they think it is an edu
cation bill, they are mistaken. There 
may be some people who will benefit 
through the educational stipends of al
most $5,000 per year. But, frankly, the 
number of people who are going to be 
benefiting because we are spending bil
lions of dollars on the National Service 
Corporation as compared to student 
loans and Pell grants is almost embar
rassing. 

I would like to compliment my friend 
from Massachusetts and also the Sen
ator from Kansas for making some im
provements in the bill. Originally, 
when this bill was reported out of the 
Senate Labor Committee, it had the 
first year spending defined, and then 
the last 4 years " such sums as nec
essary." It said we would spend about 
$400 million the first year and then said 
" such sums as necessary" for the last 4 
years. At least now we have defined 
amounts that are authorized for the 
first 3 years: $300 million, $500 million, 
and $700 million. I still think that is a 
lot of money. I still think this is going 
to be a very expensive program. I be
lieve we still have the President, who 
is going to push to make the National 
Service Corporation benefit millions of 
students. 

I will tell you, if you want to benefit 
millions of students, you will have a 
program that is going to cost not $1.5 
billion or not $2 billion or $3 billion, 
you will have a program that will cost 
$20 billion and $30 billion and $60 bil
lion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
allocated to the Senator has expired. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I yield 
myself additional time as necessary. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has the floor. 
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Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, many, 

many people have come to this floor 
talking about the deficit, talking about 
the need to control Federal spending. I 
am telling you now that the National 
Service Program will explode in cost. 
We will look back-some of us may be 
here at the year 2000, the year 200~ 
and see how expensive it is then. My 
guess is we will look back at this pro
gram, say we had no idea it would be
come so expensive; and wish we had not 
passed it. 

I hope it will be remembered that 
some of us said "We told you so." Some 
of us said this program will only in
crease the deficit. 

Mr. President, I am not against na
tional service, I am not against com
munity service, I happen to be in favor 
of it-but I see this program undermin
ing a lot of the volunteers that we have 
in the country. We are now going to 
have the Federal Government paying 
people to do community-type work. We 
have millions of volunteers in the 
country doing it right now that are not 
receiving a dime from Uncle Sam. They 
do not have to have the Federal Gov
ernment telling them what to do. They 
do not have to have the Federal Gov
ernment to prescribe their goals or 
workplace procedures. 

Maybe they work for the Salvation 
Army or the Community Chest or Unit
ed Way. Maybe they are working in 
churches. Maybe they are working in 
soup kitchens. Maybe they are paid 
something; maybe they are not paid 
anything. Most volunteers are not paid 
anything. 

I really question whether we should 
have the Federal Government coming 
in prescribing what bureaucrats in 
Washington, DC, or, in some cases, in 
the States decide what is the best 
thing for these individuals, these vol
unteers, to do. 

Mr. President, I think this program 
may be well intentioned. I do not ques
tion the motives of the supporters of 
this legislation. But I do say that the 
results of this legislation will be ex
actly the opposite of what President 
Clinton and Vice President GORE were 
talking about yesterday when they 
were talking about less Government, a 
more streamlined Government, a more 
effective Government, a more efficient 
Government. The net result of this bill 
is going to be more Government, and a 
spending program that will only grow 
and grow in cost to the American tax
payers. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. GORTON. Will the Senator from 

Oklahoma yield 3 minutes to this Sen
ator? 

Mr. NICKLES. I will be happy to 
yield to the Senator from Washington 
such time as necessary. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Washington has the floor. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, my 
comments on this bill need not occupy 
too much time of the Senate. It is no 
more an appropriate bill for this Con
gress to be passing today than it was 
when. the Senate first debated it. 

In one sense, I think this proposal is 
snake pit. It was debated in the U.S. 
Senate in its original form at exactly 
the time that the U.S. Senate was 
being asked to impose perhaps the sin
gle greatest tax increase on the Amer
ican people with which those people 
have ever been saddled. It was being de
bated at a time in which we were being 
presented with the pretense that the 
budget, which was passed by so narrow 
a margin, was, in fact, going to cut 
spending in the United States. 

We know that that was not true, that 
the so-called spending reductions are 
fiction and will take place at some 
time in the very, very distant future, 
but this bill calls for real new spending 
on a real new program. During the 
course of the next 3 years, it authorizes 
$1.5 billion. Presumably, by the time 
the fifth year is over, that figure will 
be up to something about $4 billion. 

And we are now debating a con
ference report at exactly the same 
time the President and the Vice Presi
dent have spoken about reinventing 
Government, about reducing the Gov
ernment's payroll by more than a quar
ter of a million people, by reducing ex
penditures in the next 5 years by some 
$108 billion. 

Mr. President, the $4 billion roughly 
that this bill will cost in the next 5 
years would be a wonderful downpay
ment on that $108 billion and, in fact, 
would be real savings were we to reject 
this bill. 

This Nation simply is not in a posi
tion, with all of these new taxes, with 
a huge budget deficit which is unlikely 
to decline, to afford another almost 
open-ended, new spending program. We 
should now practice some of the dis
cipline about which we spoke during 
the course of the debate over new taxes 
and budget reductions. We should re
ject this bill. We should provide for a 
real reduction in Federal employment 
and a real reduction in spending by 
turning down this bill at the present 
time, by utilizing such money as we 
have for education, on more effective 
programs such as Pell grants, and not 
by beginning a new so-called volunteer 
program costing many, many billions 
of dollars at exactly the same time we 
are speaking about reinventing Gov
ernment and finding ways to spend 
less. 

Our rhetoric on spending less is al
ways very good. Our practice is exactly 
the opposite, and the Senate, I am very 
much afraid, is about to go down the 
road to more spending on another pro
gram which is not needed and which 
will provide more harm to our economy 
than it will ever possibly help. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. KENNEDY. I will be glad, on be
half of Senator KASSEBAUM, to yield
how much time? 

Mr. McCAIN. Three minutes. 
Mr. KENNEDY. I ask unanimous con

sent. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Arizona [Mr. MCCAIN] is rec
ognized for 3 minutes. 

Mr. McCAIN. I thank the Chair. 
I rise in opposition to this conference 

report. As my colleague from Washing
ton just stated, it is somewhat para
doxical-it would be amazing if it were 
not for the fact there are so many tax
payers involved-that on the day after 
with great hullabaloo we celebrate the 
attempt to reinvent Government and 
streamline, reduce the size of the Fed
eral bureaucracy, we will now create, 
at least according to this bill, I believe, 
a $1.5 billion bureaucracy over the next 
3 years. The President's budget as sub
mitted called for over $10 billion in 
spending. 

I cannot help but wonder-my aca
demic curiosity is aroused-as to how 
many bureaucrats will be required to 
run this so-called volunteer program. 
The fact is that no program in the last 
30 years that has been created has been 
kept within the size of the original es
timated budget, nor has it kept within 
the originally envisioned size of the bu
reaucracy. 

I believe what we are doing in this 
case really flies in the face of what vol
untarism is all about. In 1989, which is 
the last year we have these figures, 38 
million people performed voluntary 
community service. This program will 
now pay 150,000 of them for their ef
forts. I wonder how the other 37 ,850,000 
will feel. 

I think this program fails to accom
plish its stated goal of expanding edu
cational opportunity, when we look at 
the fact it will benefit 150,000 people by 
1997, contrasted with the 6 million stu
dents who are currently assisted 
through Federal guaranteed loan pro
grams. As I mentioned, the conference 
report provides for expenditures of $1.5 
billion over the next 3 years. I wonder 
where that money is coming from. In 
this period of fiscal austerity, when we 
are putting our men and women in uni
form on the streets, those who volun
teered for military service we are now 
forcing out of the military because we 
tell them we cannot afford to keep 
them, it seems somewhat incomprehen
sible we are creating a new Federal 
program. 

Moreover, as we all know, it would be 
nearly impossible to eliminate or re
duce the program if it does not work as 
advertised. 

According to figures that I have, this 
national service program could cost up 
to $22,000 per participant per year com
pared with just $4,000 per student per 
year for existing grant and loan pro
grams. Moreover, although it has been 
compared to VISTA and the Peace 
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Corps, it is a white elephant in com
parison. The Peace Corps received a 
total of less than $4 billion in support 
over 31 years. The 1992 Peace Corps 
budget is $200 million. VISTA's budget 
is just $37 million. 

Mr. President, what we have done in 
the name of national service, which is 
a concept which I support, is created 
another bureaucracy at a cost of un
told billions of dollars which under
mines other programs and in some 
ways undermines what voluntarism is 
all about in this country. 

I have no doubt that we will approve 
of this legislation, but it will not be 
with the vote of this Senator. 

Mr. President, I yield back the re
mainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I won
der if the distinguished Senator would, 
for Senator KASSEBAUM, yield 2 min
utes to this Senator. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield on behalf of 
Senator KASSEBAUM. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Mississippi [Mr. COCHRAN] is 
recognized. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I 
thank the distinguished manager of the 
bill. 

I simply rise to indicate my contin
ued opposition to the passage of this 
legislation. I am disappointed, Mr. 
President, that some very good amend
ments which were included in the Sen
ate-passed bill were not included or 
were modified to the extent that they 
were rendered ineffective in this con
ference report. 

First of all, we had an opportunity 
when the bill was before the Senate to 
adopt a Kassebaum alternative which 
would have provided an allocation · of 
more of these funds to the States for 
the allocation within those States 
under State decisions that would be 
made as to what kinds of service, what 
participants could be involved in this 
national service program. 

What this conference report does is 
not only reject the Senate judgment 
that more of these funds should be used 
in the States, but it even federalizes 
more than the Senate bill did when 
that bill passed the Senate, this entire 
program. It moves away from the con
cept that States are better situated to 
make decisions about the kinds of serv
ices, the kinds of programs they would 
like to see in the various States. 

So we now have the Federal Govern
ment with a new program, telling the 
States how to design the applications 
for participants, telling the States who 
must be appointed to serve on the 
board that administers the program, 
the corporation board, and in other 
words creates a brand new, very expen
sive Federal program with very little 
flexibility available to the States. 

I regret that that was a decision in 
the conference, and I am going to vote 

against the conference report. I hope 
the Senate will take a look at the pro
visions here and consider very seri
ously rejecting this conference report. 

Mr. DOLE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Kansas. 
Mr. DOLE. How much time remain

ing on this side? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Kansas has 25 minutes re
maining. 

Mr. DOLE. Senator KASSEBAUM. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 

correct. 
Mr. DOLE. I would yield myself 5 

minutes of that time, if there is no ob
jection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate Republican leader has the floor, 
without objection, for 5 minutes. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I think a 
lot of us had hoped we might be able to 
come to some agreement where we 
would limit the size and scope of this 
new program. It has been said in the 
past of America, when a citizen saw a 
problem which needed solving, he 
would cross the street and talk to a 
neighbor about it. The first thing you 
knew, a committee would be formed. 
Before long, the problem would be 
solved. You may not believe this, but 
not a single bureaucrat would ever 
have been involved. 

There can be no doubt that serving 
others is a uniquely American tradi
tion. The debate over President Clin
ton's national service bill is not about 
whether national service is good but 
about what should be the size and 
scope of Federal involvement. 

What has happened to the great 
American spirit that De Tocqueville 
praised so highly? Have Americans be
come so apathetic that we have to rely 
on environment to create bureauc
racies to dictate community service? 
Do Americans no longer hold out a 
helping hand to a neighbor in need? If 
we do, do we have to start paying our 
Good Samaritans with tax dollars? 

I would think the answer to all these 
questions-in fact, I know the answer 
to all these questions-is no. 

Take a look around. See what hap
pened when the American people re
sponded to Hurricane Andrew or the 
floods in the Midwest this summer. In 
fact, wherever you look, we are told 
that 100 million Americans volunteer 
about 4 hours a week. No doubt about 
it: Voluntarism is best when it is kept 
simple. But now we are going to bring 
the Government in. The Government is 
going to be a big player. 

We have had the debate. This bill will 
pass and become law. One day after we 
talked about reinventing Government, 
reducing the size of Government, re
ducing employees, we have a whole new 
program in this Chamber, and no won
der the American people are confused. 
One day we are going to shrink the size 
of Government, shrink a lot of pro-

grams; the next day we are going to 
have $1.5 billion, not paid for. We are 
going to tell the American people, on 
one day, we are going to do all these 
things; the next day we are going to 
create another program that, as far as 
this Senator is concerned, there has 
not been much demand for. 

I cannot find anything-in fact we 
can go back to some of the agonizing 
votes the Vice President talked about 
when it comes to ashtrays and speci
fications for ashtrays, or insect repel
lent. So nothing it does is very simple 
or very understandable. 

I just suggest that not too many peo
ple disagree that the Red Cross was 
held in higher regard after Hurricane 
Andrew than FEMA. That is probably 
because the Red Cross understands vol
untarism and the Government does 
not. 

Now, it does not mean that the Gov
ernment cannot encourage service, be
cause I believe it can. It does not mean 
FEMA cannot do a good job, because I 
believe they do, but there is a dif
ference when it comes to voluntarism. 
We tried to make this point during the 
debate. We thought there had been a 
number of changes made. And I thank 
my colleague from Massachusetts and 
others in the conference for keeping 
some of these changes that were made 
by Republicans. And we think we did it 
for the right reason, trying to make 
the bill better. 

But I think there is a conflict in the 
signals being sent. On the one hand, 
President Clinton says national service 
will be the centerpiece for his adminis
tration. On the other hand, he says he 
wants, as I said, to reinvent govern
ment. Well, we think when we talk 
about reinventing government, we are 
talking about less government, less 
new programs, less bureaucracy, less 
cost, more user friendly and all the 
other things that comes to mind. 

The case in point: The national serv
ice legislation's two goals are to help 
students pay for better education and 
to increase voluntarism. Guess what. 
We already have programs to do this. 
In fact, our current higher education 
programs are far more cost effective, 
and the solutions provided for in the 
conference report promote volunta
rism. The Federal Government encour
ages such actions to the tune of $1 bil
lion a year. 

What is missing here, as I said, is the 
fact that it is not paid for, not $1.5 bil
lion. Frankly, we think there have 
been some improvements made. I want 
to thank my colleague from Kansas, 
Senator KASSEBAUM, for her tireless ef
forts to improve the program. I again 
hope that we might have reached an 
agreement with broad support. We did 
not quite make that point. I only wish 
that we could have limited Govern
ment intrusion into truly the Amer
ican concept. 
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And, finally, notwithstanding the 

fact that I will not vote for this pro
gram, I hope it works. My view is I 
hope the President is right. He may 
have information. He may believe or he 
may understand things that are not 
fully understood by some of us who will 
be voting against the program. The 
bottom line is it is another new Fed
eral Government spending program. It 
joins family leave, which is another 
spending program, a mandate on em
ployers; it joins motor-voter, which is 
another mandate on States, cities, and 
counties, not funded, but just send it 
out there, you pay for it , the States 
and the cities, counties, private sector, 
we do not have any money. Here is an
other $1.5 billion. 

So my point would be, again, to let 
us try to get it right. Are we going to 
reinvent Government or reinvent Gov
ernment passing more and more pro
grams and charging the cost up to the 
American taxpayer in the next genera
tion? 

I yield the remainder of my time . 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President , how 

much time does Senator KASSEBAUM 
have? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Senator 
KASSEBAUM has 19 minutes 36 seconds 
remaining. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. I had reserved 15 
minutes. I might ask, is that accept
able in terms of the Republican Sen
ators? Let me start with 10. I yield my
self 10 minutes. We will see if some
body else wants to speak. 

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

THE CBO MIDSESSION REVIEW 
Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, I first 

want to use about 4 minutes of my 
time to reflect upon the Congressional 
Budget Office verdict today on their 
midsession review. I am very pleased to 
tell the Senate that the Republican fig
ures were right with reference to the 
reconciliation bill and the deficit re
duction. The midsession review by the 
Congressional Budget Office- and we 
all remember now that the President of 
the United States, in the interest of 
getting facts to us instead of blue 
smoke and mirrors, said, " Let us use 
the Congressional Budget Office ." That 
is admirable. I think we should use 
them all the time. 

If we had, we would find that the Re
publican estimates were right. The def
icit reduction was not $496 billion over 
5 years. It was not $505 billion as is cur
rently touted. It was $433 billion , al
most exactly what the Republicans 
said it was going to be. We said months 
ago it was $428 billion. That means the 
overclaim is about $75 billion in terms 
of how much deficit reduction. The Re
publican verdict that it was $428 billion 
means that we overestimated the re
duction by about $75 billion. 

Further, in that deficit reduction 
package, we combined it with other 
legislation increasing spending next 
year, and that meant that there were 
no real cuts in spending in 1994. 

Now, we hear all kinds of statements 
to the contrary. Once again, the ver
dict by the factfinders, the Congres
sional Budget Office figures today, con
firm no net cuts in spending for the 
year 1994. 

So those who voted thinking it was 
going to take a big chunk of cuts out of 
that deficit, it was precisely what we 
said, zero; net effect , zero. Using the 
administration 's and CBO's own num
bers, any spending cuts in 1994 are off
set by new spending increases for flood, 
supplemental , and other things, and 
clearly we are going to be in the red. 
We are going to be spending more rath
er than less in the year 1994. 

Finally, the CBO's estimates today 
confirm that the deficit for the current 
fiscal year that ends this month will be 
$262 billion, and you might recall the 
debate in the waning days of the tax 
bill. Why are we raising taxes so much 
when the deficit came down on its own 
from $318 billion to $266 billion? It 
came down $42 billion without any ac
tion on our part. 

We said it was coming down $50 bil
lion. The administration said $10 or $15 
billion or $18 billion. I think we can say 
the Republicans ' estimates were right 
again, and we legitimately asked, why 
raise taxes when the deficit is coming 
down by that amount? Could we not 
have some kind of credit for it or the 
like? 

Last but not least, we tried to make 
the point to the American people that 
the deficit was not going to come 
down, it was going to come down for a 
while and then go up. 

So let me say what is in the Congres
sional Budget Office review on that 
score. 

We said that the deficit would still 
increase after the deficit reduction 
package was adopted, and again the 
Congressional Budget Office numbers 
confirm that while the deficit declines 
in the near term, it begins growing 
again in 1997 and reaches $200 billion in 
1998. I might add, consistent with our 
numbers, it will reach $360 billion after 
all these taxes by the year 2003, says 
the Congressional Budget Office. That 
is because we did not reduce spending 
enough. 

NATIONAL AND COMMUNITY SERV
ICE TRUST ACT OF 1993-CON
FERENCE REPORT 
The Senate continued with the con

sideration of the conference report. 
Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, I can

not express strongly enough my objec
tions to the legislation we now have 
before us . Just as I voted against the 
Senate version of the national and 
community service bill, I will vote 

against the conference report on this 
legislation. But I want to make it very 
clear why I will do so. 

There is a vast human resource of 
volunteers waiting to be tapped, and I 
have seen firsthand the kind of work 
these individuals have performed in 
their communities .. I strongly believe 
that national service can make a dif
ference in the lives of those who par
ticipate in the program, and those who 
reap the benefits, both directly and in
directly, of that service. This makes it 
very difficult for me to cast the vote I 
will cast today. 

First, I have serious reservations 
about the costs of this new program. At 
a time when we are burdening our citi
zens with one of the largest tax in
creases in history , I am not convinced 
that we can afford to implement an
other new program with the potential 
to grow at an uncontrolled rate. 

While we were successfully able to 
amend the bill to bring the costs of 
this program down considerably, the 
amount of spending authorized in this 
bill-$1.5 billion over 3 years-is still 
too high, especially considering that 
this program will only serve , at most , 
100,000 participants. This compares to 
the more than 4 million students we 
serve through the Pell Grant Program, 
at a considerably less cost-per-student 
than under the national service initia
tive. 

I am also worried that we are not en
trusting States and local communities 
with a large enough share of the money 
allocated under this legislation. 

Under the conference report, funding 
flows in three different directions: one
third flows directly to the States, one
third to a national corporation for 
competitive bids from the States, and 
one-third would go to the national cor
poration for bids from individual pro
grams and national nonprofit organiza
tions. 

Frankly, if this program is to truly 
benefit the needs of comm uni ties, I be
lieve we should place a larger share of 
the funds with the States, rather than 
with the Federal Government. 

For this reason, I proposed amending 
the bill so that 40 percent of the funds 
went to the States during the first year 
of the · program, 45 percent during the 
second year , and 50 percent by the 
third year. While my amendment was 
accepted in the Senate version of the 
bill , it was removed during the con
ference in favor of the original funding 
formula. 

In addition, the conference report has 
increased the authorization levels for 
this bill beyond what we agreed to in 
the Senate bill. Under the Senate bill , 
we authorize the program to be funded 
at $300 million, $500 million, and $700 
million over 3 years. Al though this is 
still, in my opinion, too much money, 
it was a significant reduction from the 
bill as it was introduced. However, the 
conferees have not only added an addi
tional $180 million to these costs to be 
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spent over 3 years, but also- specifies 
that these funds are to be used for ad
ministrative purposes. 

Mr. President, I find it ironic that 1 
day after the President and Vice Presi
dent announced their plan to reinvent 
Government that we in the Senate are 
voting on a conference report that will 
provide $180 million for administrative 
purposes. I think if you ask the aver
age person on the street if we need to 
spend more money on Government-be
cause that is what we really mean 
when we say administrative purposes
he will tell you, unequivocally, no. 
And, frankly, he would be right. 

But under this bill , not only do we 
decrease the proportion of funds that 
flow to the State-from 50 percent, as 
my amendment provided, down to 33 
percent-but we have also increased 
the proportion of money that goes back 
into the bureaucracy. 

Still , my main concern remains with 
the costs of this program. Rather than 
implementing a new program, I believe 
the Government should place a higher 
priority on existing initiatives encour
aging volunteer work , such as VISTA, 
the Foster Grandparents Program, and 
the current Commission for National 
and Community Service. 

We should also place priority on 
those programs established for the ben
efit of our children and students, such 
as the college work study program, the 
supplemental educational opportunity 
grant, the Perkins Loan Program, and 
the Pell Grant Program. 

These are programs that currently 
are not funded at their full potential. 
In fact, in the case of the Pell grant we 
have had to reduce the amount of the 
maximum award due to a shortage of 
funds. 

That is why I introduced and amend
ment stating that the new Nationai 
Service Program could not be funded 
until we ensured that these existing 
programs were all funded at levels 
meeting or exceeding their fiscal year 
1993 funding levels. My amendment did 
not in any way reduce funding for the 
National Service Program; it merely 
ensured that our priorities are kept in 
place. While my amendment did not 
pass, it did receive 44 votes. 

I have al ways supported efforts to en
courage the spirit of community serv
ice and voluntarism in our commu
nities and will continue to do so. These 
efforts, however, should be led by com
munities to meet their unique needs, 
with minimal intervention by the Fed
eral Government. This bill does not 
meet those needs. 

I will vote against passage of the con
ference report. 

Mr. President, let me try to summa
rize it. First, I hope the American peo
ple understand that we, on this side
most Republicans- took to the floor 
and said the program is too big, and it 
is inconsistent with our times. How 
can we be touting deficit reduction and 

be looking at a $10.2 billion potential 
program? 

That worked. So those who thought 
there was some kind of a negativism on 
this side, that we were bent on 
gridlock, the point of it is that the pro
gram was reduced dramatically. In 
fact, I believe that the bill now is 
about $1.5 billion over 3 years. That is 
still too high, but it is substantially 
less than when the program came to 
the floor and appeared in the Presi
dent 's budget. So that is a good plus. 

Mr. President, I think the American 
people would like to hear what we are 
going to cut so that we can pay for a 
new program of $1.5 billion. I literally 
think the time has come that when you 
put a new program on the books of this 
country costing $1.5 billion, which is 
somewhat of a pilot program, clearly, 
it is not going to have a major effect. 
It is 100,000 people compared with 4 
million that get help under the Pell 
Grant System. I believe the time has 
come when you would reach the floor 
of the Senate with a new program of 
this size and you would tell the Amer
ican people that out of the 2,800-plus 
American programs on the domestic 
side, we found a few we are going to 
eliminate to pay for a new program 
-not one iota of that anywhere in this 
program. 

It is interesting that we are now 
going to trust-maybe I will change 
that word and say we are going to ex
pect the Appropriations Committee to 
throw up in the air the veterans and 
their money, the housing and its 
money, and put another new program 
in that same subcommittee and say: 
You fix it. 

Frankly, I do not think that is the 
way we ought to be doing business. So 
I rise to lodge my complaint about 
what I think is the wrong way to han
dle reinventing Government, and that 
is to put a new program of this size on 
the books. 

If that was not enough, let me just 
say that while our Senators in con
ference-I join Senator DOLE in words 
of appreciation because the bill is 
clearly much better than when it start
ed, and they did not give to the House 
many of the provisions that might very 
well have caused that bill to fail here. 
I still want to mention the paradox and 
irony that while the President is talk
ing about reinventing Government, 
cutting administrative costs, when this 
bill went to conference with the House, 
what was added-$180 million for ad
ministrative costs. That seems to me 
to be very strange in terms of the time 
and the enthusiasm with which our 
President and Vice President are talk
ing about cutting administrative costs 
and reducing the size of Government. 

So in addition to those i terns, there 
are a few others. I am concerned that 
the States are not going to get enough 
of this money in a flexible manner. We 
did better in the Senate. And I under-

stand that when the Senators went to 
conference perhaps their feeling was 
that not enough Republicans supported 
it so we can give away all of the 
amendments. If that was done , I would 
not say that was the end of the world, 
but clearly some of the amendments 
that prevailed on our side, like a Do
menici amendment that said let us give 
40 percent of this to the States, they 
were dropped, and the States get less in 
a direct program, and the rest they ei
ther compete for or the Federal Gov
ernment runs it out of Washington, DC. 

For these reasons and a few others, I 
will vote "no" and conclude that noth
ing is more important in our country 
than finding ways to have more and 
more volunteers and, in particular, to 
fill the thirst of our young people to do 
more of this. There are millions of 
them doing volunteer work. I do not 
believe a program that could cost as 
much as $40,000 to $45,000 of tax dollars 
for a 2-year stint to encourage volunta
rism and college when far less money 
than that is spent on Pell grants and 
all of the other kinds of student pro
grams and colleges, I do not believe in 
these times we should pay that much 
for this kind of increase in voluntarism 
among our young people. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. KENNEDY. How much time re

mains, Mr. President? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator has 19 minutes remaining. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I yield 

myself 5 minutes. 
Mr. President, over the period of the 

last half hour, I have listened with 
great interest to many of those who 
have expressed opposition to the con
ference report. They, by and large, 
have expressed opposition to the pas
sage of the legislation. Many were op
posed to even the very modest program 
that we introduced 3 years ago to en
able young and old alike to give some
thing back to their country. 

The concept of voluntarism, of par
ticipating in the community and giving 
to the community is as old as the coun
try itself. Obviously, the basic tenet of 
this legislation is to try to expand that 
opportunity for young and old alike, 
and to try to evaluate these programs, 
monitor them and report back to the 
American people and the Congress on 
the changes which are necessary to 
strengthen these programs. 

The fact of the matter is that there 
is nothing self-sustaining about this 
legislation. If this legislation is not 
successful , the American people are not 
going to volunteer for the programs. So 
if these programs become the disaster 
predicted by some of our colleagues, 
then we will have no volunteers and ex
pend no money. We will have the op
portunity to invest in these young and 
old only if they are going to be chal
lenged by the opportunity to serve 
their communities. Second, the Con
gress will not, and should not, fund the 
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program if it is unsuccessful. I do not 
believe this will happen, but if it does 
I would favor cutting the program. 

Some of my colleagues have asked 
why we are funding this program and 
not reducing the budget instead. 

It is interesting to note that we are 
going to debate the Defense authoriza
tion bill in 2 hours. That Defense au
thorization bill, this year, reduces per
sonnel by 144,000 Americans. It costs 
$82,000 for every American to be in the 
armed services. Thus we are reducing 
costs by 144,000 this year times $82,000 
per each one of these. The most we are 
talking about under the Clinton pro
gram is 20,000 individuals serving at 
$15,000 per individual, not $82,000. We 
can fund these individuals at one-sixth 
the cost and provide money for edu
cation to those serving. 

It is so interesting to me that so 
many around here were glad to spend 
that $82,000 on those young people to 
send them to war and are not inter
ested in giving them an opportunity to 
serve in peacetime to help on the war 
against ills in their community. Why is 
spending there OK and here it is not? I 
think it defies logic and good sense. 

With regard to new Government, our 
colleagues are moaning and groaning 
about what happened yesterday on the 
White House lawn about reinventing 
Government, and claim not to see it 
today. Reinventing Government is at 
the heart of service. Authoritative 
evaluations of service programs show a 
benefit to the communities served of 
1.5-2 times the cost. 

This is a new idea-getting some
thing for half of the cost. Without serv
ice someone would have to pay for 
those improvements. For example, 
someone would have to immunize chil
dren in communities that do not have 
a service immunization program. 
Someone will need to care for our sen
ior citizens or provide home care. 
Someone will have to clean up the en
vironment. What has been dem
onstrated over the past is that service 
programs can do it at half the price. 
That is some of what the President is 
talking about by "reinventing Govern
ment." 

So, Mr. President, I find it difficult 
to be persuaded by those who have 
talked about reducing Government ex
penditures when I do not think we 
could have a clearer example than 
what is going to happen here on the 
floor of the U.S. Senate later in the 
afternoon. The cuts in military person
nel could easily fund national service. 

Mr. President, I just want to know 
how much time do I have remaining. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has now spoken for 5 minutes, and 
he has 14 minutes remaining. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I just 
yield myself 2 minutes because I see 
my colleagues on the floor. 

Mr. President, our colleagues mis
state facts time and time again and re-

peat them time and time again, which 
may be persuasive to some people but 
it does not make them true. 

The purpose of this legislation is to 
have 1,450,000 individuals serving this 
year, not 20,000. Some of those serving 
will be in the National Service Trust 
program which we have been debating. 
Others are going to be those 750,000 ele
mentary, secondary and college stu
dents, serving in unstipended service 
learning programs. For example, a 
young high school student who got $100 
in the State of Vermont from a pro
gram just like the one that we are sup
porting here. She wanted to have alco
hol-free graduations and used that $100 
to solicit the various businesses in her 
community. She got their support and 
the graduation was alcohol-free. Other 
high school seniors saw that program 
and followed her lead. I daresay that 
that $100 investment has had an impact 
in most every high school in the State 
of Vermont. One hundred dollars-is 
that the new bloated Federal program 
which these critics want us to resist? 

Those are the kinds of service pro
grams that we have seen throughout 
time. What history has demonstrated 
in our society is when you give Ameri
cans an opportunity to do it they will 
do it. 

God bless those people who helped 
with the floods. But not every person is 
able to have done that. Not every per
son is going to have the financial re
sources so that they can go out there 
and volunteer. Voluntarism is not de
fined by the size of your pocketbook or 
your wallet. 

There are needy children. There are 
needy grownups in our society who 
want to give something back, and they 
should not be denied that opportunity. 

This legislation creates that oppor
tunity, and it deserves the support of 
this body. 

I withhold the remainder of my time. 
I see my friend and colleague from 
California. 

Mrs. BOXER addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. KENNEDY. I am glad to yield. 
Mrs. BOXER. I need 1 or 2 minutes. 
Mr. KENNEDY. I yield the time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from California is recognized for 2 
minutes. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I would 
like to express to Senator KENNEDY 
how much I appreciate his leadership 
on this bill. There are incredible things 
that are often thrown in the way of 
progress, thrown in the way of moving 
forward. 

Now people are saying, well, if we are 
reinventing Government why are we . 
doing this? Why are we having this new 
idea? 

What reinventing Government means 
is getting rid of the things that do not 
work and moving forward with new 
ideas that do work. 

So I am very pleased that after all 
this debate and the hours and hours of 
filibuster that we went through that 
the time is coming that we will be able 
to pass this legislation. And I think all 
of us, whether Democrats or Repub
licans, when we see those people at 
work giving their time, obtaining 
money for a college education, we will 
be very pleased. And I think that this 
kind of program is what we do talk 
about when we talk about reinventing 
Government. 

It is looking at our young people and 
appealing to what is best in them. 

So I would be very pleased to join the 
chairman of the committee and my 
colleague from Pennsylvania, Senator 
WOFFORD, who worked so hard, in see
ing that this bill becomes the law. 

I yield back to my colleague from 
Massachusetts. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. KENNEDY. I am glad to yield 2 
minutes to the Senator from Penn
sylvania. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, inven
tion often is putting together old 
things that are good into something 
new. 

Franklin Roosevelt said, "The best 
thing I ever did was the CCC." The Ci
vilian Conservation Corps program 
turned the lives around of 1.5 million 
to 2 million young people before they 
went into the national service of World 
War II. 

The GI bill was the next great thing 
we did in this country, in my opinion. 

And then there was the Peace Corps, 
which was the best thing President 
Kennedy did in many respects. 

This idea combines those three prov
en approaches into something that is 
new but draws on the best of the Amer
ican tradition. 

De Tocqueville said that "The river 
of voluntary service flows through the 
heart of American history." And that 
river is flowing again with this bill and 
with these new opportunities for full
time service in the tradition of the 
CCC, the Peace Corps, and the best of 
the military. We will have a further ex
plosion and quantum jump of volunteer 
part-time service in this country. 

There is not a contradiction. There is 
a new invention here which America 
has been waiting for, and we have a 
chance to start it on its path today. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I must 

once again oppose this legislation 
which, in my view, has a noble goal, 
but a faulty game plan. The conference 
report on national and community 
service is an improvement over the 
Senate-passed version in that such 
sums, authorized in the second and 
third years of the program have been 
replaced with real dollar figures of $500 
million and $700 million respectively. 
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But add those sums to the $300 million 
authorized for the first year and we are 
talking about a very hefty piece of 
change for the American taxpayer. As 
one who constantly grapples with the 
dilemma of answering real funding 
needs against the backdrop of frighten
ing budget deficits, I well understand 
the motivation behind trying to com
bine the need for volunteer service in 
America with the goal of furthering 
the education and training of the vol
unteers. It is an innovative and cre
ative blending of two national needs. 
But, these simply are not the times to 
test and fund new programs of this 
scale. We have massive deficits and tre
mendous requirements to pay for exist
ing programs in these same areas, 
which presently cannot be fully met. 

I believe that the organizational con
cepts embodied in this conference re
port are too untried to risk its enact
ment. Should these programmatic 
structures prove faulty, we will waste 
millions of taxpayer dollars and, nearly 
as bad, we will disappoint millions of 
our citizens who think they see so 
much promise in this new approach. 
Sometimes risks are worth taking. 
Sometimes they are not. Vision and 
creativity are fine, but so is the wis
dom to walk away from a bad bet, espe
cially if one is betting with other peo
ple's money. 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, few peo
ple would disagree that service to one's 
country is an important, and often nec
essary, method by which this Nation 
addresses many of its unsolved prob
lems. We need only look at the efforts 
taking place as a result of the terrible 
flooding along the Mississippi River. 
To cope with this tragedy, neighbors 
are helping neighbors, and residents 
living in States not directly affected 
by the flooding are helping their fellow 
Americans who they have never met 
but who have lost their homes and 
their livelihoods. 

This experience is not unique. In 
fact, the spirit of service is one of the 
strongest threads woven through the 
fabric of American society. The history 
of our Nation is really the history of 
service efforts, and today's volunteers 
are carrying on the strong tradition of 
community assistance that began with 
the earliest settlers in New England. 
Before we even had an organized gov
ernment, we had communities which 
relied on a strong service system. 
Whether it was fighting a fire, raising 
a barn, teaching the young, or caring 
for the sick, our comm uni ties had to 
pull together and work for the common 
good to survive and prosper. 

Even the formation of our great 
democratic Government was molded by 
community servants. The Minutemen, 
Benjamin Franklin, and Paul Revere
all were volunteers helping in large and 
small ways to shape a new Nation. In 
later years, community service contin
ued to help shape our social history. 

Those people who worked the under
ground railroad, tended to the wounded 
on the Civil War battlefields, fought to 
end child labor in sweat shops, spear
headed the women's suffrage move
ment, faced menacing crowds and 
firehoses to fight for civil rights-all 
these are unsung heroes who shaped 
the development of our Nation by do
nating their time, talent, and dedica
tion for the common good. 

Now, perhaps more than ever, we 
need to return to this spirit of commu
nity and unselfish sharing. Although, 
as a nation, we are faced with great op
portunities, we also face many prob
lems-poverty, drugs, teenage preg
nancy, lack of heal th care, unemploy
ment, closed businesses, natural disas
ters, homelessness, and moral depri va
tion. We are unsure of the future and in 
need of a new dedication of purpose. 
Dag Hammarskjold, former Secretary 
of the United Nations, once said that, 
"You have not done enough, you have 
never done enough, so long as it is still 
possible that you have something to 
contribute." 

Today, there are countless ways 
Americans are serving their commu
nities-by teaching children and adults 
to read, teaching job skills, helping 
small businesses, being role models for 
fatherless boys and teenage mothers, 
providing companionship to home
bound older persons, holding AIDS ba
bies, spending time with terminally ill 
children and disabled individuals, driv
ing people to the doctor, assisting bat
tered women, or building houses for the 
homeless. Study after study shows that 
even just a few hours a week or a cou
ple of times a month spent in a one-on
one relationship with a small child, a 
troubled teenager, an overstressed fam
ily' or a lonely older person makes an 
enormous amount of difference to that 
person and the community and simply 
cannot be duplicated by any govern
ment program. 

Thus, the debate in the Senate on na
tional service has not been about the 
benefits of service. Rather, the debate 
has been about the answer to two very 
important questions: What role should 
the Federal Government have in na
tional service? Given our country's 
current fiscal restraints, is the bill be
fore us now the best way to return to 
the spirit of community service? 

Clearly, Congress has already decided 
that the Federal Government has an 
important role in promoting service, 
and I have played an active role in this 
effort. The Federal Government cur
rently supports many service pro
grams, including the Volunteers in 
Service to America [VISTA] program, 
Special Volunteer Programs, and the 
Older Americans Volunteer Programs. 
Just 3 years ago, this body, with my 
support, passed the National and Com
munity Service Act, which expanded 
full-time and part-time service oppor
tunities for all citizens. Last year, I 

joined Senator NUNN and others in pro
moting service efforts through a pro
gram in the fiscal year 1993 Defense au
thorization bill to allow military mem
bers to transition to critical civilian 
jobs, such as police and teachers. Un
fortunately, the program was not fund
ed in the appropriations process. More 
recently, I held a forum on voluntarism 
in my own State of Maine to issue a 
challenge to our growing senior popu
lation to use their experience and tal
ents to serve the public good. 

In addition to deciding that the Fed
eral Government should be involved in 
community service, Congress has de
termined that the Federal Government 
has an important role in helping stu
dents and parents-of all income lev
els-afford post-secondary education. 
Again, this is a position I have long 
supported. Last year, for example, this 
body, with my active backing, passed 
the Higher Education Amendments 
which increased access to financial aid 
for students and families, increased the 
amount of grants and loans available 
to students, and simplified the applica
tion process. More specifically, the leg
islation created an unsubsidized Staf
ford loan program so that all students, 
regardless of income, would be able to 
obtain a student loan. In addition, the 
legislation removed borrowing limits 
on Federal PLUS loans to parents who 
are funding their child's education. 

The national service legislation be
fore us now combines these two impor
tant objectives-promoting community 
service and helping students afford 
post-secondary education and job 
training. The conference report rep
resents a somewhat modified version of 
the bill originally introduced in the 
Senate several months ago. That bill 
would have authorized $389 million in 
new Federal spending for the new na
tional service program and would have 
provided national participants with 
$5,000 in educational benefits for a term 
of service regardless of their income 
level. For many Senators, including 
myself, the legislation was 
unpalatable. 

Because of my serious concerns with 
the administration's . proposal and my 
continued support for the concept of 
national service, I joined with Senator 
KASSEBAUM and other colleagues in 
supporting an alternative national 
service proposal. I was attracted to the 
alternative proposal's reduced cost, its 
lower educational award amount, and 
its measured approach to implement
ing this expensive but potentially valu
able programs. 

While this alternative bill was not 
adoped, the administration and sup
porters of Senator KENNEDY'S legisla
tion recognized that many Senators 
supported national service but could 
not support a program with such a high 
price tag. Accordingly, a process of ne
gotiation and compromise was initi
ated and ultimately led to reductions 
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in overall program costs. For this rea
son, I indicated before the August re
cess that I would vote to conclude de
bate on the national service bill. 

Despite this, I continue to have two 
significant concerns with the current 
national service proposal. First, when 
we talk about national service, I am 
afraid that we, as legislators, are talk
ing out of both sides of our mouths. 
While I agree that the Federal Govern
ment could do more to encourage serv
ice efforts in this country, I have a se
rious problem with our commitment, 
on the one hand, to control the deficit 
and, on the other hand, to create a new 
expensive Federal program. I believe 
that the $1.5 billion total amount for 
the next 3 years, which is authorized by 
the conference report, represents a 
huge cost to this country's taxpaying 
citizens, a cost that is likely to esca
late dramatically in the coming years. 

This country has so many important, 
and more immediate , needs on which to 
spend its money than on a new Federal 
service program, even one that builds 
upon an existing service structure. The 
flood victims, needy students who will 
receive less Federal work-study assist
ance and Perkins loans, workers who 
have lost their jobs-all these people 
require our limited Federal dollars and 
thei.r needs are much more immediate. 

My second major concern with the 
National and Community Service Trust 
Act is its failure to target limited Fed
eral education assistance to those most 
in need and its wastefulness in provid
ing funds to many who do not need the 
aid. The bill would provide $4 ,725 each 
year in educational benefits to na
tional service participants-regardless 
of their ability to help pay for their 
own education-for up to two terms of 
service . I believe that this provision of 
the bill is both unwise and irrespon
sible. Particularly in these pressing 
times, our current fiscal situation de
mands that the Federal Government 
spend its limited education money 
wisely. 

In an effort to resolve my concerns 
on this issue, I prepared an amendment 
that would have ensured available edu
cation benefits go to those participants 
who are most in need. Specifically, my 
amendment would have set the edu
cational award provided to full-time 
national service participants at a mini
mum of $1 ,500 and a maximum of $4,725 
for each term of service and would have 
set the award provided to part-time na
tional service participants at a mini
mum of $750 and a maximum of $2 ,500. 
The actual award amount an individual 
received would have varied depending 
on the participant 's expected family 
contribution as calculated in accord
ance with the Higher Education Act of 
1965. Expected family contribution is 
currently used for most Federal stu
dent aid assistance programs. Unfortu
nately, the amendment failed to pass. 

Because of my serious concerns with 
the current national service bill, I 

could not in good conscience support 
its passage nor can I support the con
ference report. Clearly, opposing a bill 
which promotes a concept I support is 
not easy. If the funding authorization 
level had been further reduced and the 
educational benefit awards had been 
targeted to those individuals who can
not afford to finance their own edu
cations, I could have supported the 
plan. But, as a country, we must make 
hard choices about proposals that are 
well-intentioned and have much sup
port. 

I know this proposal will pass the 
Senate, and that this country will get 
a new national service program. De
spite my doubts about this legislation. 
I assure my colleagues and my con
stituents back home that I will con
tinue to support volunteer service ef
forts throughout this Nation. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I rise 
to express my opposition to the con
ference report on H.R. 2010, the Na
tional and Community Service Trust 
Act of 1993. The President's national 
service plan shortchanges the great 
spirit of American voluntarism by pre
suming that our concerned citizens 
need to be financially compensated in 
order to dedicate themselves to the 
betterment of society. 

The centerpiece of President Clin
ton 's national service bill is a frame
work that would pay participants an 
educational stipend in return for vol
untary activities. This make-work bill 
that pays participants to work in their 
communities will not build civic pride 
or volunteer activism. It will not in
still in the young people of our country 
the importance of giving something 
back freely to their communities. 

My concerns are not in any way with 
the spirit of national service but with 
this legislation in particular. I simply 
do not believe that this measure will 
deliver the results that we all seek to 
promote. It is a budgetbuster that has 
all the makings of becoming an entitle
ment program. The legislation author
izes $300 million in fiscal year 1994, $500 
million in 1995, and $700 million in 1996 
and this is in addition to the $1.5 bil
lion per year for community-service 
type programs already currently au
thorized by Congress. 

The President initially promised all 
students that they could work off their 
educational debts by performing na
tional service. After examining the 
Federal budget, he quickly realized 
that there was not enough funding 
available for such a grandiose plan. 
The President then retreated and of
fered a scaled-back plan that would 
allow around 20,000 students to partici
pate in the first year. 

These participants-regardless of 
their family incomes- would be eligible 
to receive some impressive benefits. 
They would receive awards toward edu
cation or training for each year of serv
ice performed. In addition, participants 

would receive living allowances no less 
than the minimum wage, plus thou
sands of dollars in health care and 
child care benefits. 

The President 's bill turns national 
service into a college grant and job
training program that is more gener
ous by far than the current Pell Grant 
Program. This bill provides $4, 725-
$9, 450 in education assistance-which 
equals the benefits received under the 
GI bill. The average Pell grant in 1991-
92 was $1,335 and the average student 
loan was $416. 

The bill establishes an unnecessary 
bureaucracy-one that ignores the 
strong foundation of the ACTION 
Agency and the Commission on Na
tional Service. State ACTION commit
tees and State committees on national 
service will continue to operate-but 
not necessarily in tandem with the pro
grams established by this legislation. 

The bill neglects an important oppor
tunity to streamline national service 
in this country, and it could compound 
existing inefficiencies by expanding the 
Government bureaucracy. I strongly 
believe that we need to make these 
programs more efficient and more ef
fective not more bloated with Federal 
largess. 

My fine colleague from Kansas, Sen
ator KASSEBAUM, drafted the Repub
lican alternative that would have 
streamlined and integrated current 
volunteer programs and would have al
lowed a transition period for the incor
poration of most existing full-time and 
part-time federally funded volunteer 
programs into a single Federal entity. 
This alternative and was summarily re
jected by Senate Democrats. 

Senate Republicans believe that serv
ice to our Nation should begin at the 
local level. Local entities have a much 
better understanding of where the 
greatest needs are. The President 's na
tional service plan takes a Federal 
command and control approach-feder
ally mandating the application of re
sources at the local levels. 

National service becomes a form of 
handout under President Clinton's 
plan. It is an expensive experiment in 
job training for a very lucky few. We 
can' t afford it. It does not focus suffi
ciently on true voluntarism, local gov-

· ernment autonomy, and the ability of 
local governments to best respond to 
the needs of their constituencies. 

I urge my fellow colleagues to oppose 
the conference report on the National 
and Community Service Trust Act of 
1993. 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, today I 
will cast my vote against H.R. 2010, the 
National and Community Service Trust 
Act. I do so regretfully, because of my 
strong support for the concept of vol
unteer service. 

I recognize and appreciate the enor
mous effort that has gone into this leg
islation. The bill before us today is sig
nificantly improved from the proposal 
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sent to us by the President and those 
who have labored on it should be con
gratulated. But one fundamental flaw 
remains uncorrected. This is not a bill 
about volunteer service. Indeed, some 
have said it looks more like a job 
training bill than it does community 
service. And I find this profoundly dis
turbing. 

Each year, millions of Americans de
vote themselves to self help and com
munity service, and doing so without a 
hand out from the Federal Govern
ment. Whether Big Brothers/Big Sis
ters, Habitat for Humanity, or the Sal
vation Army, America's volunteers 
have been tireless in their selfless ef
forts to reach out to those in need. And 
they do so not because of a paycheck, 
but because it is the right thing to do. 

National and community service is 
an idea we should all be able to em
brace. But the passage of this legisla
tion, I believe, changes in a very sig
nificant way, the nature of volunteer 
service in America-and I cannot sup
port it. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I just 
yield myself 3 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, it 
would be my intention to yield back 
the remainder of the time both for my
self and on behalf of Senator KASSE
BAUM at the conclusion. 

I want to, Mr. President, first of all 
express my great appreciation to all of 
those who have really done so much to 
advance this cause. 

I want to recognize our good friend , 
Senator HARRIS WOFFORD, who was 
there a number of years ago with Presi
dent Kennedy in the development of 
the Peace Corps. He was instrumental 
in helping provide us with some won
derful examples in Pennsylvania when 
we were considering the community 
service program several years ago. He 
has been instrumental in the develop
ment of this legislation in our commit
tee. 

How much time do I have remaining? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator has 7114 minutes. 
Mr. KENNEDY. I yield myself 4 min

utes. 
I also want to acknowledge Senator 

PELL. Senator PELL, as so many of us 
know, has been a leader in education, 
the endowment of the arts and human
ities, the seabed treaty. Going back 
many, many years, he was one of the 
first to propose a community service 
program. 

Our good friend, Senator DODD, a 
member of the Peace Corps, had legis
lation for a number of years and has 
been a very , very strong supporter of 
voluntarism and voluntary programs. 
He chairs the Labor Subcommittee 
which has helped nourish and sustain 
ACTION programs. 

Senator MIKULSKI has stood shoulder 
to shoulder with the initial passage of 

the community service program and 
was enormously active in our commit
tee and also in the debates earlier when 
we were considering the legislation. 
She has been a tireless supporter in 
bringing to the attention of the Amer
ican people the wonderful conservation 
corps in the State of Maryland, and 
many of their other programs as well. 

I acknowledge the leadership of Sen
ator NUNN, Senator BOREN, and Sen
ator ROBB, who were very much in
volved in helping the Democratic Lead
ership Conference to focus on volunta
rism and service programs when they 
developed priorities. They have been 
enormously supportive of this program 
and other initiatives, and I am grateful 
to all of them. Senator SIMON has been 
an outspoken and active proponent for 
the VISTA Literacy Corps. 

I am enormously grateful to our col
league, Senator KASSEBAUM, whom as I 
mentioned earlier has been enormously 
constructive. She differs about the way 
we have approached this issue, but 
nonetheless, this legislation is better 
legislation because of her involvement. 
I appreciate her participation, and her 
willingness, even though she did have 
reservations , to stay and continue to 
propose invaluable recommendations 
and suggestions throughout the proc
ess. 

I am enormously grateful to Senator 
JEFFORDS of Vermont, who has been a 
very strong supporter of the program. 
Many of the lessons that we have 
learned were developed in Vermont. I 
know Senator JEFFORDS was very ac
tive in supporting those programs in 
his State. 

Senator DURENBERGER, as well, 
brought to our attention excellent pro
grams in Minnesota and was really 
enormously helpful and valuable to us 
in his early support for the program. 

Senator HATCH had worked with us 
on the earlier community service pro
gram. Although he has concerns about 
this program, I am sure he will be a 
supporter in the future. 

And we have had a number of our col
leagues, Senator COHEN, Senator 
CHAFEE, Senator SPECTER, Senator 
STEVENS, and a number of other Repub
lican colleagues, who have been enor
mously helpful to us. 

I thank as well the work of our chair
man in the House, Congressman FORD 
of Michigan; and Congressman GUNDER
SON. His testimony indicating why a 
Republican ought to support the meas
ure made an enormously compelling 
case. We introduced his statements and 
comments in the RECORD earlier. 

I want to thank Eli Segal for all of 
his brilliant work, help, and assistance. 
This has been an enormous challenge 
for him, to take the President 's con
ceptual idea and to work very closely 
with Republicans and Democrats in the 
House and Senate alike and build it 
in to the measure as it stands today. 
This legislation bears Eli Segal 's very 
important mark. 

Finally, I think all of us, as I men
tioned earlier, feel that this concept of 
voluntarism and service by Americans, 
young and old alike, really was fanned 
by President Clinton during the course 
of the campaign. I know how strongly 
he believes in this program. It is, I 
know, a top priority for him, both for 
the country and as well as for him per
sonally. I want to express both admira
tion and appreciation for the very 
strong leadership he has provided. 

I am thankful to the majority leader 
for giving us the opportunity to debate 
this issue and to bring it to a conclu
sion. I thank the minority leader, as 
well . I am very hopeful that we will 
have strong bipartisan support. 

The following staff members have 
been especially helpful in enacting na
tional service legislation. I want to ex
tend my thanks to the wonderful work
ers for our committee, particularly my 
staff and Republicans as ·well. They 
have been an extraordinary group of 
men and women who carried this meas
ure along. I am enormously grateful to 
them. 

Nick Littlefield, Senate Labor Com
mittee; Ronald Weich, Senate Labo'r 
Committee; Tom Sander, Senate Labor 
Committee. These three individuals 
ably staffed the national service bill 
throughout the process. In the Edu
cation office of the Senate Labor Com
mittee which I chaired, Susan Shin; 
Jason Matt Alexander, Todd Richman, 
Clark Moore, and earlier Jeff Huang 
and Nellie Todd, all worked long hours 
to ensure this program's success. In ad
dition, I thank Marty Rodgers, Senator 
WOFFORD's staff; Pieter Boelhouwer, 
Senator BOREN's staff; Sarah Flanagan, 
Senator DODD's staff; Suzanne Day, 
Senator DODD's staff; Anita Harewood, 
Senator MIKULSKI's staff; Pam Devitt, 
Senator JEFFORDS' staff; Susan 
Heegaard, and Jon Schroeder, Senator 
DURENBERGER's staff; Judy Wagner, 
Senator SIMON'S staff; and Jason 
Rostenberg and David Evans, Senator 
PELL's staff; Kimberly Barnes O'Con
nor, and Susan Hattan, Senator KASSE
BAUM's office. 

Robin Mahler, Senator METZEN
BAUM's staff; Cheryl Birdsall, Senator 
METZENBAUM's staff; Betty Ann 
Soiefer, Senate Governmental Affairs 
Committee; John Gompers , Senator 
WOFFORD's staff; Kim Weaver, Senate 
Governmental Affairs Committee; 
David Ploden and Lorraine Lewis, also 
with the Governmental Affairs Com
mittee; John Odgen, Senator BUMPER'S 
office ; Cathy O'Brien, Senator NUNN's 
office; Bev Schroeder, Senator HAR
KIN 's office; Sherry Ettleson, Senator 
WELLSTONE's office and Liz Aldridge , 
Senate Legislative Counsel 's office. 

In addition, the following individuals 
have also been invaluable . From the 
White House Office of National Service: 
Eli Segal , Jack Lew, Shirley Sagawa, 
Robert Gordon, Jr . From the House of 
Representatives, Gene Sofer on the 
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House Education and Labor Commit
tee. Furthermore, the Coalition for Na
tional and Community Service, under 
the supervision of Sara Hartman, and 
the People for the American Way, as
sisted by Tracy Sivitz, were very help
ful in registering the support of Ameri
cans for the national service legisla
tion. 

Mrs. BOXER addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from California. 
Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I ask the 

Chair if it is possible for this Senator 
to speak in morning business prior to 
the vote? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair advises the Senator from Califor
nia that she may proceed by unani
mous consent. 

Mrs. BOXER. I ask unanimous con
sent to proceed in morning business for 
up to 15 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. KENNEDY. Reserving the right 
to object. 

If it is agreeable, what I would like 
to do is yield back our time and their 
time and ask for the yeas and nays and 
leave it up to the leadership. I under
stood we were going to be voting mo
mentarily but did not want to leave 
this unresolved. 

So if the Senator would withhold for 
just a moment, I yield back the re
mainder of my time, and I ask unani
mous consent that I may yield back 
the remainder of Senator KASSEBAUM's 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Hearing none, it is so ordered. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 

for the yeas and nays on the legisla
tion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? There is a s~fficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, the Senator from California 
is recognized for up to 15 minutes. 

Mrs. BOXER. I thank the Chair. 
(Mr. ROBB assumed the chair.) 

NORTH AMERICAN FREE-TRADE 
AGREEMENT [N AFT A] 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, for 
months I have talked to those who will 
be impacted by the N AFT A: businesses, 
workers, local governments, border 
communities, and other interested 
Californians. I have listened to testi
mony about the agreement and have 
read studies and reports that assess the 
impact of the N AFT A on the economy 
of the United States and California. I 
have studied the side agreement as ex
plained by the administration. 

I have decided to vote against 
NAFTA. In my view, this 1993 NAFTA 
is not good for America and it is not 
good for California. 

The NAFTA side agreements do not 
provide sufficient protections for work
ers and our environment. 

First, the NAFTA side agreement on 
the environment should have provided 
for a specific source of funds and a de
tailed plan to clean-up environmental 
pollution on the border between Mexico 
and the United States. It doesn't. 
Under the side agreement, there is no 
guarantee that the untreated sewage 
from Tijuana will stop pouring into the 
San Diego beaches, forcing them to 
close for fear that swimmers will be in
fected. And, there is no guarantee that 
pollution from Mexico will stop finding 
its way into the United States via the 
New River. 

The Wall Street Journal reported 
today that Mexico is building a coal
powered generating plant just 20 miles 
south of Texas. This facility will not 
use the pollution control equipment 
that is required for plants in the Unit
ed States. The emissions from this 
plant and others nearby threaten to de
grade the quality of air throughout the 
Southwest. The Park Service estimates 
that the plume from this plant could 
reduce visibility by 30 percent or more 
at Big Bend National Park-which is 
150 miles northwest. 

The side agreement should have con
tained language that guarantees pro
tection of current U.S. and California 
environmental standards against un
fair trade charges. Under the side 
agreement, California's strong laws 
protecting our air, our rivers, and our 
coasts, and Federal laws protecting 
marine mammals could be vulnerable 
to challenge. Our Federal and State 
laws preventing the import of food 
grown with the use of damaging pes
ticides could be vulnerable to chal
lenge. 

Second, the side agreement on labor 
should have included a specific plan to 
assist American workers who lose their 
jobs when American plants move their 
operations south. It didn't. There is no 
specific funding mechanism. There are 
no guarantees that we will have the re
sources needed when it comes time to 
retrain workers. 

But it may come as a surprise that 
NAFTA negotiators were able to write 
into the text of the NAFTA substantial 
protections and standards for corporate 
investment and business property. 
About 5 of the 22 NAFTA chapters were 
dedicated to protections for investors. 
So we protect those wealthy investors 
but not the not-so-wealthy middle 
class. 

How does NAFTA protect business? 
N AFT A article 1110 would limit the 
ability of Mexico to nationalize foreign 
property. Other business protections 
are found in article 1106 and article 
1109. 

Chapter 17 of the NAFTA addresses 
other corporate concerns, dealing with 
intellectual property protection. 

Business interests have all their pro
tections in the body of the NAFTA. 

Where are the protections for our 
workers? Where are the protections for 
our environment? 

I say: If we can establish standards 
and protections for our business inter
ests, then we should have established 
standards and protections for our 
workers and our environment. The side 
agreements should have done this. And, 
they did not. 

Third, I am concerned that the 
NAFTA could have a seriously damag
ing impact on this Nation's economic 
recovery. 

The U.S. economy is sluggish. 
Growth is low and job creation is un
even. California is especially troubled: 
unemployment in my State is running 
at roughly 9 percent and workers con
tinue to fear for their jobs as we cope 
with defense conversion and corporate 
downsizing. 

The Clinton administration has 
taken some strong steps that will help 
our economy-deficit reduction, de
fense conversion through dual-use 
technology grants, tax incentives to 
our high-technology businesses, real 
estate provisions to boost economic re
covery. But, we still face slow growth. 

Economists' predictions about the , 
impact of NAFTA on American jobs 
range from short-term losses in the 
thousands to losses of hundreds of 
thousands. With our economy in this 
weak and troubled state, we simply 
should not take the NAFTA gamble. I 
will not gamble with something as crit
ical as California's jobs and its eco
nomic recovery. 

Make no mistake, with the NAFTA, 
American companies will move south 
and jobs will be lost. With the current 
political climate, no industry would 
willingly admit a plan to move oper
ations to Mexico. But, columnist Rich
ard Reeves reported last week: An 
anonymous American clothing pro
ducer admits that its workers in Mex
ico can make shirts and dresses of the 
same quality as American workers at 
about one-tenth of the pay. When the 
$11 million a year in United States tar
iffs are eliminated under the NAFTA, 
this producer intends to use the money 
to move more of its work force to Mex
ico; and a CEO of a Michigan manufac
turer of refrigeration equipment says 
that manufacturing operations will be 
moved to Mexico under the NAFTA. 

The Wall Street Journal reported a 
poll that shows 40 percent of senior ex
ecutives of 455 major United States 
manufacturing companies agree that it 
is very likely or somewhat likely that 
his or her company will shift some pro
duction to Mexico if the NAFTA is 
ratified. 

Time and again California commu
nities have seen companies drawn to 
Mexico by the lure of low-wage work
ers. Watsonville, CA, knows this story 
only too well. Watsonville has for dec
ades provided the families of this coun
try with broccoli, cauliflower, and 
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other vegetables. In 1983, Green Giant 
in California moved its vegetable proc
essing facilities to Mexico-costing 
Watsonville 800 jobs. In 1989, the com
pany decided to use Mexican-grown 
broccoli and cauliflower-meaning 380 
more lost jobs in Watsonville. Other 
companies employing people in this 
community also moved south-throw
ing roughly 9,000 people out of work. 

Families were strained. Unemploy
ment benefits, food stamps, and other 
social services were burdened. And, 
local governments struggled as reve
nues dropped. 

Preserving manufacturing jobs is 
critical to our national economic 
health and to our Democratic system. 
Richard Reeves said in his NAFTA col-
umn: 

The overwhelming goal of American de
mocracy has to be the preservation of a pros
perous and overwhelming American middle 
class. If we lose the middle class we will lose 
the democracy. If reasonably educated and 
hard-working Americans cannot provide for 
their fam111es, we could end up trading free 
trade for freedom itself. 

I will not support a trade agreement 
that has the potential to divide our 
country into two halves: The most 
wealthy who reap the gains from their 
investments in Mexico, and those dis
placed by the trade pact who are forced 
into jobs paying little more than a 
minimum wage. This country needs to 
maintain its middle class. 

Supporters of NAFTA say that new 
export jobs will be created in the Unit
ed States when American exports to 
Mexico increase. But, the truth is: 
many Mexican workers cannot even af
ford the TV's and refrigerators that 
they produce. How many cars and com
puters and communications devices 
can they afford to buy from us? I don't 
count on Mexican workers to be able to 
afford a new wave of high-technology 
advanced American products given 
their low wages. The minimum wage in 
Mexico is $4.21 per day. 

The threat that American companies 
can move operations to Mexico will 
have the affect of driving United States 
wages down. As a result, many Ameri
cans will see their standard of living 
drop. 

And, in years to come, companies 
seeking to create new products and 
processes that require retraining of ex
isting workers may close their doors 
and move to where workers can be 
trained for less. It is obviously cheaper 
to train workers in Mexico for $1 per 
hour than to retrain American workers 
for $10 per hour. 

We have failed to lay the foundations 
necessary for the kind of massive eco
nomic integration of such disparate 
economies. 

In 1992, the United States GDP was 
roughly $6 trillion-compared to a $334 
billion Mexican economy. Mexico's 
economy is 5 percent of the United 
States GDP. 

The Mexican Government keeps 
wages artificially low, even as worker 

productivity continues to grow. And, 
workers are unable to fight for higher 
wages because unions are discouraged 
and outspoken workers are intimi
dated, harassed, and often fired. 

Mexico's wages are also driven down 
by Mexico's child laws. Mexico allows 
14- and 15-year-old children to work up 
to 36 hours a week, even during the 
school year. Instead of hiring adults 
who expect a living wage, many indus
tries rely on those most vulnerable 
members of Mexican society-almost 
one-third of Mexico's work force are 
children. 

Despite dramatic differences in our 
economies, no steps have been taken to 
ease the way. In contrast, the Euro
pean Community admits new members 
slowly. Countries with lower wages and 
less developed infrastructure are inte
grated carefully in order to avoid mas
sive economic dislocation. They are 
not admitted until they can meet cer
tain standards and levels of economic 
development. The EC clearly recog
nizes the need to harmonize workplace 
standards and minimum wages during 
the process of integration-11 of the 12 
EC members agreed to negotiate a so
cial charter to deal with these issues. 

We can assist and promote economic 
development in Mexico, and all of 
Latin America, in a manner, that does 
not threaten American jobs and stand
ard of living. 

I oppose NAFTA. But I support trade 
with Mexico and all of Latin America. 
I support increasing American exports 
and creating new export jobs. I support 
a Latin American initiative that fo
cuses directly on balanced economic 
development. In my opion, if prior ad
ministrations had focused more on eco
nomic development in Latin America 
and less on providing weapons, we 
might be seeing economies south of our 
border that are now flourishing. Now 
let's start sending teams, of econo
mists and experts in democracy in
stead, and get our neighbors to the 
south ready for a future NAFTA. Let's 
support Senator HOLLINGS idea of a 
common market for the Americas. 

The era of mistakes in Latin Amer
ican foreign policy has ended. We 
should not begin a new era with an
other mistake. NAFTA is not good for 
America and is not goO'd for California. 

The side agreements fail the test of 
simplicity and the timing is off. In 
booming times our economy might be 
able to absorb the job loss NAFTA will 
bring. But, America is in a period of 
streamlining, deficit reduction and 
consolidation-both in the private and 
public sectors. This is good for the 
foundations of economic growth. We 
are doing what we must do after years 
of neglect-the Clinton/Gore reinvent
ing government proposal is part of it. 
And, I applaud it. But given the uncer
tain economic times, the timing for 
N AFT A is off. 

Let's defeat NAFTA. Let's continue 
to get our economic house in order. 

Let's launch a Latin American initia
tive to build the foundations of a fu
ture trade arrangement. This approach 
is a sound approach for our working 
people, for our environment, and for 
our Nation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
allocated to the Senator from Califor
nia has expired. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I have a 
unanimous consent request that has 
been cleared on the Republican side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator may proceed. 

REMOVAL OF INJUNCTION OF SE
CRECY-INVESTMENT TREATY 
DOCUMENTS NOS. 103-11, 103-12, 
103-13, AND 103-14 
Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, on be

half of the majority leader, as in execu
tive session, I ask unanimous consent 
that the injunction of secrecy be re
moved from the following four treaties 
transmitted to the Senate today by the 
President of the United States: 

Investment Treaty with the Republic 
of Armenia, Treaty Document No. 103-
11; 

Investment Treaty with the Republic 
of Kazakhstan, Treaty Document No. 
103-12; 

Investment Treaty with the Republic 
of Kyrgyzstan, Treaty Document No. 
103-13; 

Investment Treaty with the Republic 
of Moldova, Treaty Document No. 103-
14. 

I further ask that the treaties be con
sidered as having been read the first 
time; that they be referred, with ac
companying papers, to the Committee 
on Foreign Relations and ordered to be 
printed; and that the President's mes
sages be printed in the RECORD. 

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

The messages of the President are as 
follows: 

To the Senate of the United States: 
With a view to receiving the advice 

and consent of the Senate to ratifica
tion, I transmit herewith the Treaty 
Between the United States of America 
and the Republic of Armenia Concern
ing the Reciprocal Encouragement and 
Protection of Investment, signed at 
Washington on September 23, 1992. Also 
transmitted for the information of the 
Senate is the report of the Department 
of State with respect to this Treaty. 

The Treaty will establish an agreed
U:pon legal basis for the protection and 
encouragement of investment. This 
Treaty thus forms an integral part of 
the framework for expanding trade and 
investment relations between the Unit
ed States and the countries of the 
former Soviet Union. It is designed to 
encourage economic opportunity-for 
investment, trade, and growth-in both 
countries. It will assist Armenia in its 
transition to a market economy by 
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strengthening the role of the private 
sector and by encouraging appropriate 
macroeconomic and structural policies. 

The Treaty is fully consistent with 
U.S. policy toward international and 
domestic investment. A specific tenet, 
reflected in this Treaty, is that U.S. in
vestment abroad and foreign invest
ment in the United States should re
ceive fair, equitable, and nondiscrim
inatory treatment. Under this Treaty, 
the Parties also agree to international 
law · standards for expropriation and 
compensation for expropriation, free 
transfers of funds associated with in
vestments, freedom of investments 
from performance requirements, and 
the investor's freedom to choose to re
solve disputes with the host govern
ment through international arbitra
tion. 

I recommend that the Senate con
sider this Treaty as soon as possible, 
and give its advice and consent to rati
fication of the Treaty at an early date. 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, September 7, 1993. 

To the Senate of the United States: 
With a view to receiving the ad vice 

and consent of the Senate to ratifica
tion, I transmit herewith the Treaty 
Between the United States of America 
and the Republic of Kazakhstan Con
cerning the Reciprocal Encouragement 
and Protection of Investment, signed 
at Washington on May 19, 1992. Also 
transmitted for the information of the 
Senate is the report of the Department 
of State with respect to this Treaty. 

The Treaty will establish an agreed
upon legal basis for the protection and 
encouragement of investment. This 
Treaty thus forms an integral part of 
the framework for expanding trade and 
investment relations between the Unit
ed States and the countries of the 
former Soviet Union. It is designed to 
encourage economic opportunity-in
cluding investment, trade, and 
growth-in both countries. It will as
sist Kazakhstan in its transition to a 
market economy by strengthening the 
role of the private sector and by en
couraging appropriate macroeconomic 
and structural policies. 

The Treaty is fully consistent with 
U.S. policy toward international and 
domestic investment. A specific tenet, 
reflected in this Treaty, is that U.S. in
vestment abroad and foreign invest
ment in the United States should re
ceive fair, equitable, and nondiscrim
inatory treatment. Under this Treaty, 
the Parties also agree to international 
law standards for expropriation and 
compensation for expropriation, free 
transfers of funds associated with in
vestments, freedom of investments 
from performance requirements, and 
the investor's freedom to choose to re
solve disputes with the host govern
ment through international arbitra
tion. 

I recommend that the Senate con
sider this Treaty as soon as possible, 

and give its advice and consent to rati
fication of the Treaty at an early date. 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, September 7, 1993. 

To the Senate of the United States: 
With a view of receiving the advice 

and consent of the Senate to ratifica
tion, I transmit herewith the Treaty 
Between the United States of America 
and the Kyrgyz Republic Concerning 
the Encouragement and Reciprocal 
Protection of Investment, signed at 
Washington on January 19, 1993. Also 
transmitted for the information of the 
Senate is the report of the Department 
of State with respect to this Treaty. 

The Treaty will establish an agreed
upon legal basis for the protection and 
encouragement of investment. This 
Treaty thus forms an integral part of 
the framework for expanding trade and 
investment relations between the Unit
ed States and the countries of the 
former Soviet Union. It is designed to 
encourage economic opportunity-for 
investment, trade, and growth-in both 
countries. It will assist Kyrgyzstan in 
its transition to a market economy by 
strengthening the role of the private 
sector and by encouraging appropriate 
macroeconomic and structural policies. 

The Treaty is fully consistent with 
U.S. policy toward international and 
domestic investment. A specific tenet, 
reflected in this Treaty, is that U.S. in
vestment abroad and foreign invest
ment in the United States should re
ceive fair, equitable, and nondiscrim
inatory treatment. Under this Treaty, 
the Parties also agree to international 
law standards for expropriation and 
compensation for expropriation, free 
transfers of funds associated with in
vestments, freedom of investments 
from performance requirements, and 
the investor's freedom to choose to re
solve disputes with the host govern
ment through international arbitra
tion. 

I recommend that the Senate con
sider this Treaty as soon as possible, 
and give its advice and consent to rati
fication of the Treaty at an early date. 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, September 7, 1993. 

To the Senate of the United States.~ 
With a view to receiving the advice 

and consent of the Senate to ratifica
tion, I transmit herewith the Treaty 
Between the United States of America 
and the Republic of Moldova Concern
ing the Encouragement and Reciprocal 
Protection of Investment, with Proto
col and related exchange of letters, 
signed at Washington on April 21, 1993. 
Also transmitted for the information of 
the Senate is the report of the Depart
ment of State with respect to this 
Treaty. 

The Treaty will establish an agreed
upon legal basis for the protection and 
encouragement of investment. This 
Treaty thus forms an integral part of 
the framework for expanding trade and 

investment relations between the Unit
ed States and the countries of the 
former Soviet Union. It is designed to 
encourage economic opportunity-in
cluding investment, trade, and 
growth-in both countries. It will as
sist Moldova in its transition to a mar
ket economy by strengthening the role 
of the private sector and by encourag
ing appropriate macroeconomic and 
structural policies. 

The Treaty is fully consistent with 
U.S. policy toward international and 
domestic · investment. A specific tenet, 
reflected in this Treaty, is that U.S. in
vestment abroad and foreign invest
ment in the United States should re
ceive fair, equitable, and nondiscrim
inatory treatment. Under this Treaty, 
the Parties also agree to international 
law standards for expropriation and 
compensation for expropriation, free 
transfers of funds associated with in
vestments, freedom of investments 
from performance requirements, and 
the investor's freedom to choose to re
solve disputes with the host govern
ment through international arbitra
tion. 

I recommend that the Senate con
sider this Treaty as soon as possible, 
and give its advice and consent to rati
fication of the Treaty, with Protocol 
and related exchange of letters, at an 
early date. 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, September 7, 1993. 

Mrs. BOXER. I suggest the absence of 
a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

NATIONAL AND COMMUNITY SERV
ICE TRUST ACT OF 1993--CON
FERENCE REPORT 
The Senate continued consideration 

of the conference report. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the question is on 
agreeing to the conference report on 
H.R. 2010, the national service bill. The 
yeas and nays have been ordered. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen
ator from West Virginia [Mr. ROCKE
FELLER] is necessarily absent. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the 
Senator from Texas [Mrs. HUTCHISON] 
and the Senator from· Alaska [Mr. MUR
KOWSKI] are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Alaska 
[Mr. MURKOWSKI] would vote "nay." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber 
who desire to vote? 
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The result was announced-yeas 57, 

nays 40, as follows: 
[Rollcall Vote No. 249 Leg.] 

YEAS---57 
Akaka Feinstein Mikulski 
Baucus Ford Mitchell 
Biden Glenn Moseley-Braun 
Bingaman Graham Moynihan 
Boren Harkin Murray 
Boxer Hatfield Nunn 
Bradley Heflin Pell 
Breaux Inouye Pryor 
Bryan J effords Reid 
Bumpers Johnston Riegle 
Campbell Kennedy Robb 
Cha fee Kerry Sar banes 
Conrad Kohl Sasser 
Daschle Lau ten berg Shelby 
DeConclnl Leahy Simon 
Dodd Levin Specter 
Dorgan Lieberman Stevens 
Duren berger Mathews Wellstone 
Feingold Metzenbaum Wofford 

NAYS--40 
Bennett Exon Mack 
Bond Faircloth McCain 
Brown Gorton McConnell 
Burns Gramm Nickles 
Byrd Grassley Packwood 
Coats Gregg Pressler 
Cochran Hatch Roth 
Cohen Helms Simpson 
Coverdell Hollings Smith 
Craig Kassebaum Thurmond 
D"Amato Kempthorne Wallop 
Danforth Kerrey Warner 
Dole Lott 
Domenic! Lugar 

NOT VOTING-3 
Hutchison Murkowskl Rockefeller 

So the conference report was agreed 
to . 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. MITCHELL. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1994 
The Senate continued with the con

sideration of the bill. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the Senate will con
tinue with the consideration of S. 1298. 

The pending amendment is No. 780 of
fered by the Senator from Wyoming, 
Senator WALLOP. 

The Chair recognizes the majority 
leader. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, for 
the information of Senators, we have 
now returned to consideration of the 
Department of Defense authorization 
bill. 

Mr. President, I merely want to in
form Senators that there are a number 
of amendments which will be offered to 
the pending Department of Defense au
thorization bill. If we are to complete 
action on this bill this week, which as 
I stated earlier in the week and indeed 
prior to the August recess, it is my in
tention that Senators will have to be 
prepared for lengthy sessions today and 
throughout the day tomorrow. 

So I encourage those Senators who 
wish to complete action this week to 

adjust their schedules so that we can 
proceed during the remainder of today 
and tomorrow to get as much of this 
bill done as possible and to get as many 
of these controversial amendments 
which are to be offered disposed of as 
promptly as possible. 

Mr. President, I want to discuss with 
the manager the matter of the schedule 
for the next amendment or amend
ments. I , therefore, suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unl;l.nimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
WELLSTONE). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I am 

advised by the managers and Senator 
WALLOP that they have reached agree
ment on the Wallop amendment and 
that the amendment will shortly be 
disposed of without the necessity for a 
rollcall vote. 

I am further advised by Senator 
BYRD that he intends, as is his right, to 
seek recognition thereafter to offer an 
amendment relating to Somalia. 

I have discussed the matter with Sen
ator BYRD, Senator DOLE, Senator 
NUNN, and others, and, accordingly, I 
now ask unanimous consent that, when 
Senator BYRD offers his amendment re
garding Somalia, no amendments be in 
order to that amendment, other than 
one to be offered by the majority lead
er or his designee. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, and I will not ob
ject. The reason I will not object is 
that the distinguished majority leader 
has the first right of recognition. So , 
while I will offer an amendment, I can
not offer an amendment to my amend
ment unless there has been some ac
tion on my first amendment. And if I 
ask for the yeas and nays, I lose the 
right to the floor and the majority 
leader has the first right of recogni
tion. So it would be futile for me to at
tempt to deal with that kind of situa
tion, so I will not object. The majority 
leader will get his right one way or an
other, so I am not going to object to 
the request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. DOLE. Reserving the right to ob
ject, and I shall not object. I have had 
an opportunity to briefly be apprised of 
the amendment by the distinguished 
President pro tempore, Senator BYRD. I 
have publicly expressed many of the 
concerns he has expressed for the past 
several months. In fact, I praised Sen-

ator BYRD because he has called our at
tention to something that should be 
addressed. 

I think it is fair to say we· did have a 
meeting this morning at the White 
House with the President. I believe 
that somewhere between where Sen
ator BYRD is and the President may be 
on the issue, there may be another op
portunity, and I am prepared to work 
with the majority leader. 

I also feel, as Senator BYRD does, 
that we need to define some role for 
Congress in this area, and that it is 
sort of a mission without any clear
cut, clearly defined ending or role for 
the United States, vis-a-vis the United 
Nations. 

So , I will not object but I am hopeful 
that our colleagues would give us an 
opportunity to try to come up with 
something that might be satisfactory 
to the majority of our colleagues. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, further re
serving right to object-I will not ob
ject-some may ask why does not Sen
ator BYRD go ahead and offer his 
amendment to the Wallop amendment? 
I could do that. But out of respect for 
the majority leader and others who 
may wish to have their amendments 
also before the Senate, that is all I am 
asking, that I have an opportunity to 
offer my amendment and speak on it. If 
other Senators want to amend it that 
is fine. If the Senate wants to vote it 
down, that is fine. Let the will of the 
Senate reign at the end of the day. 

So , for that reason I will not offer my 
amendment to the Wallop amendment 
nor will I object to the leader's request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. GORTON. Reserving the right to 
object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Washington is recognized. 

Mr. GORTON. Does the Senator from 
Washington understand there is a 
unanimous-consent request that on the 
subject of Somalia, essentially the 
only amendments in order will be those 
of the Senator from West Virginia and 
a leadership substitute or second-de
gree amendment? Is that the thrust of 
the unanimous consent? 

Mr. MITCHELL. The unanimous-con
sent request does not preclude other 
amendments on Somalia. It precludes 
second-degree amendments to Senator 
BYRD's amendment other than one to 
be offered by the majority leader or his 
designee. At any subsequent time, once 
that is disposed of, any Senator can 
offer any amendment he or she wishes 
on Somalia or any other subject. 

Mr. GORTON. It does seem to this 
Senator for all practical purposes there 
is going to be one debate on this sub
ject. This Senator is very reluctant to 
agree to such a unanimous consent 
until at least the time that he knows 
what the two amendments , the first
and second-degree , are going to look 
like. 
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Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, if I 

might respond? As Senator BYRD has 
accurately stated, under the rules the 
majority leader has the first right of 
recognition. If we cannot get this 
unanimous-consent agreement, then we 
will simply have to go through the pro
cedure which achieves precisely the re
sult which the agreement would other
wise produce. Because if we cannot get 
the agreement, then as Senator BYRD 
has correctly stated, once he offers his 
amendment I will make it a point to be 
here with the second-degree amend
ment which I will then offer, which will 
then be in order. 

So I think it will produce a result. 
All we are doing is saying here is the 
result that would occur under the rules 
and let us agree to that result now. 

It does not-I do not believe, unless I 
am mistaken, that it changes the 
rights or privileges of the Senator from 
Washington or anybody else in any 
way. I hope the Senator would agree, 
but that is up to him, of course. 

Mr. GORTON. I would like to inquire 
of the minority leader, has the Senator 
from Kansas played a role in the sec
ond-degree amendment which is pro
posed to be offered by the majority 
leader? Or is this going to be some
thing that we will be cut out of? 

Mr. DOLE. No, no. I indicated we 
have. We are playing a role. We now 
have language which we believe needs 
additional work. And we have been in 
contact with the Senator's staff. It is 
hopeful there will be some way we can 
work it out on a bipartisan basis, as I 
have indicated, somewhere between 
where Senator BYRD may want to be 
and where the President may want to 
be. 

So the answer is yes. We are actively 
doing it as we speak. 

Mr. GORTON. And the second-degree 
amendment will not be adopted-will 
not be offered, at least until that con
sultation has been completed? 

Mr. DOLE. That is correct. 
Mr. GORTON. Under those cir

cumstances this Senator will not have 
an objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
any further objection? Without objec
tion, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
thank my colleagues. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Wyoming is recognized. 

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, I with
draw amendment 780, that was debated 
this morning. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has the right to withdraw his 
amendment. 

The amendment (No. 780) was with
drawn. 

AMENDMENT NO. 781 

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment on behalf of Senator 
WARNER and myself on the same sub
ject to the desk and ask for its imme
diate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Wyoming [Mr. WALLOP], 
for himself and Mr. WARNER, proposes an 
amendment numbered 781. 

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 55 of the bill, strike out lines 13-

24 and insert in lieu thereof the following: 
"(5) That the United States and its allies 

face existing and expanding threats from bal
listic missiles capable of being utilized as 
theater weapon systems that are presently 
possessed by, being developed by, or being 
acquired by a number of countries such as 
Iraq, Iran, North Korea, and others. 

"(6) That some theater ballistic missiles 
presently deployed or being developed (such 
as the Chinese-made CSS-2) have capabillties 
equal to or greater than missiles which had 
been determined to be strategic missiles 20 
years earlier under the U.S. -U.S.S.R. SALT I 
Interim Agreement of 1972. 

"(7) That the ABM Treaty was not in
tended to, and does not, apply to or limit re
search, development, testing, or deployment 
of missile defense systems, system upgrades, 
or system components that are designed to 
counter modern theater ballistic missiles re
gardless of their capabilities, unless such 
systems, system upgrades, or system compo
nents are tested against or have dem
onstrated capabilities to counter modern 
strategic ballistic missiles. 

" (8) That it is a national security priority 
of the United States to develop and deploy 
highly effective theater missile defense sys
tems capable of countering the existing and 
expanding threats posed by modern theater 
ballistic missiles, as soon as technically pos
sible. 

"(9) That it is essential that the Secretary 
of Defense immediately undertake and com
plete compliance reviews of proposed theater 
missile defense systems, system upgrades, 
and system components so as to not delay 
the development and deployment of such 
highly effective theater missile defense sys
tems. 

" (10) That the Secretary of Defense should 
immediately report to the Congress on any 
issue which arises during the course of such 
compliance reviews which appears to indi
cate that any provision of the ABM Treaty 
may limit research, development, testing, or 
deployment by the United States of highly 
effective theater missile defense systems ca
pable of countering modern theater ballistic 
missiles.". 

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, the ma
jority and minority staff and my staff 
and others have worked out an amend
ment which does not perform the same 
substantive task that the amendment 
offered this morning would have. In
stead, it goes to the findings of the 
statute. 

Senator NUNN, Senator WARNER, Sen
ator THURMOND and others have exam
ined the language. I understand they 
have examined it with administration 
officials as well. It is my understanding 
they find it acceptable. 

Mr. NUNN. I thank the Senator from 
Wyoming. I agree with his assessment. 

This is, I think, an amendment that is 
consistent with the goals that the Sen
ators from Wyoming and Virginia ar
ticulated, but it does change in the 
sense that it is expressed in a way that 
I believe leaves room for the adminis
tration to make that kind of assess
ment that is going to be needed for 
compliance review in terms of the ABM 
Treaty and its interpretation, and the 
effect of the ABM Treaty on the efforts 
to deploy-develop and deploy and test 
a theater system. But at the same time 
this amendment does make it clear the 
U.S. Senate believes that the ABM 
Treaty was not ever intended to, or de
signed to preclude the testing and de
velopment of a theater missile system; 
that it was aimed toward strategic 
missiles. 

The difficulty in this area is distin
guishing between the words ''strate
gic" and "theater" and the meaning as 
modern technology leaps ahead, far be
yond the original definitions that could 
have been envisioned by the ABM Trea
ty. 

So this is what the administration 
has to address. It is compliance review. 
After that review is completed-and I 
anticipate it will be completed because 
of very strong incentives from this de
bate as well as provisions in the bill. I 
think it will be completed within the 
next 6 to 8 months. When that is done 
it seems to me then the question will 
be what do we do about it in case there 
are ambiguities. But this does make it 
clear the U.S. Senate intends to move 
forward vigorously with a theater mis
sile defense system and at the same 
time do it in a way consistent with the 
overall considerations and obligations 
of our treaties. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Wyoming is recognized. 

Mr. WALLOP. I particularly want to 
thank the able chairman of the com
mittee. One of the problems that dip
lomats and politicians always have is 
that when they debate a subject they 
debate it from the standpoint as 
though they had reached the zenith of 
human knowledge and no change was 
ever likely to occur after that moment. 
As we have seen, technology has out
run the words of 20 years ago in the 
ABM Treaty and Senators recognize it. 
We have recognized it. We have tried 
not to bind the hands of the adminis
tration. I think we have succeeded in 
sending a message as to how we feel 
without doing just that. I thank him 
very much. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Virginia is recognized. 

Mr. WARNER. I commend the distin
guished chairman and my colleague 
from Wyoming who has taken leader
ship in this area for many, many years. 
I think one of the valuable parts of this 
very thorough debate we had this 
morning is to lay down some clear 
guideposts, as the President and other 
members of the administration begin 
to work their way through this policy. 
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I 'think there is a clear signal being 

sent by the Senate today, hopefully 
joined in by the House, as this amend
ment will hopefully be accepted in con
ference, that should the administration 
deviate from the goals as we have 
enunciated here in this debate and in 
the language of this amendment, it is 
most likely that the Congress, and 
most particularly the Senate, will ad
dress it and perhaps even reverse what 
the administration may come out with, 
in the event it is in opposition to this 
amendment. 

I thank the Chair and thank the 
Members. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate? 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I urge the 
adoption of the amendment. 

THE PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
be no further debate , the question is on 
agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 781) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. NUNN. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
President pro tempore is recognized. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I have an 
amendment which I shall read. May I 
say, before I read this amendment, I of 
course, understand that there may be 
others here who would have amend
ments on the same subject, and it 
might be that the Senate will deter
mine that one of their amendments is 
preferable to the amendment that I 
shall offer. I fully understand that I 
have no monopoly on that wonderful 
word, "wisdom.'' 

·But I do intend for the Senate to be 
heard on this matter. I intend for the 
Senate to be heard. I intend for the 
Senate to vote on something. The Sen
ate may not prefer my amendment and, 
indeed, I may see another amendment 
offered by another Senator that I 
would prefer to my own. But I do not 
intend for the Senate just to roll over 
and play dead to this administration or 
to any other administration. 

I feel that the Senate has an obliga
tion to take some action one way or 
another on this very important subject 
because it involves money and it in
volves blood. It could involve more 
blood than has already been spilled in 
Somalia. I think both the House and 
the Senate have a responsibility to de
bate this matter and to act. I think the 
administration has a responsibility to 
get the Congress, if it can do so, to give 
its consent to the administration's ac
tions in Somalia. 

So it will not hurt my feelings if 
somebody else's amendment is adopted. 
But I want to start the ball rolling and 
let us see where it finally ends up. 

I think what I have here is a very 
reasonable amendment. I will read 
the-

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, may we 
have order? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BYRD. Yes. I thank the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 

will be order in the Chamber. The Sen
ator may proceed. 

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Chair. 
The language that would be effective 

is as follows: 
Effective 30 days after the date of the en

actment of this act, funds available to the 
Department of Defense may not be obligated 
for support of operations of the Armed 
Forces in Somalia except to the extent au
thorized in a law enacted after the date of 
enactment of this act. 

(b) Not later than 30 days after the date of 
the enactment of this act, the Secretary of 
State shall conduct a thorough review of the 
purposes of United Nations policy and ac
tions in Somalia and submit to Congress a 
detailed assessment of the purposes of such 
policy and actions. 

The President is requested and urged to di
rect the U.S. Representative to the United 
Nations and representative in the Security 
Council to veto any proposed authorization 
by the United Nations Security Council of 
continued operations of United Nations 
forces in Somalia after October 31, 1993, and 
any proposed authorization by the U.N. Se
curity Council of funding for continued oper
ations of U.N. forces in Somalia after that 
date, except to the extent authorized in a 
law enacted after the date of the enactment 
of this act. 

So what I am hoping to do here is 
create a situation in which I am not 
yanking the rug out from beneath the 
administration or the United Nations, 
but I am saying that if there is not a 
subsequent law passed authorizing this, 
then something will happen which is 
set forth in the amendment. I think 
that is a reasonable approach that Con
gress might want to pass a law author
izing in both instances, making such 
authorization. At least we would de
bate that and vote on it. Those who 
want to vote for it could. I may want 
to vote against it in that event. 

But I am only asking that the Senate 
and the House take some action here 
and that the administration recognize 
the fact that the Congress has a role 
under the Constitution in this matter 
and the Congress is not going to be ig
nored. 

Mr. President, I will not send the 
amendment to the desk just yet , but I 
will when I finish my statement. 

Let me before I speak on the amend
ment exactly read a letter into the 
RECORD dated July 15 addressed to the 
President by myself. Now reading: 

As you develop your new policy on peace
keeping operations under the United Na
tions, there are several issues that have be
come increasingly important from the per
spective of the Senate. 

This is almost 2 months ago, dated 
July 15. 

First, from a funding standpoint, after dis
cussion with your ambassador to the United 
Nations, Ms. Madeleine Albright, I at
tempted to secure some $293 million in FY 

1993 Appropriations funds for UN Peacekeep
ing Operations in the context of the recently 
passed Supplemental Appropriations bill, 
R.R. 2118. Although the funds were to pay for 
U.S. past due assessments for UN peacekeep
ing operations which have been generally 
supported in the Congress, there was little or 
no support from my colleagues in either 
chamber for this effort. Despite the high pri
ority your administration has placed upon 
paying the United States' share of peace
keeping bills, I feel it is doubtful that a po
litical consensus exists to pay the escalating 
costs of the large UN operations underway. 
The soaring costs of the U.S. share of UN 
peacekeeping-escalating from a total of 
$140.5 million at the end of 1991 to $464 mil
lion last year, to some S753 million appro
priated or requested this year-will be in
creasingly difficult to support. 

While our difficult budget situation may 
be partly to blame for Congressional reti
cence to support the costs of · current UN 
peacekeeping operations, there is also a 
question as to the authority under which the 
UN is operating in committing U.S. forces to 
peacekeeping operations. Of particular con
cern would be future commitments of U.S. 
forces to U.N. peace enforcement operations 
where the consent of the disputing parties 
has not been secured. Such deployment begs 
all of the well known questions regarding 
Congressional approval for introducing U.S. 
forces into situations of actual or imminent 
hostilities. 

In each specific situation, I believe it 
would be wise to secure the consent of the 
Congress through formal authorizations of 
approval. In this way, the costs and possible 
casualties involved in such operations would 
have been thoroughly considered prior to the 
commitment of U.S. forces. While the U.N. 
has provided and will certainly . continue to 
provide many invaluable services for the 
world community, when deploying peace
keeping forces under Chapter VI of the Char
ter, both (1) the escalating costs of such op
erations and (2) the additional risks which 
would be assumed in deploying peace en
forcement forces under Chapter VII argue for 
the development of a clear consensus be
tween the Administration and the Congress 
on the circumstances under which U.S. 
forces would be committed. This consensus
building exercise is all the more important 
in light of the testimony of a high-ranking 
official of your Administration yesterday 
that "we anticipate that in the future, many 
UN operations will involve elements of peace 
enforcement .... In many cases, as Somalia 
all too clearly indicates, the world commu
nity will not be prepared to wait for the con
sent of the parties before acting. " Prior Con
gressional approval would seem necessary 
and prudent before the U.S. participates in 
or financially supports such operations. 

I hope that these thoughts will be of some 
help as you continue to develop a national 
policy on this very important matter. 

With kind regards, I am 
Sincerely, 

ROBERT C. BYRD, 
Chairman. 

So I expressed this viewpoint, as I 
say, almost 2 months ago to the Presi
dent. 

Mr. President, the amendment that I 
intend to offer would establish an 
endgame to both United Nations and 
United States operations in Somalia 
within the next 2 months, unless the 
President and the Congress reassess 
and freshly authorize a new chapter of 
activity there. 
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The United Nations mandate to dis

arm the warlords and rebuild a civil so
ciety in Somalia, approved by the U.N. 
Security Council, was never addressed, 
never debated, or never approved by 
this body, even though it sought to es
tablish a new era for U .N. peacekeeping 
forces . The United States operation 
initiated by President Bush last fall 
had as its objective the humanitarian 
relief of starving Somalis, the plight of 
whom had touched the world. This 
body endorsed that mission in Senate 
Joint Resolution 45, in February 1993, 
in which we authorized the use of " all 
necessary means to establish as soon as 
possible a secure environment for hu
manitarian relief operations in Soma
lia." That was a limited grant of au
thority for a strictly humanitarian 
purpose. That was not a grant of au
thority for nation-building or forced 
political reconciliation. That humani
tarian mission which we voted to sup
port, was successfully completed last 
spring, and today there is no starvation 
in Somalia. 

Since May, for the first time, U.N. 
peacekeeping forces have been operat
ing under chapter 7 of the U.N. Charter, 
that is, in an environment where con
flicting parties had not given their 
agreement and cooperation. In these 
situations, a peace is forced on unwill
ing parties, not enforced among willing 
parties. More importantly for the Unit
ed States, for the first time, U.S. forces 
were to operate under foreign com
manders, flying the U.N. flag, in a hos
tile environment-again, without con
gressional debate or agreement. 

The result today has been less than 
satisfactory, to understate the situa
tion. The U.N. command has proven in
capable of stopping the violence stimu
lated by Somali gang leaders and mob
sters. There are serious divisions 
among the national groups operating 
under the U.N. flag. Just last weekend, 
Nigerian forces , seven so-called peace
keepers, were gunned down while Ital
ian forces under the same U.N. com
mand did little or nothing either to 
help them or to convince local Somalis 
to stop the violence. The U.N. com
mand · has apparently, according to 
press reports, been incapable of main
taining security even in its own head
quarters. The reported infiltration of 
the U.N. command by sympathizers of 
warlord Aideed is crippling the ability 
of the United Nations to mount any ac
tion with surprise or thoroughness. The 
Nigerian casualties are just the latest 
in a series of random, frequent attacks 
aimed at peacekeeping forces that have 
so far cost the lives of some 21 Paki
stanis, as well as foreign journalists 
and four United States servicemen. 
Many others are being wounded. Clear
ly, the humanitarian mission in Soma
lia has now been totally eclipsed by a 
gang war in which the United States is 
taking sides under the U .N. umbrella. 

Given the United Nation's ineptitude, 
we now have over 2,000 Americans oper-

ating in a so-called Quick Reaction 
Force under separate U.S. command, 
including a newly inserted contingent 
of some 400 Rangers to help keep the 
peace. 

Mr. President, it is becoming increas
ingly unclear as to what useful purpose 
is being served by the presence and op
erations of these forces in Somalia. I 
remind my colleagues that over 5,000 
Americans serve there, 3,000 of them 
under U.N. command, not American 
command. I think the time has come 
for a hard-nosed reassessment of the 
mission and utility of this operation. 
Some say that the United Nations 
needs to stay in Somalia because, as 
the U .N. commander is reported in to~ 
day's Washington Post to have stated, 
" we would be abandoning them back to 
anarchy, civil war and eventually star
vation. " No one can prevent such back
sliding. If this is the formula, we might 
as well attempt to recolonize the Third 
World, establishing quasi-permanent 
U.N. occupying sovereignties. At some 
point, we have to call a mission over, 
done, and completed. 

The cost to the United States of this 
mission is at least $44 million a 
month-that is about a half-billion dol
lars a year, and if things get worse , 
then the costs will escalate 
ac·ccordingly-with about one-third of 
that a direct outflow from Pentagon 
accounts for the 2,000 Americans oper
ating independently under U.S. com
mand. 

In May of this last year, the fun
damental purpose of the foreign mili
tary forces operating in Somalia was 
transformed. The United States trans
ferred authority to the United Nations, 
but the United Nations had something 
other than simply continuing humani
tarian relief in mind. In May, the mis
sion became an experiment in political 
and economic nation-building, in a 
country whose political and economic 
institutions had failed. 

The Congress never considered, was 
never asked, and certainly has never 
approved of United States participa
tion in what is an attempt at forcible 
political reconciliation by the United 
Nations in Somalia. 

I, for one , find it difficult to believe 
it is possible to muster a consensus 
here, or in the country at large, that 
such an effort is worth any price in 
American blood. Without the building 
of such a consensus, the mandate for 
American action and participation is 
murky, at best. U.N. Security Council 
resolutions have never, and should 
never serve as a substitute for the re
sponsibility of this institution to af
firmatively approve placing U.S. forces 
into hostile situations. 

I see in the front of this Chamber the 
U.S. flag. I do not see in the front of 
this Chamber the U.N. flag . I have 
never saluted the U.N. flag. I saluted 
Old Glory, the American flag. 

This Congress has never bought into 
the kind of operation that we are now 
involved in in Somalia. 

The U.N. sandcastle is crumbling fast 
in Mogadishu. We have been focusing 
our efforts on chasing down one of the 
worst of the gang leaders, Mohammed 
Farad Aideed, in the hope that if he is 
removed from the scene, then peace 
will come to Mogadishu. That is a fond 
hope, Mr. President, but, I fear, an un
realistic one. Can we really think that 
removing just one man will transform 
the political landscape , and at that 
point we can think of drawing down 
the operation? Will not others, 
Aideed's present lieutenants or other 
clan leaders, step into his place? Where 
is the end? How long are we to chase 
around the Somali capital with heli
copter raids, seeking an elusive magic
bullet solution to Somalia's political 
turmoil? 

The building of a consensus around 
the Somalia operation is necessary for 
two reasons. First, this U .N. force is 
unique, and may be a precursor of 
many such operations by the United 
Nations in the new, post-cold war, 
international order. If the United 
States is going to agree to participate 
under the U.N. flag in such operations 
as a matter of practice, some kind of 
procedure should be agreed upon to 
seek and gain the approval of the Con
gress when U.S. servicemen and serv
icewoman are put at risk , if Congress is 
going to have to pay the bill. The Ap
propriations Committee in the Senate 
and the Appropriations Committee in 
the House, in both bodies, are going to 
have to pay the bill. Fortunately, we 
have not yet shifted the power of the 
purse from legislative branch to the ex
ecutive branch. I have been fighting 
against that for a long time. That 
power still resides here in the Con
gress. The elected representatives of 
the American people have the control 
over the purse strings. 

And the costs are mounting already. 
Second, if such a consensus cannot be 

achieved, our experience in Lebanon 
and elsewhere should tell us that U.S. 
support and participation cannot be 
sustained. With signs of trouble or cas
ual ties, the American people will reject 
the operations and force a fast with
drawal. This kind of inconsistent be
havior reduces the credibility of the 
United States around the world. We 
should enter into such operations with 
our eyes open, knowing that we are 
going to have to open our wallet, 
knowing that there are going to be in
creasing costs from the standpoint of 
treasure and knowing also that there 
will be costs in blood, and only after 
careful debate and thoughtful consider
ation of the possible consequences of 
the action. Then, when trouble comes, 
we stand a better chance of maintain
ing our course . This has not been the 
case in regard to Somalia ever since 
the purpose of the operation was 
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changed by the United Nations last 
May. 

As I have already indicated, I wrote 
the President on July 15, 1993, explain
ing what I perceived to be fast-eroding 
support for the high peacekeeping bills 
that the United Nations was presenting 
to our government, and to express my 
position on the matter of congressional 
consent through a formal authoriza
tion of approval. 

That is what I am asking for here. 
Let the representatives of the Amer
ican people, the elected representatives 
in both Houses, in this equal branch, 
the legislative branch, take a position 
either to authorize or not to authorize 
because, if both Houses do not take the 
position on this, both Houses are going 
to have to take the position when it 
comes to appropriating the moneys. We 
do not have the House acting one way 
and the Senate acting another when it 
comes to appropriations. Both Houses 
have to act. 

Mr. President, the esteemed U.S. Am
bassador to the United Nations, Ms. 
Madeleine Albright, who recently com
pleted a term as president of the Secu
rity Council, has been an energetic and 
articulate spokesman for the United 
States in New York. She has begun in
stituting very needed reforms in the 
Security Council. Just last week, for 
instance, in the case of a resolution re
garding Haiti, she forced through a re
quirement that such peacekeeping op
erations be costed out beforehand, in 
advance of Security Council action. 
Second, she insisted that a 3-month 
sunset provision be included in the res
olution, so we all know when it should 
be over. 

That is a commonsense approach. 
That is a responsible approach. 

She is reported by the New York 
Times of September 1, 1993, to be de
manding that all new peacekeeping op
erations "define their objectives with 
greater precision." I commend the dis
tinguished Ambassador for these re
forms. They are a step in the right di
rection. They set parameters that are 
understandable and frugal. In contrast, 
the recently defined United States 
goals for our operations in Somalia are 
fuzzy and offer no clear timetable for 
the withdrawal of our troops. 

Mr. President, the current mandate 
for U .N. peacekeeping operations in So
malia expires at the end of October. I 
would advise, and this amendment pro
vides for, a reassessment of the oper
ation by the administration. First, this 
amendment provides that the Presi
dent reassess the role of the independ
ent contingent of United States forces 
in Somalia. Specifically, 30 days after 
enactment, or around the end of Octo
ber, given the history of our conference 
committees, funds to support United 
States operations in Somalia will no 
longer be available-this can be done
unless the President seeks a new de
bate and a vote by this Congress to ap-

prove such an extension; that is all I 
am asking. Congress may want to do 
that. Second, the amendment requires 
the Secretary of State to conduct a 
thorough reassessment of the UN oper
ation in Somalia and, within 30 days, 
provide a report to the Congress on the 
purposes of that policy and action. The 
President is requested and urged to di
rect our U.N. Ambassador to veto, in 
the Security Council, any reauthoriza
tion of the U.N. operation or funding 
for the Somalia action unless-and 
Congress may want to do this-the 
Congress has first approved a request 
from the President to do so, or at least 
unless the Congress has authorized 
such action, whether requested or not. 

We are all concerned about the image 
of the United States and the need to 
share the burden of keeping the peace 
around the world when it affects im
portant interests of the United States. 
What are our interests in Somalia that 
would require the kind of involvement 
and participation that we are giving 
there now? I am all for burden-sharing. 
The United States has gone it alone all 
too often, incurring too high a cost to 
the American people. But, I am not for 
kicking in billions of dollars and put
ting our forces into harm's way for 
poorly conceived U.N. missions. Given 
the performance of the United Nations 
in Somalia to date, and, I might add, in 
Bosnia as well, we have a right, and an 
obligation, to closely question any and 
all American commitments to those 
operations. 

The President has not yet publicly 
and forcefully expressed his views re
garding this matter. I would hope that 
this amendment be viewed as an oppor
tunity to stimulate a thorough debate 
and an informed decision on where we 
are going in Somalia, and that a clear 
consensus can be arrived at between 
the Congress and the administration on 
this matter. 

Mr. President, as I said at the begin
ning, I do not take the position that it 
has to be my way or that it has to be 
my amendment. I take the position 
that this Congress, which includes both 
Houses, has a duty to speak out on this 
one way or the other, and the adminis
tration has a duty to seek the approval 
and the authorization of the Congress 
before we invest more of the Nation's 
treasure and more of the Nation's 
blood in Somalia, where I think we 
have accomplished the mission which 
was originally stated to be our cause. 

I think the American people expect 
us to debate this matter. If we do not' 
and there are further killings of United 
States men and women in Somalia, 
then what do we have to say to the 
American people when they call us to 
account? Do we just lie down and play 
dead just because it is an administra
tion of our own party? Why did the 
Congress not speak up? I am afraid 
that we will pay more in the blood of 
American men and women in Somalia. 

How are we going to answer to the 
American people if that day comes? 

So I am seeking, by this amendment, 
to get a debate going on and to get 
Senators and Members of the House 
thinking and to get the American peo
ple also alerted. I do not propose just 
to go along and say nothing. I think it 
is our responsibility under the Con
stitution to debate matters of this 
kind. And I think the administration 
has a responsibility to try to work out 
something with the Congress and to 
get a consensus. When the bodies start 
coming back home, people are going to 
be asking a lot of questions. We will be 
turning tail and pulling our people out 
fast, if Lebanon was any guiding light. 

Mr. President, we cannot continue to 
send people all around the world with 
the kind of financial situation we find 
ourselves in. We passed a reconcili
ation bill a few days ago which we were 
told-and I voted for it-would reduce 
our budget deficits by about $500 bil
lion over the next few years. Does any
one think that these operations in So
malia are not costing us anything? 
Does anyone think that we can spend 
money there without it being added to 
our budget deficits? We had better stop 
and think where we are going. Let us 
get a decision on whether or not the 
Congress really, really thinks that we 
are justified in continuing our presence 
there under the circumstances. 

Mr. President, I do not intend to hold 
the floor longer. I simply hope and ex
pect the Senate to act one way or the 
other. I am sorry that the administra
tion is going to attempt to water down 
this approach. I have not seen the ad
ministration's amendment or what it 
plans to offer through a Senator. It is 
any Senator's right to offer his own 
amendment or the administration's 
amendment. But at least the Senate 
will have an opportunity to make a 
choice, hopefully. I hope I can get this 
amendment voted on, even if other 
amendments are voted on and even if 
other amendments are preferred to this 
one. As I say, I may see another 
amendment I like better than my own, 
but at least I do not like the way we 
are going now. 

The administration cannot feel that 
it has a blank check to do anything it 
wants anywhere in the world, Somalia 
or elsewhere. I have to work over these 
appropriations year after year after 
year, and the Federal resources are 
getting smaller and smaller and small
er, and the needs are getting larger and 
larger and larger, and we do not have 
enough money to deal with the needs of 
our own people. Why should we be try
ing to settle problems between war
lords in Somalia? Let us bring those 
troops home and put them to work 
here in the District of Columbia if they 
want to create peace and if they want 
to eliminate guns. There is plenty of 
work right here in the District of Co
lumbia, our own Nation's Capital. 
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Bring them home. Let them work 

here on our own streets in behalf of 
peace and in behalf of subduing drug 
warlords and gangs. We do not need to 
go thousands of miles away to do that. 
We can do it here at home. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that an op-ed piece which ap
peared in the New York Times, titled 
"Perils of Peacekeeping," by myself, 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the op-ed 
piece was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

THE PERILS OF PEACEKEEPING 
(By Robert C. Byrd) 

WASHINGTON.-The news that the Clinton 
Administration is considering an expanded 
role in United Nations peacekeeping oper
ations is cause for concern. The plan would 
allow American soldiers to serve under for
eign commanders on a regular basis. Before 
adopting any directive embracing this pol
icy, the Administration should allow Con
gress to debate it thoroughly. 

If the plan is carried out, we would face 
more than the dubious prospect of sending 
U.S. troops into battle under foreign com
mand. We might also become mllltarily in
volved in operations that the American peo
ple don't properly understand or support. 

Unless there is a national consensus in 
favor of U.S. involvement, any such mllltary 
endeavors could be disastrous. 

U.N. intervention in Somalia is a case in 
point. The operation was initially commend
able. Its goal was to see that humanitarian 
aid was delivered to needy Somalis, and U.S. 
troops performed admirably. But now, with 
the humanitarian mission successfully com
pleted, the U.N. is trying to rebuild the na
tion's political structure. This risky experi
ment could include thousands of U.S. troops. 

The deaths of four Americans soldiers in 
Mogadishu this month and the overt hos
tility of Somalis toward U.N. troops show 
that the operation is quickly crumbling. It is 
not worth American lives lost and injuries 
sustained. 

Congress has never approved, or even con
sidered, U.S. participation in forcing a polit
ical reconciliation in Somalia. And there is 
certainly not a consensus among Americans 
that such an effort is worth any price in our 
soldiers' blood. Without a consensus, the 
likely result of such an operation could be a 
cut-and-run failure similar to the Beirut dis
aster of 1982 to 1984. 

Lacking Congressional and popular sup
port, U.S. combat forces in Somalia should 
be removed as soon as possible. 

Dedication to U.N. Security Council reso
lutions and peacekeeping missions should 
not be used by any Administration to escape 
the hard job of consensus-building in Wash
ington. Despite a Security Council resolu
tion authorizing member nations to do bat
tle against the marauding Iraqi Army in Ku
wait in 1990, the Bush Administration sen
sibly sought Congressional approval before 
committing American forces . 

The humanitarian mission in Somalia has 
now been totally eclipsed by a gang war in 
which the U.S. is taking sides under the U.N. 
umbrella. In October, the U.N.'s initial six
month mandate there expires. If the mission 
is extended, additional money will be re
quired. 

The U.S. is expected to pay about 30 per
cent of the U.N.'s peacekeeping bill. The 
U.N. intervention in Somalia and Bosnia is 
far more expensive than more traditional 

peacekeeping and humanitarian relief oper
ations. Congress is already being asked to 
provide billions of dollars to support the 
mushrooming ambitions of the U.N. in peace
keeping operations around the world. 

On Capitol Hill there is a growing reluc
tance to write such large checks. Congress 
has even been reluctant to pay our currently 
overdue peacekeeping bill. This shows that 
the Administration will have a tough sell in 
gaining support for more money. Where will 
these funds come from? We certainly should 
not cut spending on domestic needs to pay 
for foreign adventures. 

Yet the White House has requested almost 
Sl billion for U.N. obligations in fiscal 1994. 
By setting aside this huge sum, the Adminis
tration could avoid having to come to Con
gress to get approval for every peacekeeping 
endeavor it wants to get involved in. 

Congress' ability to support or deny fi
nancing is critical to insuring its voice in 
policy making. Until a clear consensus is 
reached regarding the U.S. role in all peace
keeping matters, Congress should not hand 
off its constitutional responsibility. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 
the Chair and I thank other Senators 
for their patience. 

AMENDMENT NO. 782 

(Purpose: To limit further military 
operations in Somalia) 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I send the 
amendment to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from West Virginia [Mr. 

BYRD] proposes an amendment numbered 782. 
On page 242, strike out line 19 and insert in 

lieu thereof the following: 
crew of that historic warship. 
SEC. 1067. INVOLVEMENT OF ARMED FORCES IN 

SOMALIA. 
(a) LIMITATION.-Effective 30 days after the 

date of the enactment of this Act, funds 
available to the Department of Defense may 
not be obligated for support of operations of 
the Armed Forces in Somalia except to the 
extent authorized in a law enacted after the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 

(b) UNITED NATIONS ACTIONS IN SOMALIA.
(1) Not later than 30 days after the date of 
the enactment of this Act, the Secretary of 
State shall conduct a thorough review of the 
purposes of United Nations policy and ac
tions in Somalia and submit to Congress a 
detailed assessment of the purposes of such 
policy and actions. 

(2) The President is requested and urged to 
direct the United States Representative to 
the United Nations and Representative in 
the Security Council to veto-

(A) any proposed authorization by the 
United Nations Security Council of contin
ued operations of United Nations forces in 
Somalia after October 31, 1993, and 

(B) any proposed authorization by the 
United Nations Security Council of funding 
for continued operations of United Nations 
forces in Somalia after that date, 
except to the extent authorized in a law en
acted after the date of the enactment of this 
Act. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from 
Georgia, the committee chairman. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, first let 
me state to the Senator from West Vir
ginia it would have been my preference 
that this amendment came up on an-

other bill because anyone managing 
the bill would like to accelerate the 
procedure, and we do have a lot of 
amendments. I would have preferred it 
come up on a foreign relations bill. 

But I have to add very quickly that I 
think the time is long overdue when we 
had a debate on this subject. I think 
the Senator is absolutely correct on 
that point. 

When President Bush committed our 
forces to Somalia last year, the Con
gress of the United States, as I recall, 
was not in session. When we got back 
in session, the Senate passed a resolu
tion of general approval of the humani
tarian mission. The House did nothing. 
Several months later, the House passed 
a different resolution. That has been at 
the desk for several weeks if not 
months. 

So what we have is a Congress of the 
United States that has over the years 
felt one of its most responsible and im
portant mandates under the Constitu
tion of the United States was to decide 
questions of war and peace, and not 
simply be consulted with but also have 
a voice in it. 

So what we have is a commitment in 
a country, which is a United Nations 
commitmant,-1ecLhy the United States. 
We have a lot of countries there now 
that came in because we took the lead, 
and yet the mission that President 
Bush defined as purely humanitarian 
has now been growing and growing and 
growing. I am not sure what that mis
sion is now. 

If that mission is now defined as sta
bilizing Somalia, then I have to ask the 
question, what is the reference point? 
When was Somalia last stable? 

Somalia was not stable when I came 
to the U.S. Senate. It was not stable in 
the 1970's when my late departed Re
publican friend from Oklahoma, Sen
ator Bartlett, flew over to Somalia. I 
will never forget that because I think 
he flew 48 hours over and 48 hours back 
and stayed on the ground for 6 or 8 
hours because there were allegations 
and charges that the Soviets were set
ting up a military base in Somalia and 
the Somalia Government was, as I re
call, denying that. And I remember 
him making that exhausting trip over 
there and back and when he got back 
he was greeted by headlines in the 
local paper that he had just been on an
other junket. I think he had flown 96 
hours and was on the ground 8 hours, 
and it was a back-breaking trip. 

I recall a lot of the history of Soma
lia which goes way back to the Soviets 
playing games between Somalia and 
Ethiopia, and there were all sorts of 
bases in that country. As tragic as it 
is, it has been unstable for a long, long 
time. 

If we are going to define the mission 
of the United States forces in Somalia 
as one of stabilizing that country, then 
what point in history do we go back to 
to determine what a stable Somalia 
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would be like? I do not know the an
swer to that. Does anyone? Does the 
administration? I do not know. I have 
not heard it. 

We have had hearing after hearing in 
our committee on Somalia. We have al
ways gotten rather detailed military 
briefings of Somalia. But the mission 
until very recently has always been de
fined, by our Government at least, in a 
very narrow sense, humanitarian and a 
secure environment for the humani
tarian purposes. I believe that is what 
the original U.N. resolution was. Defin
ing a secure environment is not easy, 
but a secure environment for the hu
manitarian purposes, which was the 
original mission, it seems to me is a 
very narrow scope, narrower than a 
mission that will say we are going to 
leave that country only when it is sta
ble. 

There are still large elements in 
northern Somalia that do not want to 
be part of that country. 

I think it is time for the United 
States to decide what we believe the 
mission should be. We cannot get in a 
situation where we basically define a 
narrow mission, we become part of a 
United Nations force, we commit our 
forces, and we basically become the 
mainstay militarily, and then all of a 
sudden the mission is greatly ex
panded. We are then dancing to the 
United Nations' tune as to what the 
mission would be. 

Where I agree with the Senator from 
West Virginia is that that mission 
needs defining. We need to be more 
than consulted. The Congress of the 
United States needs to have a voice in 
this. The administration needs to un
derstand very clearly that the Congress 
of the United States is going to have a 
voice in this. 

The problem with the administra
tions that I have observed since I have 
been here is they al ways are willing to 
embark on a mission. As long as things 
are going pretty smoothly, Congress is 
not that important. But they never re
alize that when things start going 
badly, then the American people de
mand of Congress that we exercise our 
responsibilities. 

I would have to say in this case, I do 
not think Congress has exercised that 
responsibility. The Congress of the 
United States cannot simply say to the 
administration, "What are you doing?" 
We also have to ask ourselves why we 
have not spoken on this subject in the 
last 6 or 8 months. 

Why is it the Congress of the United 
States permits American forces to be 
committed, special forces to be sent, 
without never having passed anything 
authorizing it by both bodies, by both 
the House and the Senate? 

So I think the fingers have to be 
pointed in a circular fashion here, not 
simply downtown. 

I do believe, however, that the Presi
dent has to lead. In this respect, I 

think he has to clearly define the mis
sion. I think the mission has to be 
much more narrowly defined than 
whatever we have recently heard from 
the administration in terms of defini
tion. 

I think we have to know what we ex
pect of our military forces and how we 
expect them to perform and what other 
countries are going to do; and we have 
to have some clear definition. 

The problem in Lebanon is very 
clear. The problem in Lebanon is we 
never had a mission. There was never a 
defined mission in Lebanon. At one 
point, the Reagan administration de
fined Lebanon as being in our vital in
terest. "Vital" means a willingness, 
something is so important that we 
should be willing to commit our forces, 
and basically be willing to have our 
American forces subject to great harm 
if it is really vital. 

We had the tragic bombing of the ma
rines in Lebanon and, after having de
fined that as in our vital interest, 
about 2 weeks or 3 weeks later we had 
pulled out. So what had been defined as 
vital all of a sudden was no longer im
portant at all. 

We are setting ourselves up for this 
kind of situation in Somalia. Some 
people have compared Somalia to Viet
nam. I do not see that analogy at all. I 
do not think that we face that kind of 
military danger. I do not think it is 
that kind of threat. 

But I do believe we are putting our 
forces in harm's way without clearly 
knowing what we expect them to do. I 
think that mission has to be defined. 

I would like to have a dialog with the 
Senator from West Virginia as we move 
along in this debate and perhaps hear 
from others. I have always been reluc
tant to set a definite time limit on a 
military mission. The reason I have 
been reluctant to do that is because 
when we set a time limit in effect what 
we say is, even if we have not com
pleted that mission we are going to 
pull out. 

That is a very difficult situation to 
put the military in. The reason that is 
so difficult is that it sends a signal to 
a would-be adversary, troublemakers, 
whether they are leaders of a tribe or 
whether they are leaders of a govern
ment, that in effect come a certain 
date we are out of there no matter 
what. 

And that is the problem with the War 
Powers Act. That is why I think it is so 
shortsighted for the Congress of the 
United States to stick to a War Powers 
Act that has never worked and is never 
going to work. But that is the subject 
of another debate. 

I would like to see us try to pin the 
administration down and, in effect, pin 
ourselves down at a later point, after 
the administration has responded, as to 
what we really believe the mission is. 
Once we have done that, then I think 
that we ought to say to our military 

forces, "Here's your mission. We are 
going to be behind you until that mis
sion is accomplished." 

Now if that mission is going to be 
narrowed, then that is the way we 
ought to proceed. I would not like us to 
send a signal out of here to our mili
tary forces that we are going to give 
you a date to leave Somalia and never 
tell you what the mission was that you 
were supposed to perform. 

Nothing could be more frustrating to 
the military than to be put in a coun
try and then pulled out without ever 
having been told precisely by their 
Government whether the mission has 
been performed or whether the mission 
is one that is never going to be 
achieved. 

So I think our goal, as I see it, is to 
utilize this debate to frame some kind 
of amendment-and I think the Sen
ator has a good start on an amend
ment, but I would hope we could refine 
it some-that we can clearly say what 
the mission is at the end of so many 
days or so many weeks, after the ad
ministration has submitted to us a pre
cise definition, and then say to our 
military forces, "We are behind you 
until the mission is accomplished." 
But we have to first agree on that mis
sion. 

Mr. BYRD. Will the Senator yield, 
without losing his right to the floor? 

Mr. NUNN. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. BYRD. I agree with the distin

guished chairman of the Armed Serv
ices Committee. We never want to put 
ourselves in the situation, in my judg
ment, where we say you get out in 10 
days or 30 days. . 

This is one of the problems with the 
War Powers Act. And we have dis
cussed that, the chairman and I have 
and others, many times. 

My amendment does not, however, 
say that. My amendment does not draw 
a line in the sand and say you have to 
be out by then. My amendment draws a 
line in the sand that says you have to 
be out by that time unless there has 
been a law passed authorizing this ac
tion, this mission, authorizing a con
tinuation of it. 

So what does that do? That makes 
the President and the Congress face up 
to the matter if the troops are going to 
remain there, because it has to have 
the Congress to authorize and would 
require the Congress to authorize an 
extension of that action. So the Con
gress would have to face up to it and 
the President would have to face up to 
it. 

So my amendment, I think, would 
not do what the distinguished Senator 
from Georgia expresses concern about; 
namely, drawing a line, saying you 
have to get out. It does not do that. It 
does not say you have to be out in 30 
days, period. It says you have to be out 
unless Congress passes a law-the only 
way a law can be passed, Congress has 
it pass it-unless there is a law author
izing extension of the time. 
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So it seems to me that requires ac

tion by both the President and the 
Congress and that, in itself, will bring 
forth a debate. 

I thank the Senator. 
Mr. NUNN. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. President, I know we are going to 

have a good bit of debate on this 
amendment, which I think is appro
priate. It had been my original intent 
to get to the SDI matter tonight. To 
me, that can wait until tomorrow. We 
will debate this as long as required to
night . 

I hope out of this we can come to 
some consensus. I think there are a 
number of people in this body-I do not 
know whether it is 50 or 25 or 75 per
cent, I am not sure-but there are a 
number of people that are concerned 
about this. There are a number of peo
ple who have been asking questions. 

I hope out of this debate we can 
shape some kind of majority consensus. 
Whether it is exactly the amendment 
of the Senator from West Virginia or 
whether it is some other amendment 
that would accomplish that goal re
mains to be seen. 

But this is one of those moments 
where I think the U.S. Senate has a re
sponsibility. And I hope our colleagues 
will not only pay heed to what is being 
said here on the floor but will partici
pate themselves. I hope that we can 
deal with this complex situation that 
started out as a humanitarian mission 
and, in many respects, succeeded-I 
think there have been thousands and 
thousands of lives that have been saved 
because of our intervention. 

No one wants to leave that country 
in shambles. No one wants to set up a 
situation where they go right back into 
the same kind of despair they had be
fore. 

But neither do we, I believe, neither 
do we want to set up a situation where 
the United States has committed its 
military to a mission that is very 
broad and basically has no end point 
and really no definition . 

Mr. McCAIN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair recognizes the Senator from Ari
zona. 

Mr. McCAIN. Thank you, Mr. Presi
dent. 

I want to thank the Senator from 
West Virginia for bringing this issue 
before the Senate and the American 
people. The Senator from West Vir
ginia and the distinguished chairman 
of the Armed Services Committee 
have, in very articulate and compelling 
fashion , described what is not only a 
subject of concern to the Members of 
this body but to all Americans. 

This issue is also part of a larger de
bate, Mr. President, and that larger de
bate has to do with what the United 
States' mission in the post-cold war 
era exactly is. 

We find ourselves in a situation 
where the lives of young Americans are 

being committed to many countries, in 
all kinds of circumstances. They are 
even being placed under the command 
of leaders that are not Americans. 

We need to consider the overall con
ditions under which American forces 
should be committed to such missions. 
At a minimum, it is important that we 
at least address the issue of Somalia so 
that the Senate of the United States 
carries out its constitutional respon
sibilities, and helps the administration 
define what our mission in Somalia is 
and under what circumstances the Con
gress will continue that involvement or 
terminate it. 

Since May of this year, when oper
ations in Somalia were turned over to 
the United Nations, Americans have 
become increasingly concerned that 
our service men and women in Somalia 
have become engaged in open-ended 
conflict. I have spoken about this risk 
on the floor of the Senate , as have 
many Members of this body, including 
the Senator from West Virginia and 
Senator DOLE. · 

Since June 5, 1993, United States 
forces have also become involved in a 
conflict with Farah Ai deed, the leader 
of one Somali faction. Despite rising 
American casual ties and efforts by the 
administration to clarify the goals of 
our troops, their mission is becoming 
increasingly vague. 

Some in the administration have 
very lofty goals for our forces in Soma
lia. Our distinguished ambassador to 
the United Nations, Ambassador 
Albright, has defined these goals as dis
arming, retraining, and reemploying 
combatants, establishing democratic 
institutions, and stopping those who 
disrupt the peace. Command and con
trol problems, she has said, should be 
" left to policymakers in New York and 
not left to commanders in the field. " 

With all due respect to our distin
guished ambassador, that is dangerous 
rhetoric. In my view, it is not in keep
ing with the views of the American 
people as to the employment, the com
mand and control, and the mission of 
U.S. men and women who serve in our 
Armed Forces. 

The Secretary of Defense has defined 
our objectives recently as quelling the 
violence , disarming the warlords, and 
establishing effective police forces. He 
has been far less definite about how 
U.S. troops will accomplish these ob
jectives. 

Mr. President, such sweeping state
ments raise the worst of my fears. The 
current situation in Somalia, as was 
pointed out by the distinguished chair
man of the Armed Services Committee, 
is all too reminiscent of our involve
ment only 10 years ago in Lebanon. In 
that conflict, we failed to recognize the 
limits of American power and the fact 
that the original mission of our troops 
had changed. 

I believe we are making a similar 
miscalculation today. As in Lebanon, 

our forces in Somalia have become en
gaged in a larger effort to end a civil 
conflict, the complexity of which some
times eludes the most astute experts 
on the region. 

Mr. President, I remember all too 
well that we sent marines into Leb
anon for the purpose of peacekeeping. 
In contrast, we sent American troops 
into Somalia for humanitarian pur
poses because there was the risk of 
over a million people starving to death. 
The American people overwhelmingly 
supported such action. It was clearly 
humanitarian in nature, and it was 
clearly intended to be of short dura
tion. That mission appealed to what is 
best in America, the need to save the 
lives of innocent people. 

There was no vital national security 
interest involved, but our Nation, and 
its outstanding young men and women, 
had the ability to keep people from 
starving to death by the thousands. We 
did, in fact, succeed in that mission. 

Now we read in the papers and see 
television coverage of aborted raids 
that end up in U.N. headquarters, and 
of the dispatch of elite troops who are 
now in the game of warlord hunting. 

What does a warlord hunt have to do 
with keeping people from starving to 
death, Mr. President? 

At the same time, we are in a bizarre 
and unusual situation in Bosnia, where 
the chance of U.S. air strikes being 
launched is all too possible, but no one 
has yet defined who is going to be 
struck. 

Mr. President, we need to define the 
United States ' role militarily in the 
world in this post-cold war era, and 
there is no better place to start than 
by addressing the situation in Somalia. 
I hope very soon that we will similarly 
address the issue of Bosnia and what 
the United States is going to do there , 
I hope we will do so before we find our
selves enmeshed in that area with no 
way out other than the way we got out 
of Beirut-with disgrace, dishonor, and 
tragedy. 

So, Mr. President, as we speak, there 
are Members on both sides of the aisle 
and the leadership working together to 
try to find a reasonable compromise 
along the lines of the amendment pro
posed by the Senator from West Vir
ginia. It is not clear to me that we 
should mandate the absolute removal 
of American troops on a date certain. 
But I think any amendment, if it is 
going to be supported by the majority 
of this body, should call for a time cer
tain in which the Congress of the Unit
ed States can approve or disapprove of 
the continued military presence of the 
United States of America in Somalia. 

I cannot predict the future of " nation 
building." I cannot define a mission 
ending in " peace and stability. " I can
not predict who should be in charge in 
that unhappy and war-torn land of So
malia. But I do know that American 
lives have already been lost and Amer
ican lives are in danger. It will be a 



September 8, 1993 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 20445 
great and grave disservice to those 
young men and women if we leave 
them in an exposed position for which 
there is no viable political and mili
tary objective. We owe it to them to 
ensure that Congress reviews this com
mitment and its future . 

In addition, the Congress of the Unit
ed States must exercise its constitu
tional responsibility. It is by debating 
this amendment, resolving it in this 
body on this bill, that we will be fulfill
ing our constitutional obligations. 

So again, my thanks to the Senator 
from West Virginia. I look forward to 
our continued discussion on this issue 
because it is only through such debate 
that the United States can determine 
what it must do in a very unsettled 
world. We have gone from a very dan
gerous but very stable world, a predict
able world, to one which is safer but 
much more unpredictable and unstable 
now. 

Consider the world of which Somalia 
is only a small part. The United States 
of America is involved in 11 peacekeep
ing operations. There are 20 to 30 crises 
going on throughout the world. The 
United Nations is rapidly shifting from 
peacekeeping to peace enforcement, 
and there are 13 U.N. peacekeeping 
missions now underway. 

Once such a mission starts, it usually 
leads to a long-term commitment. Five 
out of the 11 current missions were 
started before 1988; two of them before 
1950. 

The United States has already paid 30 
percent of $3.6 billion in annual peace
keeping costs, equaling $1.08 billion. It 
has paid costs out of its defense budget 
that are at least twice that. I think the 
American taxpayer deserves to know 
that those dollars are carefully spent 
and deserves to know how their tax
payers ' dollars are spent before we con
tinue an open-ended commitment in 
Somalia. 

I look forward to extended further 
debate on this issue . 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield? 
Mr. MCCAIN. I will be happy to. 
Mr. BYRD. I thank the Senator for 

his valuable and thoughtful and sup
portive comments. I appreciate his 
viewpoint and am grateful for the com
ments he has made. 

Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from Illi
nois [Senator SIMON] . 

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, first of 
all, this debate is healthy. And Senator 
BYRD, by offering the amendment, is 
forcing us to do something that, frank
ly, we should have been doing earlier. 
While I disagree and would vote 
against his amendment if that ulti
mately comes to a vote , I agree with 
the point he made and the point Sen
ator NUNN made, that we have not 

acted decisively on this. The Senate 
passed one resolution; the House an
other. We have kind of semi-acted in 
this whole area. 

I, probably 2 months ago or 3 months 
ago, had a discussion with Congress
man LEE HAMILTON, saying we really 
ought to have clear guidelines from the 
U.S. Congress. I believe that our col
league from Arizona, Senator MCCAIN, 
is correct when he talks about a world 
of instability. Ten years ago, we were 
worried about the nuclear threat. We 
were worried about the threat of world 
communism. Today, the threat is in
stability. I think that is what we have 
to keep in mind as we decide what to 
do in the Somalia situation. 

I was involved in the early discus
sions by the administration when the 
decision was made to go to Somalia. I 
returned with Senator HOWARD 
METZENBAUM from a trip to Somalia on 
a Sunday night. Monday morning I 
talked to the Secretary General of the 
United Nations, Boutros-Ghali, by 
phone. I talked to our Secretary of 
State, Larry Eagleburger, and to some 
others. 

I have seen a lot of grim things 
around the world-in Africa and Asia 
and elsewhere. I have never seen any
thing like what I saw in Somalia and I 
hope I never see it again in my life. I 
would say, to the credit of George 
Bush, I think his finest hour will be 
judged by history when he made the de
cision to send troops and save the peo
ple of Somalia. It was not just thou
sands of people who were saved, 2 mil
lion-plus lives were saved. Without the 
action that was taken at that point, it 
would have been the largest single loss 
of life in any nation since the Irish 
famine of the 1840's. It would have been 
tragic. 

The question now is where do we go? 
I agree with Senator NUNN that putting 
a deadline-and while it is not called a 
deadline in the amendment of Senator 
BYRD, in fact that is what it is-and to 
have a deadline in there of October 31 , 
as a signal to anyone in Somalia who 
wants to make mischief you just be 
quiet for a while and, as of October 31, 
everybody is going to pull out-I think 
that would be a great mistake. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, will the 
distinguished Senator yield? 

Mr. SIMON. I am always pleased to 
yield for a comment, although I retain 
the right to the floor. 

Mr. BYRD. Yes, I have no desire to 
seek the floor. 

This amendment does not say that. 
Mr. SIMON. But this amendment
Mr. BYRD. This amendment does not 

say that . What this amendment says is 
this: The administration and the Con
gress have to take some action to au
thorize our involvement there. And un
less that happens, then we pull out. 

So no warlord need reap hope from 
the language in this amendment. I am 
not attempting to draw a line and say 

we have to get out, period. But I am 
saying we better authorize such action. 
The American people 's elected rep
resentatives here had better authorize 
such continued action or we will pull 
out. 

I thank the Senator. 
Mr. SIMON. I acknowledge that his 

point is accurate; that he says " un
less." But it could very well be that 
one House or the other, or both Houses, 
do not act. And then that suddenly be
comes the deadline. 

But in the discussions on that Mon
day after I called the Secretary Gen
eral of the United Nations, and talked 
to Secretary Eagleburger-and then a 
series of meetings took place-Sec
retary Eagleburger was asked to fly to 
New York to meet with the Secretary 
General. And on Thursday a meeting 
was held at the White House. I was 
ther:e. General Powell was there. The 
Secretary of Defense was there. The 
Secretary of State was there. 

I remember very clearly General 
Powell saying after our initial mission 
is over, and this was the phrase that 
was used, there will have to be residual 
forces in Somalia to make sure there is 
stability in that country. And that, it 
seems to me, is our goal. 

I just heard Senator McCAIN outlin
ing Ambassador Albright 's statement 
as to what our goal was in Somalia. 
That would be great if we could get all 
those things done, but I think our goal 
has to be more limited than that; and 
that is to have some stability in Soma
lia. 

I see on the floor the distinguished 
former chairman of this subcommittee, 
Senator KASSEBAUM, who has also been 
to Somalia. In Somalia, you do have a 
system of elders in the various areas 
and you can build on that. Somalia is 
not as hopeless as it would appear from 
the headlines or our television sets. Is 
there instability in Somalia? In one 
area, the capital city. In the rest of So
malia, you have a relatively stable sit
uation. In fact, in the rest of Somalia, 
if you ask are you safer there or on the 
streets of Washington, DC, or Chicago , 
you would have to say real candidly
and I say this with great regret-you 
are safer in Somalia than you are in 
some of our big cities; and that under
scores, obviously, that we have to be 
moving on our problems. 

Senator McCAIN also mentioned· 
Bosnia. I am concerned that if we move 
on this kind of an amendment, we will 
send a doubly bad signal. Real can
didly, our response to the Bosnian situ
ation by the Bush administration and 
also by the Clinton administration has 
been anemic. We have not sent a mes
sage to the world: " You can't move in 
and take over neighboring countries. " 
So if we compound that message that 
we have given to Bosnia with a mes
sage in Somalia that once the · U.N. 
takes over and we have four American 
deaths , tragic as that is-but we might 
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have four American deaths at Fort 
Riley, KS, in an automobile accident, 
where I took my Army basic training, 
or a great many other places. But to 
send a message to the world that the 
only nation that can lead-and there is 
only one nation that can lead-the 
only nation that can lead is going to 
get frightened real easily and is going 
to move out, I think is the wrong mes
sage. 

Twenty-three nations responded and 
are over there now because President 
Bush appealed to them, to President 
Bush's credit. And for us to suddenly 
step back and not do what we should, I 
think, would be a great mistake. 

We have been 50 years plus in Europe 
and we have been in Somalia less than 
a year, and all of a sudden we want to 
hightail it out of Somalia. I think that 
just is not a rational response. It is not 
the way for a nation that has to lead 
the world. 

We keep saying we do not want to be 
the policemen of the world, and I do 
not want us to be that, either. But if 
that is our aim, then we have to work 
with other nations. And if we ask 23 
other nations to come into Somalia 
and they respond, and then we sud
denly say, " Sorry, we are getting out," 
what kind of stable leadership is that? 

The costs have been talked about, $44 
million a month, and that is a lot of 
money. But $44 million a month, that 
is about $500 million a year. That is not 
the cost-I do not recall the costs of 
the B-1 bomber or the B-2 bomber. I 
know we spent $10 billion, $11 billion on 
an aircraft carrier. The cost is great, 
but $500 million, that amounts to about 
one-sixth of 1 percent of our military 
budget. The chairman of the Appro
priations Committee knows that better 
than anyone else here. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. SIMON. I will yield. 
Mr. BYRD. Without losing his right 

to the floor. 
Mr. SIMON. Absolutely. 
Mr. BYRD. The distinguished Sen

ator is saying we ought to get involved 
in all of these places; at least, this is 
what I am hearing him say. 

Mr. SIMON. You are not listening 
correctly. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, may I just 
finish? ought to send all these mes
sages. We ought to keep on in Somalia. 

Is not the Senator one of the fore
most sup'Porters of a balanced budget 
amendment? How can we do all of these 
things and balance the budget? These 
things cost money. 

Now, the Senator is always pushing a 
balanced budget amendment. That is 
his right to do it. I know he genuinely 
believes that that is one of the answers 
to our budgetary problems. But how 
can we reconcile the other? 

We cannot balance our budget even if 
we stay out of all these places. It is 
going to be even more difficult to bal-

ance if we continue on these experi
mental and adventurous undertakings. 
They cost money. So we cannot be say
ing let us balance the budget, let us 
pass a constitutional amendme·nt that 
will balance the budget; and then stand 
up and say let us spend it, let us con
tinue in these adventures. 

Mr. President, I respect the Senator's 
viewpoint. But I would like to have 
him answer that question. How would 
we balance the budget? We are going to 
have to pay the bill. 

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, if I may 
respond to my colleague, for whom I 
have great respect-and I have said to 
others, not only are you one of the 
most distinguished Members of this 
body, but I think you are one of the 
most distinguished Members ever to 
serve in this body-but you are abso
lutely correct that I believe we have to 
have a balanced budget amendment. 

The Senator from West Virginia is a 
great student of history. Thomas Jef
ferson was not in the United States 
when our Constitution was written in 
1787. He was over in Paris negotiating 
for us. When he came back, he said: 

If I could add one amendment to the Con
stitution, it would be to prohibit the Federal 
Government from borrowing money. One 
generation should not be able to obligate the 
next generation. 

And, as in most things, I think 
Thomas Jefferson was absolutely cor
rect. 

But when we talk about Somalia, we 
are talking, using the figures from 
your speech, about $500 million a year. 
That is a substantial sum of money. 
But when you talk about the military 
budget, you are talking about a budget 
of almost $300 billion a year. We are 
talking about one-sixth of 1 percent of 
that budget. And I know the distin
guished chairman of the Appropria
tions Committee well enough to know 
that he can find somewhere in that $300 
billion this kind of money. 

Let me just add, if we do not follow 
through-now, you may differ with the 
decision that was originally made by 
President Bush. But when the Presi
dent of the United States makes a deci
sion after consulting with leaders of 
Congress and then we do not follow 
through, I think we invite instability 
in the rest of the world, and I think 
those military appropriations are going 
to go way, way higher than $300 billion. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. SIMON. I will be pleased to yield. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, we fol

lowed through on the proposition by 
President Bush. We followed through; 
we kept that commitment. We ought to 
get out. We did not buy on to the con
tinuing action. 

Now, the Senator says that the chair
man of the Appropriations Committee 
can find the money. We had great dif
ficulty finding the money, and we did 
not, to deal with the disastrous floods 

in the Midwest. We do not pay as we go 
there. We just simply add it to the 
budget deficits. We did not find the 
money for that, and we are not going 
to find the money for this. It is going 
to be added to the budget deficits. 

And then wait until there is another 
catastrophe such as we experienced in 
Le ban on and the American people see a 
cost to them that the chairman of the 
Appropriations Committee cannot pro
vide, nor the President nor anyone 
else-the succor and comfort from hav
ing lost that kind of treasure. That can 
happen. 

I thank the Senator for yielding. 
Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, we are 

not living in a risk-free world. I wish 
we were. And if we lived in a risk-free 
world or if, instead of the United 
States of America, this were the Sen
ate of, let us say, Costa Rica-I do not 
mean this disrespectfully to Costa 
Rica-what Costa Rica does not have is 
a huge impact beyond Central America. 
What the United States of America 
does and how we handle foreign rela
tions has a huge impact on the rest of 
the world. And we have to remember 
that. 

What kind of a message, if this 
amendment were to be adopted-and I 
hope it will not be-what kind of a 
message does that send to the rest of 
the world about the solidity of U.S. 
leadership? I think it sends the wrong 
message. 

It so happens that the people who are 
involved in Somalia are Moslems by 
background. In Bosnia, those who are 
threatened are Moslems, and in much 
of the Moslem world people are saying, 
if it was not for the fact that Moslems 
are at risk, Western Europe and the 
United States would have done some
thing a long time ago. What kind of a 
message do we send to the Moslem 
world if we just walk out? What kind of 
message do we send to African-Ameri
cans if we walk out? If this were Italy, 
Germany, France, some other place 
like that, would we be talking about 
getting out? 

The community of nations has to 
work together, but the United States 
has to lead. And sometimes that lead
ership involves pain. We have to recog
nize that. And we are going to have to 
do some things sometimes that may 
not be popular with our own people. 
That is part of leadership, whether you 
are a Senator from Illinois or West Vir
ginia or Washington or Vermont or 
wherever we are. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. SIMON. I am always pleased to 
yield to my friend from West Virginia. 

Mr. BYRD. I thank my friend. He is 
one of the most patient and congenial, 
amicable and lovable Senators in this 
body, and I consider him to be my 
friend . I have genuine admiration for 
him. 

If this was a civil war going on in So
malia-this is a war. We did not buy 
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into this. And I am saying that the 
American people ought not to have 
their tax money and the blood of their 
children and grandchildren put at risk 
by our continued involvement there 
when we have no particular interest 
there. 

The Senator speaks of sending mes
sages. What kind of message are we 
sending to our own people? We do not 
have any business there. If we have, let 
us have the Congress vote to say it is 
our business there and we are ready to 
shell out the dough-and we may have 
to shell it out by the wheelbarrow 
loads-and we are willing to do it. We 
have not done t.hat, and I do not think 
we ought to do it. 

I thank the Senator, and I apologize 
for continuing to interrupt him, and I 
shall not do so again. 

Mr. SIMON. I do not want the Sen
ator from West Virginia to live up to 
that commitment. If he feels like in
terrupting again, he should do so. 

When you ask the question what is 
our interest in Somalia, I think there 
are two interests. First, there are 
human lives at stake, and we have an 
interest there. But second there is a se
curity interest, and that security in
terest is we have to build a world of 
stability. 

Frankly, we have not sent a strong 
signal in the Bosnia situation, and I 
am not one who advocates ground 
troops in Bosnia, but there are other 
things we could have done in Bosnia. 
We did not do it. And for us to 
compound that by sending a timorous 
signal from Somalia would be a great 
mistake. 

Now, have mistakes been made? Yes. 
I think there has been an overemphasis 
on Aideed there, for example. 

I also favor legislation-and I have 
discussed this briefly with Senator 
BIDEN and Senator BOREN-I favor leg
islation that would authorize the 
President of the United States, when
ever there is U.N. Security Council ac
tion, to send a limited number of U.S. 
troops to a situation that develops, 
maybe up to 5,000, which is what we 
have there in Somalia. 

One of the difficulties in Somalia is 
that it took so long for the United Na
tions to respond. When the Security 
Council authorized 3,500 troops to go to 
Somalia, it took 6 weeks to get 500 
Pakistani troops there. 

That is clearly one of the problems. 
.. What the Byrd resolution also sug

gests is that the U.N. representative 
veto any continued operations there if 
we do not authorize it here. That would 
mean in an action initiated by the 
United States, if the United Nations 
wanted to continue it, we would veto 
an action initiated by U.S. leadership. 
That, frankly, just does not make 
sense. 

The debate is good. I frankly think 
we need this, and I commend Senator 
BYRD for precipitating that. 

Do we have problems at home? Of 
course, we have problems at home, all 
kinds of problems at home. But the an
swer is also, if we are going to protect 
our homes, if we are going to see to it 
that these pages who are here are not 
going to be sent off to war, we have to 
build a world of some stability. And 
that is what the basic question is. 

Let us not send a message that when
ever we get involved anywhere in the 
world, if someone makes a little trou
ble for the United States, we are going 
to pull out right away. I think that is 
the wrong message. I think we have to 
send a message that when we make a 
commitment to do something, we are 
going to follow through; that our lead
ership is solid; it is firm. 

We clearly ought to be getting out of 
Somalia in a limited period of time, 
bu.t right now the residual force that 
we have there, among other things, 
sees to it that other troops from other 
nations get clean water and other 
things, just basic things that many of 
them are not technically competent to 
provide. For us to just pull out because 
of the tragedy of the loss of four U.S. 
troops since the United Nations has 
been in charge there, tragic loss as 
that is, I think would send the worst 
possible message to the rest of the 
world. 

I do not know what is being drafted. 
I know my staff is working along with 
other staffs to try to draft a sensible 
amendment that may be an alternative 
amendment. 

But to pass this amendment would 
send the worst possible signal to the 
rest of the world. 

I hope it can be defeated. 
Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Several Senators addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

FEINGOLD). The Senator from Washing
ton. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, this 
Senator agrees with and supports the 
amendment that is proposed by the dis
tinguished President pro tempore, the 
senior Senator from West Virginia. 

In December when then-President 
Bush dispatched American troops to 
Somalia, he did so in order to end a sit
uation in which literally thousands of 
Somalians were starving to death. It 
was sold to the American people as a 
purely humanitarian gesture with no 
further implications, and was designed 
to see to it that innocent men, women, 
and children who were starving could 
and would be fed. 

President Bush expressed the hope 
that the entire mission could be con
ducted and completed by the time his 
term in office ended some 30 days later 
or, at the most, in a couple of months. 

In one narrow sense, the mission was 
a success. The great bulk of those who 
could be saved simply by the provision 
of food were saved, for the time being, 
at least. But, of course, far more than 

1 month or 2 months have passed by 
and the mission of our forces in Soma
lia now is quite different. 

This Senator believes that the stated 
purpose of the Bush mission could 
never conceivably have been attained 
on anything other than a temporary 
basis because it simply was not, stand
ing in isolation, an attainable goal. 

As Charles Krauthammer so elo
quently stated in an essay written late 
in July of this year, and I quote him: 

There is no such thing as just feeding the 
hungry if what is keeping them from eating 
is not crop failure but vandalism and thug
gery. One has first to destroy the vandals 
and the thugs. In a country wracked by civil 
war, what starts with feeding ends with kill
ing. There is no immaculate intervention. 

So obviously, at the end of that 60 
days, with the hungry fed, American 
and U.N. troops could not leave Soma
lia without risking the fact that the 
same conditions which caused the star
vation in the first place would recur. 

One must emphasize that this was 
not thuggery and thievery and violence 
created by some form of outside inter
vention. It was starvation imposed on 
Somalians by other Somalians. 

I find the argument that Somalia was 
and is a relatively peaceful and secure 
society, except perhaps for one or a 
handful of warlords, to be rather curi
ous. My reading and understanding of 
the history of that unhappy country is 
that it has not been secure since it 
ceased to be an Italian colony, in any 
respect whatsoever. It has been 
wracked by killing and ruled by war
lords, warlords whose names and per
sonalities change from time to time, 
but have not constituted some almost 
ideal society in which wise elders 
peacefully ruled the small tribes. 

But, Mr. President, Somalia is cer
tainly not the only nation in this world 
in which there is starvation and the 
killing of innocents solely caused by 
other citizens of the same nation or so
ciety. 

It was in December, not at all coinci
dentally, the particular society of 
which such activities were taking place 
which· was shown by the television 
cameras, and the response of the Unit
ed States and the rest of the world was 
due very largely to the fact that tele
vision cameras were available there to 
broadcast these injustices to the world, 
television cameras which were not then 
or now found at Kyrgyzstan or Azer
baijan in Armenia, or Moldova, or in 
half a dozen other places in a world in 
Which at least as horrible a situation 
exists as does in Somalia. 

The distinguished senior Senator 
from Illinois has said we have two in
terests in Somalia. One that lives are 
threatened or being lost, and two that 
we cannot be secure unless it is secure. 

Mr. President, that is the situation 
in numerous places throughout the 
world, including perhaps the Republic 
of Colombia in South America where 
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the interests of the United States are 
clearly greater than they are in Soma
lia. 

Mr. SIMON. Will my colleague yield? 
Mr. GORTON. I do not intend at this 

point to carry on the same kind of con
versation the Senator from Illinois did 
with the Senator from West Virginia. If 
the Senator from Illinois would like to 
make his points, then I would be per
fectly happy to yield. 

So since William Clinton has become 
President of the United States, the 
policies, the goals of American troops 
in Somalia have changed quite signifi
cantly. Recently Secretary Aspin ex
plained that the administration now 
seeks three objectives in Somalia. 
First, to restore a semblance of calm to 
the capital of Mogadishu; second to 
make real progress toward taking 
heavy weapons out of the hands of the 
warlords in the country; and third, en
suring that credible police forces are 
established in major cities. 

It is not all a coincidence that while 
those were not the purposes announced 
by President Bush for our original 
intervention, they are for all practical 
purposes the goals of the Secretary 
General of the United Nations who has 
pointed out that what began as an ef
fort to prevent mass starvation has be
come a campaign to reconstruct Soma
lia's political, social, and material in
frastructure on a lasting basis, to dis
arm warring factions, to apprehend 
criminal elements, to establish a na
tional police force, a prison system and 
a judicial system. 

There are clearly some Americans 
who agree that this is an appropriate 
purpose for the United States, and it 
may be that the Senator from Illinois 
is one of them. Robert Oakley, who was 
at one time our special envoy to Soma
lia, says that we are supporting a U.N.
led program of total pacification and 
nation building, and another U.S. dip
lomat defines our mission as recreating 
a country, something which exhila
rates many to the point at which, he 
says, this has never be done before in 
the history of the world, at least in the 
modern world. 

Mr. President, these are broad and 
ambitious goals. They are also, inci
dentally, goals which seem to this Sen
ator to be practically impossible of at
tainment under the methodology 
adopted by the United Nations in 
which the United Nations wants ad
vanced notification and generally 
speaking the right to OK even rel
atively modest and minor missions, in 
which we have a command structure 
under which the various national com
ponents seem quite willing to ignore or 
disobey or, for that matter, to frus
trate the goals of other national com
ponents to this process. 

The Italian contingent, rather spe
cifically basing its policies on its belief 
that because Somalia is a former Ital
ian colony it has some particular un-

derstanding of and ability to deal with 
the warlords in that unhappy country, 
has apparently stood by and watched 
while various other U.N. troops have 
been ambushed and killed, and may 
very well in fact be a source of infor
mation to the very warlord we are at
tempting to apprehend, about the 
goals, the policies, and even the par
ticular campaigns of our troops and of 
others who are searching for that war
lord. 

Well, Mr. President, this Senator, for 
one, does not believe that searching for 
warlords in the southern part of the 
city of Mogadishu is a significant 
enough interest of the United States of 
America to warrant the loss of Amer
ican lives in pursuing that goal. This 
Senator does have a concern about the 
cost of the United Nation's attempt to 
bring some kind of peace to Somalia, 
but would not be here objecting on the 
floor so vociferously to our current 
policies were we involved only with 
money and not at the risk of the lives 
of American men and women in our 
armed services. 

It may very well be that it is an ap
propriate goal of someone through the 
United Nations totally to remake the 
society of the Somali republic. It may 
very well be a good idea that some 
more advanced country be granted a 
formal trusteeship over that unhappy 
land. Perhaps colonialism was not such 
a bad name in that place. If the United 
Nations wants to offer to the United 
States such a trusteeship, together 
with full authority to do whatever we 
deem necessary to bring peace there, 
this Senator would at least consider it, 
though probably with a great deal of 
reluctance. 

But to have our armed services 
searching through a crowded city for 
an individual who is not only difficult 
to find but almost certainly not the 
only warlord who can create the kind 
of disturbances which he has created, is 
a purpose far beyond any interest the 
United States has which is of sufficient 
stature and importance to risk the 
lives of even the four Americans who 
have already been killed in that coun
try. I, incidentally, do not believe it 
worth the lives of the citizens of other 
countries and other armed services, in 
much larger numbers, who have al
ready been los·t. 

Fundamentally, this Senator thinks 
that the problem stems from the fact 
that the Clinton administration has 
delegated to the United Nations the 
foreign policy of the United States. 
That the Clinton administration has 
decided that whatever the United Na
tions wishes to do, or to accomplish, 
should be the touchstone of both the 
foreign policy and the military policy 
of this country. That is not a delega
tion which I believe the majority of the 
American people wish to make. 

The United Nations, of course, sup
ported our actions in the gulf, but they 

were clearly under the command and 
the leadership of the United States, 
and they clearly took place after a de
termination and a debate in this body 
over the interests which this country 
had in the gulf and how they ought to 
be attained. 

If we have gained anything out of 
this particular intervention, it is the 
sure and certain knowledge that the 
War Powers Act is dead. But, at the 
same time, we should not be engaged in 
an open-ended military adventure in a 
nation in which we have no real inter
est whatsoever, risking the lives of our 
men and women in the armed services, 
without a specific authorization from 
this Congress, which results from a de
bate carried on by the American people 
and reflected in this Congress. No such 
debate has taken place-at least as far 
as this Senator can determine from 
looking at the alternative resolutions 
which are likely to be proposed as 
amendments to that of the Senator 
from West Virginia. None will really be 
required, unless we take sharp and de
cisive action. 

This Senator believes that the pro
posal of the Senator from West Vir
ginia is exactly that kind of action. 
This Senator finds it very difficult to 
imagine a set of circumstances under 
which he wishes to authorize the con
tinued presence of' American troops in 
Somalia. But the Byrd resolution gives 
the administration the opportunity to 
make that case, if it can make it suc
cessfully to the American people and to 
this Congress. 

But it also says that if that case has 
not been made , and if that precise au
thorization has not been given, all of 
our troops must be home 30 days after 
this act becomes law, which is a long 
time in the future, Mr. President. This 
is the Defense Authorization Act. It is 
highly unlikely that it will be passed 
into law this month or perhaps even 
next month, and there will be 30 days 
after that for debate to continue. 

Mr. President, the United States of 
America should not commit its troops 
except in pursuance to a real and de
fined interest of the United States in 
its own security or in the security of 
its close friends and allies. No such 
case has been made in connection with 
Somalia. The troops of the United 
States should therefore be withdrawn 
from that country, in the absence of 
such a case having been made. 

We should not automatically follow 
the dictates of the United Nations and 
the views of the United Nations, which 
risks nothing on its own, but a great 
deal on our part. 

What is the American goal in Soma
lia? What interest are we pursuing? Is 
that interest worth our money or the 
lives of our men and women? Can those 
goals be attained in a reasonable period 
of time? When can we attain them? 
Will we be given the authority from 
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the United Nations to take such ac
tions as we think are necessary to at
tain them? Not one, not a single one of 
these questions has been answered sat
isfactorily to this point, after the bet
ter part of a year of our presence in 
that country. With a goal which was 
insufficient really to make any major 
change in the society of the country in 
the first place, it was unwise of the 
Bush administration to have sent 
troops there in December. 

It is far more unwise to keep them 
there under present circumstances. 

Mr. President, this Senator believes 
very, very firmly that the Byrd amend
ment should be passed and that notice 
should be given to the administration 
that it must make an infinitely better 
case in favor of this intervention than 
it has to this point. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, if I 
might just be recognized for a moment 
to thank our distinguished colleague 
from the State of Washington for his 
contribution to the debate, and I am 
optimistic the outcome will come 
along the lines of the framework of the 
discussion of the Senator from Wash
ington. 

Mr. GORTON. I thank the Senator. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair recognizes the Senator from Ver
mont. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, we 
are discussing, very appropriately, 
some fundamental questions as we face 
the future. 

We are all pleased that we have be
come the world leader. But along with 
the endowment of that honor comes 
many responsibilities-some tradi
tional, some nontraditional. 

It would be unfortunate if we were to 
make a decision that would set a prece
dent for the future based entirely upon 
our feeling or thoughts about Somalia, 
and, yet, on the other hand, it is an ap
propriate situation, though, I think to 
evaluate and discuss what the demands 
of the new world leadership are with 
respect to us. 

It means that we must take a look at 
our traditional way of looking at where 
the national interest is which should 
precipitate military action and exam
ine the new situations we are faced 
with and try to determine what action 
is appropriate under those cir
cumstances. 

When is it appropriate for us to get 
involved in Somalia? Oh, yes we have 
had situations where it seemed to be 
pretty clear, although hazy at the 
start. Kuwait was one of those. Yet 
there we had the problem of oil and all 
the kinds of things that go along with 
the Middle East and the problems 
there. And after a long and very articu
late, well-done debate, we concluded it 
was in the national interest. 

We had no similar debate with Soma
lia. We have no similar circumstances 
which really define the term "national 
interest" in the way we traditionally 

look at it. Yet, as well as the demands 
of the new world order is placing upon 
us, before we take a look at what we 
should do in these circumstances, we 
must also recognize that there are tre
mendous advantages being the world 
leader. It opens up to us great dimen
sions of increased trade, of the ability 
to be able to participate in markets we 
never participated in before. As the 
world leader, the one who is exercising 
the power and has ability to exercise 
the power, our ability to participate in 
those trade zones and take advantage 
of those will certainly be enhanced 
greatly. There are many advantages 
that come to us as a world leader, and 
we should examine them. 

However, we also must examine our 
utilization of the term "national inter
est" and ask ourselves if there are not 
only circumstances which may require 
different kinds of action but are nec
essary as the responsibility of the 
world leader to take action in these 
situations. 

I suggest that there is a new term 
which we must recognize and a new ap
proach we must take to such actions as 
in Somalia and that if we look at it 
from different perspectives some of the 
old problems that are raised perhaps 
would not - be there. I would suggest 
that there are at least three options to 
be considered when we get involved 
with the situation such as Somalia and 
how we can deal with them. 

First of all, we can support United 
Nations actions with or without our 
own forces, economically, by money or 
whatever; 

Second, of course, we can take uni
lateral action; 

And third, of course, we could sup
port the creation within the United Na
tions under article 43 of a separate U.N. 
force made up, say, of volunteers from 
different nations to be responsible for 
taking actions in such situations as 
Somalia. 

I think our critical problem that we 
have to deal with in this and that we 
all think about is the term " I do not 
want to send my child to Somalia or 
Africa and be placed in harm's way 
where my child may be injured." 

Traditionally, we have said the na
tional interest justifies that kind of 
risk for our child. But does it, in Soma
lia? That is the question that is being 
asked us. 

I personally feel that that can be 
faced by creating within our own mili
tary a volunteer force made up of those 
who are willing to participate in ac
tions which are not in the traditional 
national interest but very much in the 
interest of the world leader or the 
world peace and security. And as we 
face the future, that those forces can 
be made up either by our Nation, under 
our control and utilization as a mili
tary force, or could be forces dedicated 
to the proposition that they can be 
sent over to work with the U.N. in 

these kinds of operations and thus get 
us out of the problem of saying that 
our child is going to be placed in a po
sition that is not in the national inter
est. 

I believe that we have to take a look 
now at these new problems that we are 
faced with as a world leader. We cannot 
just ignore them. We must find ways 
that are reasonable to our population 
and acceptable to them. 

But, on the other hand, as has been 
pointed out by others, at this time the 
use of Somalia is demonstration of how 
we should react, and to cut and run 
after a situation which started out in a 
miserable situation with regard to hu
manity and is now well under control 
with one small exception in terms of 
the largest of the problem of Aideed in 
Mogadishu when almost all of the rest 
of the country is a satisfactory conclu
sion of a U.N. action, to cut out would 
invite extremely difficult problems in 
the future. 

I have spoken several times on the 
war in Bosnia. I could go on with that 
for a long time. I am happy that our 
Foreign Relations Committee took 
some positive action today for that is 
another disastrous one if we do not do 
something now. 

But to have two disastrous problems 
to look forward to the future as exam
ples of the rest of the Nation or the 
rest of the world to look at as to how 
we are going to react to these things 
would be devastating on our position as 
a world leader. 

So I am opposed to the amendment 
as it now is drafted. I will hopefully be 
able to support one which I know is 
going to be drafted. But what we do 
here today may well determine wheth
er or not our reputation as a world 
leader, which should give us all the ad
vantages of opening trade, and all of 
that, by a responsible country dedi
cated to world stability, will depend on 
our vote tonight on this issue . 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair recognizes the Senator from Kan
sas. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, I 
think all of us would have some dif
ficulty, as has been expressed by Sen
ator BYRD and others, with an open
ended commitment. But I would like to 
reiterate what Senator JEFFORDS and 
Senator SIMON have said, among oth
ers, that we must not overlook that it 
has been a successful mission, a coun
try that was in anarchy, with thou
sands and thousands of people dying 
from starvation, has been saved. It is a 
country which now is far, far more sta
ble than most people realize. We are 
not even sending food to Somalia any
more. They have been able to get their 
own country, outside part of the city of 
Mogadishu, back into a secure and sta
ble environment. 

It should not be an open-ended com
mitment. We have reduced the U.S. 
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troops in Somalia by half over the last 
4 months, and we will continue to with
draw those troops. I think it is impor
tant for us as a Congress, the United 
States Senate and the House of Rep
resentatives, to require that there be a 
report and a delineation of what our 
goals are and when those will be met. 

But I certainly would disagree that it 
has been a failure. I think it does a dis
service to the young men and women of 
our Armed Forces to say this is a mis
sion that has been a disgrace. 

It is a mission of which we should be 
very proud and. we do not turn tail and 
run when it just appears to be uncer
tain. Uncertainty today is all around 
the world, and everybody wishes that 
they could have a clear-cut view of ex
actly what we should and should not do 
as far as our responsibilities as leader 
of the world. 

U.S. leadership is important in these 
difficult places. We have an important 
role to play in that, and we have not 
given up our responsibilities in any 
way in the command and control situa
tion in. Somalia. We have been a leader 
in that and we have exercised that 
leadership, I would argue in an honor
able and successful fashion. 

I think there can be an agreement 
reached and there have been a number 
of people working on an agreement be
cause I think that, as I said before, 
there is no one who just wants an open
ended sort of commitment and feeling 
uncertain about what our end goals 
will be. 

But I am confident, Mr. President, 
that we can reach that successfully and 
agree on language that will send a 
strong message from the U.S. Senate 
but not undermine efforts that have 
been undertaken there. 

There have been many risks taken, I 
would agree, but I salute those who 
have undertaken those risks and who 
have served in great distinction in So
malia. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. LEVIN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Michigan. 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, if the 

Senator would yield for just a minute, 
I would again thank our distinguished 
colleague from Kansas (Mrs. KASSE
BAUM), for that very insightful observa
tion. 

I certainly agree with the Senator's 
observation that this mission in Soma
lia has been carried out with distinc
tion, with honor, and with credibility 
by the men and women of the United 
States Armed Forces and of some 20 or 
so other countries that are likewise 
committed toward providing a more se
cure environment within which the hu
manitarian efforts can take place. 

I congratulate the Senator for her 
contribution. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, this Na
tion and this world should stand tall 
for what we have done in Somalia. By 

the end of 1992, a half million people 
had died in Somalia of starvation. One 
thousand people per day were dying, 
mainly babies and elderly, and 2 mil
lion additional people were at risk 
from the chaos and the anarchy which 
created the mass starvation that ex
isted in Somalia. 

The world responded and America re
sponded. 

We have suffered some losses in So
malia; one of those servicemen killed 
in action was from my home State of 
Michigan. I share the pain of those 
families. Other nations have suffered 
losses, too, in even greater numbers 
than ours. But ours are enough. 

However, we should do nothing here 
tonight to diminish the sacrifice of our 
people who are still there and the 
greater sacrifice of some who have 
given their lives for a very important 
humanitarian cause in Somalia. That 
cause is preventing the additional 
death, from mass starvation caused by 
anarchy and chaos, of hundreds of 
thousands and perhaps additional mil
lions of human beings. 

If it was important enough to go into 
Somalia-and I think all of us agree 
that it was-then it is important 
enough to make a reasonable effort to 
see to it that when we leave Somalia it 
does not immediately relapse into the 
same chaos and the same anarchy that 
created starvation. 

What is a reasonable effort to make 
sure that return to chaos and anarchy 
does not occur? That is the issue. 

Ours cannot be an effort without lim
its. It cannot be open ended. I think 
the Senator from West Virginia's 
points in that regard are well taken. 

I happen to share a real concern that 
our presence not be open ended, that 
our mission be clear, that our purpose 
be clear, that the structure of the com
mand of the U.N. forces be clear, that 
the social and economic effort needed 
be funded by the United Nations. And 
we have not succeeded yet in any of 
that. 

The command structure is not yet 
clear. Just look at what happened the 
other day when the Italians did not 
come to the aid of other U.N. peace
keepers who were in danger. That can
not be allowed to continue. 

I believe the purpose is too broad and 
that we should narrow the purpose. I do 
not believe that our forces should stay 
there until a country is completely re
constructed. I do not know when that 
would occur. 

But I do believe that the U.N. peace 
enforcement efforts should continue 
until there is a reasonable assurance 
that the same chaos and the same an
archy which brought us there in the 
first place will not immediately be re
turned to Somalia upon our departure. 
Because if that is allowed to happen, 
then we will not have succeeded in that 
original humanitarian mission which I 
believe almost every member of this 
body supports. 

The stakes are high in Somalia. First 
and foremost, the stakes are high for 
our men and women in Somalia. And 
that is why there has to be an im
proved U .N. command structure and 
there has to be a clarification and nar
rowing of the goal. 

First and foremost is the well-being, 
safety, and morale of our men and 
women in Somalia. But that morale 
and well-being will be undermined if 
we, in effect, set a deadline for their 
departure. What that will do is put 
them in limbo every single minute that 
they remain. 

If we, the Congress, try from these 
Halls to set a deadline for their depar
ture, they will be in limbo while they 
remain. We will be putting our own 
troops in danger if we effectively set a 
deadline. We will be undermining their 
morale. And we cannot do that. 

What we can do and should do is 
press this process-press for a clarifica
tion and narrowing of our mission; 
press for a clear U.N. command struc
ture; and press for the funding of the 
economic personnel and political and 
social personnel that the United Na
tion has not yet been able to send in 
there. 

We talk about funding a police force, 
but it has not been funded by the 
world. The police force that we hope 
will take over has not been funded and, 
therefore, is not yet in place, nor is it 
going to be in place unless those funds 
are forthcoming. 

So, first and foremost, the safety and 
well-being and morale of our troops. 
But, second, what is at stake here and, 
if we are precipitous or misstep, what 
we will put in jeopardy is the future of 
multinational peace enforcement in 
this world. 

The cold war is over. This is the first 
chapter VII peace enforcement effort, I 
believe, of the United Nations. 

So the stakes are not only high for 
our men and women. They are high for 
the future of the world if this first ef
fort in multinational peace enforce
ment falters, or if we here in the Con
gress do anything to undermine it. 

Should we get a report from the 
President within a certain period of 
time on a narrowing of a goal for our 
presence in Somalia? I think we 
should. I think our Commander in 
Chief should give us a clearer purpose. 

I believe America should lead at the 
United Nations in insisting that the 
U.N. command structure be clear and 
workable, so that what happened the 
other night in Mogadishu never hap
pens again, where some U .N. troops in 
trouble are not assisted by other U .N. 
troops on the scene because of a lack of 
clear command. 

I believe that a report from the 
President is appropriate and that he 
should inform the people and inform 
the Congress as to what efforts are 
being taken at the United Nation to 
avoid the repetition of that tragedy of 
the other night. 
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But we cannot and should not under

mine the effort in Somalia to try to 
bring sufficient stability so that there 
is not again a reoccurrence of the anar
chy and chaos which brought us there 
in the first place. 

That is a narrow goal. It is achiev
able. I believe, again, that the good 
Senator from West Virginia and others 
who are forcing this issue are correct 
in doing that. 

I believe we should press the issue of 
narrowing and clarification of goal and 
the U.N. command structure. But we 
should not prejudge that issue by set
ting a deadline, and we should not prej
udice the outcome. And this amend
ment, by saying no more funding after 
a date certain unless the Congress acts, 
undermines, prejudices, and prejudges 
the outcome of the Commander in 
Chief's effort. 

So, yes, press for clarification; yes, 
press for narrowing of the goal; yes, in
sist that the United Nations get its 
command structure together; yes, press 
for the funding needed for that police 
force to take over in Somalia. Press for 
a report from the President on all of 
that. But, no, do not prejudge; do not 
prejudice the outcome of that process. 

This amendment goes too far. It is 
well intended, well motivated, and I 
think is useful in getting this Congress 
to debate the critical issues that are 
involved in Somalia: multinational 
peace enforcement, the future thereof, 
and all that is involved in that for the 
world, all over the world. That is what 
is at stake here. But, again, above all, 
what is at stake here is the morale of 
our troops and the well-being of our 
troops in Somalia. And the setting, in 
effect, of a date certain is inconsistent 
with preserving their safety, their well
being, and their high morale. 

I hope we can work out a compromise 
amendment. I know the leadership is 
working very hard on it. I commend 
them and all those who are involved in 
this. I have tried to work with the lan
guage to see that it is consistent with 
the goals I have set forth. I also want 
to commend my friend from West Vir
ginia because, while I think his amend
ment has gone too far, I think he has 
performed a very useful service for the 
Senate and for the country in rais- ing 
it. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Virginia. 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I wish 

to commend our distinguished col
league from Michigan, Mr. LEVIN. I 
have had the privilege of serving with 
him now 14 years on the Senate Armed 
Services Committee, and he has always 
given a very insightful contribution on 
that committee on every issue, as he 
has today. I wish to concur in his con
cluding remarks. 

I think the distinguished Senator 
from West Virginia [Mr. BYRD] has pro
voked a ti~ely and important debate. I 

do not think we should be too harsh in 
whatever criticism we may have of his 
amendment. While I do not support the 
language of his amendment, I certainly 
support his objective; namely, to get 
the Congress involved, to have a con
gressional voice in this critical issue, 
hopefully a voice in support of the 
President of the United States. Be
cause thus far I think President Clin
ton, having inherited this issue, has 
handled it very well. And he has kept, 
so far as I know, the Congress informed 
on the steps that he has taken. 

I also would like to pick up on an
other point made by my distinguished 
colleague. We certainly do not want to 
have a precedent of cut-and-run. As we 
look at the uncertain future of this 
world, more and more the United 
States will be called on to participate 
with other nations in joint action. We 
certainly saw that in the Persian Gulf 
war, when we were able to join with 
other nations and free Kuwait. We are 
in there now, in Somalia, with some 20 
or so other nations. We have United 
States military personnel actually in 
the Balkans involved in many ways 
with respect to Bosnia. 

So joint actions are the future. And 
we want to have a clear record that the 
United States is a credible, reliable 
partner in such joint actions. I inter
preted the comments of the Senator 
from Michigan [Mr. LEVIN] to mean 
just that, as I do the comments of oth
ers who have spoken tonight. Because, 
if we fail to exercise that credible posi
tion as a partner, then it does indeed 
send a signal to those despots, wher
ever they are in the world tonight, to
morrow, and in the future, that they 
should go ahead and take a risk and see 
if they can cause a problem and deter
mine whether or not the Congress 
would jerk the rug out from under a 
President. 

I think at this point I would like to 
put into the RECORD some research I 
have done on this point. 

Mr. LEVIN. Will my friend from Vir
ginia yield at this point? 

Mr. WARNER. Of course. 
Mr. LEVIN. First, let me thank him 

for his comments and the service he is 
providing the Senate. He is my ranking 
member, Republican, on the sub
committee of the Armed Services Com
mittee that Senator NUNN chairs so 
ably. Working together in a bipartisan 
fashion, as we have consistently and as 
that committee does consistently, has, 
frankly, made a very important con
tribution to this Nation. I thank him 
for that. I thank him for his remarks. 
And I really agree with him that what 
is at stake here is the reliability of this 
Nation as a participant in something 
broader than itself, because we cannot 
be the policemen of the world. But the 
world at times needs some policing. We 
can be part of a police effort. We can
not do it on our own. But if that kind 
of system is going to emerge, it is 

going to take a tremendous bipartisan 
effort to help it along during these 
birth pangs. My friend from Virginia, 
as always, is a major part of that bi
partisan effort, and I thank him for it. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I thank 
my colleague. That brings to mind one 
of my more memorable visits to the 
White House. I was joined at that time 
by the distinguished chairman of our 
committee and several others. We had 
just come back from an inspection trip 
with respect to the complicated issues 
in Bosnia and were discussing it with 
the President. And the President very 
wisely, in his deliberations, always was 
looking beyond Bosnia to the impor
tance to our Nation of the extent we 
participated or did not participate in 
certain aspects of the Bosnian problem, 
to make sure that we were acting in 
concert with our allies, and particu
larly those allies that stood by this Na
tion-Great Britain, France, and oth
ers-throughout history, because it is 
important to our future. 

I think that is the approach I would 
like to see this institution take with 
respect to Somalia. Indeed, it is a prob
lem, but we must look beyond it and 
make certain that our position, that of 
the United States, is one that is re
spected and is credible so we can con
tribute to a solution in Somalia and 
contribute to solutions in the future 
should problems arise. 

Mr. SIMON. Will my colleague yield? 
Mr. WARNER. Yes. 
Mr. SIMON. I just want to commend 

him also. Twice he used a word that I 
think is very important. That is the 
credibility of our country. I really 
think that is at stake. Are we going to 
indicate to the rest of the world that 
we are going to be solid partners in 
this kind of a situation? Or, as soon as 
there is a little bit of trouble, are we 
going to start cutting and running? I 
commend my colleague from Virginia. 

Mr. WARNER. I thank my colleague 
from Illinois. He serves on that com
mittee that has more or less had the 
prime responsibility for this operation. 
And, again, it is the continuity of one 
President after another, President 
Bush followed by President Clinton, 
that has been a consistent policy. It 
does not mean it cannot be improved as 
a consequence of this debate, urging 
clarification and other, as we call it, 
certifications to the Congress. But it is 
a continuity that gives the credibility 
from one administration to another. 
And we have achieved that, and I 
thank my colleagues. 

Mr. LEVIN. If my friend will yield 
further for one additional comment? 

Mr. WARNER. Yes. 
Mr. LEVIN. His comments reflect the 

great tradition of bipartisanship rel
ative to the foreign policy of this coun
try. The leadership, as we speak, is 
working jointly in a bipartisan fashion, 
trying to work out an alternative that 
carries out the thrust of the Byrd 
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amendment that there are some clari
fications of purpose and some other 
things we should press, but avoids 
some of the pitfalls of the Byrd amend
ment. The leadership is doing that on a 
bipartisan basis. It is part of a great 
tradition of this body that foreign pol
icy be handled that way. And my friend 
from Virginia, again, reflects this . He 
always has. Invariably, I have seen it 
over and over again, that bipartisan 
tradition, I think, in our committee, 
under Chairman NUNN's leadership. 
And the ranking Republican has al
ways worked with our chairman in that 
same bipartisan spirit which is so criti
cal to this country's security. 

Mr. WARNER. I thank my colleague 
for that observation. Indeed, I have 
been privileged to serve on the Armed 
Services Committee not only under the 
leadership of Chairman NUNN, but of 
Chairman Stennis, Chairman Jackson, 
Chairman Tower, Chairman Goldwater. 
These real giants of the Senate as
cended to the responsible position of 
the chairmanship of the Armed Serv
ices Committee. I certainly feel it has 
been a privilege and honor to have 
served with them. 

Mr. President, again, Senator BYRD-
how many times have we been on the 
floor here in these past years about the 
War Powers Act? His approach has al
ways been to preserve the voice of the 
Congress. That I interpret as the prin
cipal objective of his amendment. 

Following up on the observation of 
the Senator from Michigan about bi
partisanship, the leadership of the Sen
ate, both the majority leader and the 
Republican leader, are now working on 
a draft. I urge the Senator to take a 
look at it, as I have just done, to per
haps contribute his thoughts to that 
draft. 

Mr. LEVIN. We have already done 
that. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, as I in
terpret the draft, it is clearly directed 
toward a strong bipartisan resolution 
of this issue that is before us right 
now. But I will be very brief, and then 
I will yield to my colleagues. There are 
others who want to speak. 

I want to put some things into the 
RECORD because I think scholars and 
others will examine this debate to
night. My contribution would simply 
be some of the precedents regarding 
the President of the United States' au
thority in a situation like this. 

One of the most definitive documents 
was a legal opinion by the Assistant 
Attorney General of the United States, 
Office of Legal Counsel, issued on Feb
ruary 12, 1980, at the request of Presi
dent Carter's Attorney General. It was 
done in relation to the planning of op
erations concerning the United States 
hostages in Iran. It is now, of course, a 
matter of public record. Therefore, I 
ask unanimous consent that that opin
ion of February 12, 1980, which is a very 
broad and detailed recitation of the 

constitutional authority, and to the 
extent that any President has acknowl
edged that authority being affected by 
the War Powers Act, it is set forth in 
here. I think other Members of the 
Senate will find it, as I have, to be a 
very valuable resource for their consid
eration of this issue and future issues 
of like nature. ,, 

There being no objection, the opinion 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
PRESIDENTIAL POWER TO USE THE ARMED 

FORCES ABROAD WITHOUT STATUTORY AU
THORIZATION 

The President's inherent, constitutional 
authority as Commander-in-Chief, his broad 
foreign policy powers, and his duty to take 
care that the laws be faithfully executed 
generally empower him to deploy the armed 
forces abroad without a declaration of war 
by Congress or other congressional author
ization. A historical pattern of presidential 
initiative and congressional acquiescence in 
emergency situations calling for immediate 
action, including situations involving rescue 
and retaliation, confirm this inherent power, 
and the courts have generally declined to re
view its use. 

The War Powers Resolution generally pre
cludes presidential reliance on statutory au
thority for m111tary actions clearly involv
ing hostilities, unless a statute expressly au
thorizes such actions, and regulates the 
President 's use of his constitutional powers 
in this regard. In particular, it introduces 
consultation and reporting requirements in 
connection with any use of the armed forces, 
and requires the termination of such use 
within 60 days or whenever Congress so di
rects. 

The term "United States Armed Forces" in 
the War Powers Resolution does not include 
military personnel detailed to and under the 
control of the Central Intelligence Agency . 
[In an opinion issued on October 26, 1983, pub
lished as an appendix to this opinion, this 
conclusion is reconsidered and reversed.] 

The term "hostilities" in the War Powers 
Resolution does not include sporadic mili
tary or paramilitary attacks on our armed 
forces stationed abroad; furthermore , its ap
plicability requires an active decision to 
place forces in a hostile situation rather 
than their simply acting in self-defense. 

The requirement of consultation in the 
War Powers Resolution is not on its face un
constitutional, though it may, if strictly 
construed, raise constitutional questions. 

The provision in the War Powers Resolu
tion permitting Congress to require removal 
of our armed forces in particular cases by 
passage of a concurrent resolution not pre
sented to the President is a prima facie viola
tion of Article I, § 7 of the Constitution. 

MEMORANDUM OPINION FOR THE ATTORNEY 
GENERAL, FEBRUARY 12, 1980 

This responds to your request for our re
view of certain questions regarding the ef
fect of the War Powers Resolution on the 
President 's power to use military force with
out special congressional authorization and 
related issues. We have considered the Presi
dent's existing power to employ the armed 
forces in any of three distinct kinds of oper
ations: (1 ) deployment abroad at some risk of 
engagement-for example, the current pres
ence of the fleet in the Persian Gulf region; 
(2) a military expedition to rescue the hos
tages or to retaliate against Iran if the hos
tages are harmed; (3) an attempt to repel an 

assault that threatens our vital interests in 
that region. We believe that the President 
has constitutional authority to order all of 
the foregoing operations. 

We also conclude that the War Powers Res
olution, 50 U.S.C. §§ 1541-1548, has neither the 
purpose nor the effect of modifying the 
President's power in this regard. The Resolu
tion does, however, impose procedural re
quirements of consultation and reporting on 
certain presidential actions, which we sum
marize . The Resolution also provides for the 
termination of the use of the armed forces in 
hostilities within 60 days or sooner if di
rected by a concurrent resolution of Con
gress. We believe that Congress may termi
nate presidentially initiated hostilities 
through the enactment of legislation, but 
that it cannot do so by means of a legislative 
veto device such as a concurrent resolution. 

I. THE PRESIDENT' S CONSTITUTIONAL 
AUTHORITY TO EMPLOY THE ARMED FORCES 

The centrally relevant constitutional pro
visions are Article II, § 2, which declares that 
" the President shall be Commander in Chief 
of the Army and Navy of the United States, " 
and Article I, §8, which grants Congress the 
power "To declare War." Early in our con
stitutional history, it perhaps could have 
been successfully argued that the Framers 
intended to confine the President to direct
ing the military forces in wars declared by 
Congress. 1 Even then, however, it was clear 
that the Framers contemplated that the 
President might use force to repel sudden in
vasions or rebellions without first seeking 
congressional approval.2 

In addition to the Commander-in-Chief 
Clause, the President's broad foreign policy 
powers support deployment of the armed 
forces abroad.3 The President also derives 
authority from his duty to '.' take Care that 
the Laws be faithfully executed, " 4 for both 
treaties and customary international law are 
part of our law and Presidents haV-e repeat
edly asserted authority to enforce our inter
national obligations 5 even when Congress 
has not enacted implementing legislation. 

We believe that the substantive constitu
tional limits on the exercise of these inher
ent powers by the President are, at any par
ticular time, a function of historical practice 
and the political relationship between the 
President and Congress. Our history is re
plete with instances of presidential uses of 
military force abroad in the absence of prior 
congressional approval. This pattern of pres
idential initiative and congressional acquies
cence may be said to reflect the implicit ad
vantage held by the executive over the legis
lature under our constitutional scheme in 
situations calling for immediate action. 
Thus, constitutional practice over two cen
turies, supported by the nature of the func
tions exercised and by the few legal bench
marks that exist, evidences the existence of 
broad constitutional power.6 

The power to deploy troops abroad without 
the initiation of hostilities is the most clear
ly established exercise of the President's 
general power as a matter of historical prac., 
tice. Examples of such actions in the past in
clude the use of the Navy to " open up" 
Japan, and President Johnson 's introduction 
of the armed forces into the Dominican Re
public in 1965 to forestall revolution. 

Operations of rescue and retaliation have 
also been ordered by the President without 
congressional authorization even when they 
involved hostilities. Presidents have repeat
edly employed troops abroad in defense of 
American lives and property. A famous early 

Footnotes at end of article. 
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example is President Jefferson's use of the 
Navy to suppress the Barbary pirates. Other 
instances abound, including protection of 
American citizens in China during the Boxer 
Rebellion in 1900, and the use of troops in 
1916 to pursue Pancho Villa across the Mexi
can border. Recent examples include the 
Danang sealift during the collapse of Viet
nam's defenses (1975); the evacuation of 
Phnom Penh (Cambodia, 1975); the evacu
ation of Saigon (1975); the Mayaguez incident 
(1975); evacuation of civilians during the 
civil war in Lebanon (1976); and the dispatch 
of forces to aid American victims in Guyana 
(1978). 

This history reveals that purposes of pro
tecting American lives and property and re
taliating against those causing injury to 
them are often intertwined. In Durand v. 
Hollins, 8 F. Cas. 111 (No. 4186) (C.C.S.D.N.Y. 
1860), the court upheld the legality of the 
bombardment of a Nicaraguan town which 
was ordered because the local authorities re
fused to pay reparations for an attack by a 
mob on the United States Consul. Policies of 
deterrence seem to have eroded any clear 
distinction between cases of rescue and re
taliation. 

Thus, there is much historical support for 
the power of the President to deploy troops 
without initiating hostilities and to direct 
rescue and retaliation operations even where 
hostilities are a certainty. There is prece
dent as well for the commitment of United 
States armed forces, without prior congres
sional approval or declaration of war, to aid 
an ally in repelling an armed invasion, in 
President Truman's response to the North 
Korean invasion of South Korea. 7 But clearly 
such a response cannot be sustained over 
time without the acquiescence, indeed the 
approval, of Congress for it is Congress that 
must appropriate the money to fight a war 
or a police action. While Presidents have ex
ercised their authority to introduce troops 
into Korea and Vietnam 8 without prior con
gressional authorization, those troops re
mained only with the approval of Congress. 

II. JUDICIAL REVIEW OF THE PRESIDENT'S 
EXERCISE OF CONSTITUTIONAL POWER 

In the only major case dealing with the 
role of the courts with regard to this general 
subject, the Supreme Court upheld presi
dential power to act in an emergency with
out prior congressional authority. In the 
Prize Cases, 67 U.S. 635 (1863), the Court 
upheld President Lincoln's blockade of 
Southern ports following the attack on Fort 
Sumter. The Court thought that particular 
uses of inherent executive power to repel in
vasion or rebellion were "political ques
tions" not subject to judicial review: "This 
Court must be governed by the decisions and 
acts of the political department of the Gov
ernment to which this power was entrusted." 
(Id. at 670). The Court's unwillingness to re
view the need for presidential action in a 
particular instance in the Prize Cases or since 
has left the field to the President and Con
gress; much has depended on presidential re
straint in responding to provocation, and on 
congressional willingness to support his ini
tiatives by raising and funding armies. 

More recently, the courts have applied the 
rationale of the Prize Cases to avoid judicial 
review of the constitutionality of the Presi
dent's actions with regard to the Vietnam 
conflict.9 Although the Supreme Court did 
not hear argument in the case, we believe 
some significance may be attached to the 
Court's summary affirmance of a three-judge 
court's decision that the constitutionality of 
the government's involvement in that con
flict was a political question and thus un-

suitable for judicial resolution. Atlee v. 
Laird, 347 F. Supp. Supp. 689 (E.D.Pa. 1972), 
aff'd, 411 U.S. 911 (1973). 

III. THE PRESIDENT'S STATUTORY POWERS 

Congress has restricted the President's 
ability to rely on statutory authority for the 
use of armed force abroad by its provision in 
the War Powers Resolution that authority to 
introduce the armed forces into hostilities or 
into situations "wherein involvement in hos
tilities is clearly indicated by the cir
cumstances" is not to be inferred from any 
statutory provision not specifically authoriz
ing the use of troops and referring to the 
War Powers Resolution. 50 U.S.C. § 1547. 
Thus, the President may not rely on statu
tory authority for military actions clearly 
involving hostilities unless the statute ex
pressly authorizes such actions. 

Nevertheless, it may be possible for the 
President to draw authority for some actions 
not involving the use of the armed forces in 
actual or imminent hostilities from the pro
visions of an 1868 statute, now 22 U.S.C. 
§ 1732: 

"Whenever it is made known to the Presi
dent that any citizen of the United States 
has been unjustly deprived of his liberty by 
or under the authority of any foreign govern
ment, it shall be the duty of the President 
forthwith to demand of that government the 
reasons of such imprisonment; and if it ap
pears to be wrongful and in violation of the 
rights of American citizenship, the President 
shall forthwith demand the release of such 
citizen, and if the release so demanded is un
reasonably delayed or refused, the President 
shall use such means, not amounting to acts 
of war, as he may think necessary and proper 
to obtain or effectuate the release; and all 
the facts and proceedings relative thereto 
shall as soon as practicable be commu
nicated by the President to Congress." 

We are unaware of any instances in which 
this provision has been invoked. It was 
passed in response to a dispute with Great 
Britain after the Civil War, in which that na
tion was trying its former subjects, who had 
become naturalized Americans, for treason. 
The House version of the bill, which would 
have authorized the President to suspend all 
commerce with the offending nation and to 
round up its citizens found in this country as 
hostages, was replaced by the present lan
guage which was in the Senate bill. Cong. 
Globe, 40th Cong., 2d Sess. 4205, 4445-46 (1868). 
It is not clear whether this change was 
meant to restrict the President to measures 
less drastic than those specified in the House 
bill. It is also not clear what Congress meant 
by the phrase "not amounting to acts of 
war." At least Congress did not seem to be 
attempting to limit the President's constitu
tional powers. 

IV. THE WAR POWERS RESOLUTION 

The War Powers Resolution, 50 U.S.C. 
§§ 1541-48, begins with a statement of purpose 
and policy that seems designed to limit pres
idential use of armed forces in hostilities to 
situations involving a declaration of war, 
specific statutory authorization, or an at- . 
tack on the United States, its possessions, or 
its armed forces. This policy statement, how
ever, is not to be viewed as limiting presi
dential action in any substantive manner. 
That much is clear from the conference re
port, which states that subsequent portions 
of the Resolution are not dependent on the 
policy statement,10 and from its construction 
by the President since its enactment. 

The important provisions of the Resolution 
concern consultation and reporting require
ments and termination of the involvement of 

the armed forces in hostilities. The Resolu
tion requires that the President consult with 
Congress "in every possible instance" before 
introducing the armed forces into hostilities, 
and regularly thereafter. 50 U.S.C. § 1542. 

The reporting requirements apply not only 
when hostilities are taking place or are im
minent, but also when armed forces are sent 
to a foreign country equipped for combat. 50 
U.S.C. §1543(a)(2), (3). The report must be 
filed within 48 hours from the time that they 
are introduced into the area triggering the 
requirement, and not from the time that the 
decision to dispatch them is made. 11 The re
port must include: 

(A) The circumstances necessitating the 
introduction of United States Armed Forces; 

(B) the constitutional and legislative au
thority under which such introduction took 
place; and 

(C) the estimated scope and duration of the 
hostilities or involvement. 
50 U.S.C. § 1543(a)(3). Reports which have 
been filed in the past have been brief and to 
the point. The reference to legal authority 
has been one sentence, referring to the Presi
dent's constitutional power as Commander
in-Chief and Chief Executive.12 

The Resolution requires the President to 
terminate any use of the armed forces in 
hostilities after 60 days unless Congress has 
authorized his action. 13 It also requires ter
mination whenever Congress so directs by 
concurrent resolution. 14 

As enacted, the ambiguous language of the 
Resolution raises several issues of practical 
importance regarding the scope of its cov
erage as well as questions of constitutional 
magnitude. We shall discuss first several is
sues related to the scope of its coverage and 
then discuss several constitutional issues it 
raises. 

A threshold question is whether the Reso
lution's use of the term "United States 
Armed Forces" was intended to reach de
ployment or use by the President of person
nel other than members of the Army, Air 
Force, Marine Corps, Navy, or Coast Guard 
functioning under the control of the Sec
retary of Defense and the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff. For example, does it extend to mili
tary personnel detailed to and under the con
trol of the Central Intelligence Agency 
(CIA), CIA agents themselves, or other indi
viduals contracting to perform services for 
the CIA or the Department of Defense? We 
believe that none of these personnel are cov
ered by the Resolution.14a. 

The provision most closely on point is 
§ 1547(c), which defines the term "introduc
tion of United States Armed Forces" to in
clude "the assignment of members of such 
armed forces to command, coordinate, par
ticipate in the movement of, or accompany 
the regular or irregular military forces of 
any foreign country" in actual or imminent 
hostilities. This provision appears to be in
tended to identify activities subject to the 
Resolution, and not the identity of persons 
constituting "members of such armed 
forces." It could be argued that anyone offi
cially a member of the armed forces of this 
country, although on temporary detail to a 
civilian agency, is within this provision and 
therefore covered by the Resolution. The leg
islative history of the Resolution, however, 
persuades us to take a contrary view. In the 
Senate, where § 1547(c) originated, Senator 
Eagleton introduced the following amend
ment: 

"Any person employed by, under contract 
to, or under the direction of any department 
or agency of the United States Government 
who is either (a) actively engaged in hos
tilities in any foreign country; or (b) advis
ing any regular or irregular military forces 
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engaged in hostilities in any foreign country 
shall be deemed to be a member of the 
Armed Forces of the United States for the 
purposes of this Act." 

He explained that it was intended to cover 
CIA paramilitary operations involving per
sons who might be military officers under 
contract to the CIA. 119 Cong. Rec. 25,079-S3 
(1973). He recognized that without this 
amendment the Resolution as drafted would 
not cover the activities of such personnel, 
and argued that it should, citing CIA activi
ties in Laos as leading to America's Indo
Chlna involvement. Senator Muskie and Jav
its opposed the amendment, principally for 
reasons of committee jurisdiction. They ar
gued that if the Resolution were extended to 
cover the CIA, its chances to escape presi
dential veto might be jeopardized, and that 
the matter should be considered pursuant to 
proposed legislation to govern the CIA. Sen
ator Javits also argued that the amendment 
was overbroad, since it would include foreign 
nationals contracting with the CIA. He ar
gued that CIA activities should not be within 
the Resolution, because the CIA lacks the 
appreciable armed force that can commit the 
Nation to war. Senator Fullbright came to 
Senator Eagleton's defense, arguing that the 
amendment, applying to the CIA and DOD ci
vilians alike, would avoid circumvention of 
the Resolution. Id. at 25,08~4. No one sug
gested that the Resolution would apply to 
anyone other than military personnel under 
Department of Defense control unless the 
amendment passed. The amendment was de
feated.15 

In the House of Representatives, Congress
man Badillo asked Congressman Zablocki, 
the manager of the bill, whether he would 
support in the conference committee a Sen
ate provision that would include the CIA 
within the blll when it carried out military 
functions. Congressman Zablocki replied 
that he would support the Eagleton amend
ment if it passed the Senate. 110 Cong. Rec. 
24,697 (1973). 

Another provision of the Resolution that 
had its source in the House is consistent 
with the view that the Resolution was not 
intended to apply to CIA paramilitary ac
tivities. The reporting requirements of 
§ 1543(a)(2) apply when the armed forces are 
introduced "into the territory, air space or 
waters of a foreign nation, while equipped for 
combat . . . " It ls clear from R.R. Rep. 
No. 287, 93d Cong., 1st Sess. 8 (173), that this 
provision was using the term "armed forces " 
to mean slgnlflcant bodies of military per
sonnel: 

"A report would be required any time com
bat milltary forces were sent to another na
tion to alter or preserve the existing politi
cal status quo or to make the U.S. presence 
felt. Thus, for example, the dispatch of ma
rines to Thailand in 1962 and the quarantine 
of Cuba in the same year would have re
quired Presidential reports." 
A companion provision reinforces the view 
that the Resolution applies only to signlfl
cant bodies of mllltary personnel. The House 
report goes on to discuss § 1543(a)(3), which 
requires a report when the number of armed 
forces equipped for combat is substantially 
enlarged in a foreign nation. For examples of 
substantial increases in combat troops, the 
report gives the dispatch of 25% more troops 
to an existing station, or President Ken
nedy's increase in U.S. military advisers in 
Vietnam from 500 to 16,000 in 1962. 

The section threshold question raised by 
the War Powers Resolution regards the 
meaning of the word "hostilities" as used in 
§ 1543(a)(1). In the 1975 hearings on executive 

compliance with the Resolution, Chairman 
Zablocki of the Subcommittee on Inter
national Security and Scientific Affairs drew 
the Legal Adviser's attention to a discussion 
of "hostilities" in the House report on the 
Resolution: 

"The word hostilities was substituted for 
the phrase armed conflict during the sub
committee drafting process because it was 
considered to be somewhat broader in scope. 
In addition to a situation in which fighting 
actually has begun, hostilities also encom
passes a state of confrontation in which no 
shots have been fired but where there is a 
clear and present danger of armed conflict. 
'Imminent hostilities' denotes a situation in 
which there is a clear potential either for 
such a state of confrontation or for actual 
armed conflict." 
R.R. Rep. No. 287, 93d Cong., 1st Sess. 7 (1973) 
(emphasis added). Chairman Zablocki then 
requested the views of the Departments of 
State and Defense regarding the Executive's 
interpretation of the term "hostilities" in 
view of the language quoted above. Those 
Departments responded in a letter to the 
Chairman dated June 5, 1975, reprinted in War 
Powers: A Test of Compliance at 38-40. After 
first noting that "hostilities" is "definable 
in a meaningful way only in the context of 
an actual set of facts," the letter went on to 
state that, as applied by the Executive, the 
term included: 

"a situation in which units of the U.S. 
armed forces are actively engaged in ex
changes of fire with opposing units of hostile 
forces, and 'imminent hostilities' was consid
ered to mean a situation in which there is a 
serious risk from hostile fire to the safety of 
United States forces. In our view, neither 
term necessarily encompasses irregular or 
infrequent violence which may occur in a 
particular area." 

We agree that the term "hostilities" 
should not be read necessarily to include 
sporadic military or paramilitary attacks on 
our armed forces stationed abroad. Such sit
uations do not generally involve the full 
military engagements with which the Reso
lution is primarily concerned. For the same 
reason, we also believe that as a general 
matter the presence of our armed forces in a 
foreign country whose government comes 
under attack by "guerrilla" operations 
would not trigger the reporting provisions of 
the War Powers Resolution unless our armed 
forces were assigned to "command, coordi
nate, participate in the movement of, or ac
company" the forces of the host government 
in operations against such guerrilla oper
ations.16 50 U.S.C. § 1547(c). 

Furthermore, if our armed forces otherwise 
lawfully stationed in a foreign country were 
fired upon and defended themselves, we 
doubt that such engagement in hostilities 
would be covered by the consultation and re
porting provisions of the War Powers Resolu
tion. The structure and thrust of those provi
sions is the "introduction" of our armed 
forces into such a situation and not the fact 
that those forces may be engaged in hos
t111ties. It seems fair to read "introduction" 
to require an active decision to place forces 
in a hostile situation rather than their sim
ply acting in self-defense.17 

A final issue of statutory construction in
volves interpretation of the requirement for 
consultation with "Congress." is As a prac
tical matter, consultation with more than a 
select group of congressional leaders has 
never been attempted. The Legal Adviser of 
the State Department has argued for this 
Administration, correctly in our view, that 
there are practical limits to the consultation 

requirement; he has said that meaningful 
consultations with " an appropriate group of 
congressional representatives should be pos
sible. "19 During the Mauaguez incident about 
ten House and eleven Senate Members were 
contacted concerning the measures to be 
taken by the President.20 

In requiring consultation in " every pos
sible instance," Congress meant to be firm 
yet flexible. R.R. Rep. No. 287, 93d Cong., 1st 
Sess. 6(1973). The House report continued: 

" The use of the word 'every' reflects the 
committee's belief that such consultation 
prior to the commitment of armed forces 
should be inclusive. In other words, it should 
apply to extraordinary and emergency cir
cumstances-even when it is not possible to 
get formal congressional approval in the 
form of a declaration of war or other specific 
au thorlza ti on. 

"At the same time, through use of the 
word "possible" it recognizes that a situa
tion may be so dire, e.g., hostile missile at
tack underway, and require such instanta
neous action that no prior consultation will 
be possible." 
The State Department Legal Adviser, again 
speaking for this Administration, has point
ed out the problem that exists in emer
gencies, noting that "[B)y their very nature 
some emergencies may preclude opportunity 
for legislative debate prior to involvement of 
the Armed Forces in hostile or potentially 
hostile situation." He recognized, however, 
that consultation may be had "in the great 
majority of cases." 21 

There may be constitutional consider
ations involved in the consultation require
ment. When President Nixon vetoed the Res
olution, he did not suggest that either the 
reporting or consultation requirements were 
unconstitutional. Department of State Bul
letin, November 26, 1973, at 662-64. No Admin
istration has taken the position that these 
requirements are unconstitutional on their 
face. Nevertheless, there may be applications 
which raise constitutional questions. This 
view was stated succinctly by State Depart
ment Legal Adviser Leigh: 

"Section 3 of the War Powers Resolution 
has, in my view, been drafted so as not to 
hamper the President's exercise of his con
stitutional authority. Thus, Section 3 leaves 
it to the President to determine precisely 
how consultation is to be carried out. In so 
doing the President may, I am sure, take 
into account the effect various possible 
modes of consultation may have upon the 
risk of a breach in security. Whether he 
could on security grounds alone dispense en
tirely with 'consultation' when exercising an 
independent constitutional power, presents a 
question of constitutional and legislative in
terpretation to which there is no easy an
swer. In my personal view, the resolution 
contemplates at least some consultation in 
every case irrespective of security consider
ations unless the President determines that 
such consultation is inconsistent with his 
constitutional obligation. In the latter event 
the President's decision could not as a prac
tical matter be challenged but he would have 
to be prepared to accept the political con
sequences of such action, which might be 
heavy.'' 

War Powers: A Test of Compliance at 100. 
Other constitutional issues raised by the 
Resolution concern the provisions terminat
ing the use of our armed forces either 
through the passage of time (60 days) or the 
passage of a concurrent resolution. 

We believe that Congress may, as a general 
constitutional matter place a 60-day limit on 
the use of our armed forces as required by 
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the provisions of § 1544(b) of the Resolution. 
The Resolution gives the President the flexi
bility to extend that deadline for up to 30 
days in cases of "unavoidable military neces
sity." This flexibility is, we believe, suffi
cient under any scenarios we can hypoth
esize to preserve his constitutional function 
as Commander-in-Chief. The practical effect 
of the 60-day limit is to shift the burden to 
the President to convince the Congress of 
the continuing need for the use of our armed 
forces abroad. We cannot say that placing 
that burden on the President unconstitution
ally intrudes upon his executive powers. 

Finally, Congress may regulate the Presi
dent's exercise of his inherent powers by im
posing limits by statute. We do not believe 
that Congress may, on a case-by-case basis, 
require the removal of our armed forces by 
passage of a concurrent resolution which is 
not submitted to the President for his ap
proval or disapproval pursuant to Article I, 
§7 of the Constitution.-John M. Harmon, 
Assistant Attorney General, Office of Legal 
Counsel. 
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APPENDIX-WAR POWERS RESOLUTION: 
DETAILING OF MILITARY PERSONNEL TO THE CIA 
Memorandum opinion for the Deputy Attorney 

General, October 26, 1983 
This responds to your inquiry whether a 

Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) operation 
utilizing military equipment and military 
personnel detailed to the CIA would require 
compliance with the War Powers Resolution. 
In responding to this inquiry, this Office has 
found 1 t necessary to re-examine and revise a 
broad conclusion expressed by this Office in 
its February 12, 1980 memorandum, the "Har
mon Memorandum," 1 that "military person
nel detailed to and under the control of the 
CIA ... " would not be covered by the War 
Powers Resolution were they to be deployed 
into hostilities or a situation otherwise trig
gering that Resolution. 

The heart of the argument in the Harmon 
Memorandum is the essentially negative in
ference drawn from the Senate's rejection of 
the so-called "Eagleton amendment," 2 

which is reprinted on page 8 of that memo
randum. The Eagleton amendment would 
have supplemented §8(c) of the War Powers 
Resolution regarding the definition of the 
term "introduction of United States Armed 
Forces." As enacted, §8(c) now provides: 

"For purposes of this chapter, the term 'in
troduction of United States Armed Forces' 
includes the assignment of members of such 
armed forces to command, coordinate, par
ticipate in the movement of, or accompany 
the regular or irregular military forces of 
any foreign country or government when 
such military forces are engaged, or there 
exists an imminent threat that such forces 
will become engaged, in hostilities." 50 
U.S.C. § 1547(c). Senator Eagleton urged add
ing the following sentence: 

"Any person employed by, under contract 
to, or under the direction of any department 

1 Footnotes at end of article. 

or agency of the United States Government 
who is either (a) actively engaged in hos
tilities in any foreign country; or (b) advis
ing any regular or irregular military forces 
engaged in hostilities in any foreign country 
shall be deemed to be a member of the 
Armed Forces of the United States for the 
purposes of this Act." 119 Cong. Rec. 25,079 
(1973). 

We observe at the outset that the Eagleton 
amendment on its face does not suggest that 
it deals with a situation in which uniformed 
personnel would be detailed to the CIA; in
deed, what it would have done on its face was 
to provide that all government employees 
under the direction of any department or 
agency either engaged in hostilities in any 
foreign country or advising any regular or ir
regular military forces engaged in hostilities 
would be deemed to be a member of the 
armed forces for purposes of the War Powers 
Resolution. In other words, military or para
military activities by the CIA would have 
triggered the War Powers Resolution irre
spective of whether the activities were per
formed by military personnel, civilian em
ployees, or persons under contract to or 
under the control of the CIA. 

The sentences in the Harmon memoran
dum that follow the quotation of the Eagle
ton amendment read as follows: 

"He [Senator Eagleton] explained that it 
[his amendment] was intended to cover CIA 
paramilitary operations involving persons 
who might be military officers under con
tract to the CIA. 119 Cong. Rec. 25079--83 
(1973). He recognized that without this 
amendment the Resolution as drafted would 
not cover the activities of such personnel, 
and argued that it should, citing CIA activi
ties in Laos as leading to America's Indo
China involvement." 

We have carefully reviewed not only the 
remarks of Senator Eagleton contained in 
the cited pages of the Congressional Record, 
but also the full Senate debate on the Eagle
ton amendment. We have been unable to find 
a single remark made by Senator Eagleton 
or any other Senator that reasonably could 
be read to support the assertion contained in 
the sentences quoted above .from the Harmon 
Memorandum. In fact, Senator Eagleton and 
the other Senators who spoke at length for 
or against the Eagleton amendment mani
fested an understanding that the debate re
volved around the CIA's potential use of ci
vilian personnel to conduct combat oper
ations rather than situations in which the 
conduct of the same operations by military 
forces might occur. Senator Eagleton and his 
principal ally in the floor debate, Senator 
Fulbright, repeatedly expressed the view 
that failing to include activities which the 
CIA might conduct with civilian personnel 
was a major "loophole" which would allow 
Presidents to evade the War Powers Resolu
tion. The whole point of the Eagleton 
amendment, which emerges with consider
able clarity once the legislative history is 
examined closely, is that Senator Eagleton 
intended that civilian forces were to be treat
ed the same as military forces for purposes 
of application of the War Powers Resolution: 

"My amendment would circumscribe the 
President's use of American civilian combat
ants in the same manner uniformed Armed 
Forces are circumscribed by S. 440 as pres
ently drafted. It would, in other words, pre
vent a President from engaging American ci
vilians, either directly or as advisers, in a 
hostile situation without the express consent 
of Congress." 119. Cong. Rec. 25,079 (1973) 
(emphasis added). 

Thus, Senator Eagleton spoke at consider
able length about his concern that wars or 
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lengthy and costly military engagements 
would be caused by CIA covert civilian oper
ations. The discussion did not relate to cov
ering, by this amendment, the detailing of 
military personnel to the CIA. 

Furthermore, the record implies, albeit 
less strongly on this point, that CIA activi
ties which actually used military personnel 
would be covered by the War Powers Resolu
tion irrespective of the Eagleton amend
ment. 

The closest that Senator Eagleton himself 
comes to saying something similar to what 
was attributed to him by the Harmon Memo
randum is in a. paragraph that reads as fol
lows: 

" So military activities will be carried on 
by civilian employees of the Pentagon, be
cause under the War Powers bill nothing pre
vents the Pentagon from hiring or contract
ing with civilian employees, ex-military peo
ple perhaps, but people that are called civil
ians." Id. at 25,083 (emphasis added). 

Senator Eagleton's statements do not sup
port the argument that the Eagleton amend
ment was an attempt to expand the War 
Powers Resolution to embrace CIA activities 
using military personnel. When examined in 
their full context, it was concern over any 
American involvement in a military context 
which the Eagleton amendment was intended 
to address. He also said: "unless we treat all 
Americans in military situations alike, 
whether they are wearing a green uniform, 
red-white-and-blue or a seersucker suit with 
arms-what payroll you are on is really sec
ondary; whether you get it from the Penta
gon or whether you become a member of the 
Armed Forces, the end result is the same: 
Americans are exposed to the risk of war. 
And as they are exposed to the risk of war, 
the country, then makes a commitment to 
war. " Id. at 25,080 (1973). 

In this same debate, Senator Javits, speak
ing in opposition to the Eagleton amend
ment, stated his understanding of the appli
cability of the War Powers Resolution to 
paramilitary activities conducted by the CIA 
as follows : 

"Another important consideration is that 
there [is] outside the Armed Forces . . . no 
agency of the United States which has any 
appreciable armed forces power, not even the 
CIA. They [the CIA] might have some clan
destine agents with rifles and pistols engag
ing in dirty tricks, but there is no capability 
of appreciable military action that would 
amount to war. Even in the Laotian war, the 
regular U.S. Armed Forces had to be called 
in to give air support. The minute combat 
air support is required you have the Armed 
Forces, and the [War Powers Resolution] be
comes operative." Id. at 25,082. 

This debate over the Eagleton amendment 
stands rather clearly for the proposition that 
CIA civilian operations (at least most of 
them) were not embraced by the War Powers 
Resolution as ultimately passed by the Con
gress unadorned with the Eagleton amend
ment. We do not believe the negative infer
ence to be drawn from the defeat of the 
Eagleton amendment can be stretched fur
ther than to confirm that CIA civilian oper
ations are not embraced by the War Powers 
Resolution. 

In summary, we believe the legislative his
tory relied on in the Harmon Memorandum 
supports the proposition that Congress as
sumed that the CIA's use of civilian or ex
mili.tary personnel would not trigger the War 
Powers Resolution. We do not believe that 
that legislative history may be relied upon 
for the conclusion that the involvement of 
military personnel, if temporarily detailed 

to the CIA and under civilian control, would 
remain outside the War Powers Resolution.
Theodore B. Olson, Assistant Attorney Gen
eral, Office of Legal Counsel. 

FOOTNOTES TO APPENDIX 
1 Memorandum for the Attorney General enti tied 

" Presidential Power to Use the Armed Forces 
Abroad Without Statutory Authorization" from 
John M. Harmon, Assistant Attorney General , Office 
of Legal Counsel. Feb. 12, 1980. The occasion for this 
memorandum was planning relative to the holding 
by Iran of American hostages and a range of poten
tial American responses to that situation Including 
a possible rescue attempt. The memorandum was 
general, however, and did not focus on a specific fac
tual situation. Particularly, the Harmon Memoran
dum's comments concerning a CIA operation involv
ing detained military personnel was a part of a gen
eral discussion and was not in response to a precise 
fact-specific question. 

2 Senator Eagleton Introduce several amendments 
to the War Powers Resolution. Some were adopted. 
This particular amendment was enumerated as 
amendment No. 366, and is set out In 119 Cong. Rec. 
25.079 (1973). 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, second, 
there was a legal opinion issued by the 
general counsel of the Department of 
Defense for Secretary of Defense Che
ney on December 5, 1992, which, again, 
reiterates in specificity the authority 
of the President at that time, Presi
dent Bush, to take certain actions in 
Somalia, and sets forth precisely the 
legal authority for President Bush tak
ing his actions in that timeframe. 

I, therefore , ask unanimous consent 
that that document, Mr. President, be 
printed in the RECORD. 

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

GENERAL COUNSEL OF 
THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, 

Washington, DC, December 5, 1992. 
Memorandum for the Secretary of Defense 
Through: The Deputy Secretary of Defense 
From: David S. Addington 
Subject: Legal Authority for Somalia Relief 

Operations 
The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 

has presented for your approval an order to 
the Commander in Chief of the Central Com
mand (CINCCENT) to execute humanitarian 
relief operations in Somalia, which will in
clude authority to use force if necessary to 
overcome resistance to safe and effective de
livery of humanitarian relief. The order 
would implement the President's direction 
to you to conduct such operations. It is my 
legal opinion that the order is lawful. 

The United States has the authority to 
employ the U.S. Armed Forces as con
templated by the order under a treaty and 
the laws of the United States concerning 
support for the United Nations and providing 
for the conduct of disaster relief activities. 
The President, as the commander in chief 
under the Constitution, may exercise this 
authority of the United States as con
templated by the order. 

In addition to the President's constitu
tional powers as commander in chief, two 
basic lines of authority and funding exist for 
the conduct of the Somalia relief operations: 
(1) the UN Charter, UN Participation Act, 
and defense appropriations acts and (2) disas
ter relief statutes, including defense appro
priations acts. The President may also have 
available various other authorities that 
could be brought to bear in appropriate cir
cumstances in support of the Somalia relief 
operations. 

UN CHARTER, UN PARTICIPATION ACT AND 
DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS ACTS 

The United Nations Charter is a treaty to 
which the United States is a party. Chapter 
VI of the Charter provides for the UN Secu
rity Council to address through pacific 
means situations the continuance of which 
are likely to endanger the maintenance of 
international peace and security. Chapter 
VII of the Charter provides for the UN Secu
rity Council to address threats to the peace, 
breaches of the peace and acts of aggression, 
including in specified circumstances taking 
"such action by air, sea, or land forces as 
may be necessary to maintain or restore 
international peace and security." (Art. 42) 
Under Article 25 of the Charter, " [t]he Mem
bers of the United Nations agree to accept 
and carry out the decisions of the Security 
Council in accordance with the present Char
ter." 

On January 23, 1992, acting under Chapter 
VI of the Charter, the UN Security Council 
adopted Resolution 733 calling upon all 
States " to contribute to the efforts of hu
manitarian assistance to the population in 
Somalia." With the determinations of the 
Secretary of State dated August 20, 1992 
under Section 7 of the UN Participation Act 
(22 U.S.C. 287d-1) and Executive Order 10206, 
the U.S. Armed Forces have been and may 
continue to be used to implement Resolution 
733 as a service to the UN, and Department of 
Defense funds may be used to fund such ac
tion. Operation and maintenance funds used 
for that purpose count against the overall 
limitation of $100 million on use of operation 
and maintenance funding under the UN Par
ticipation Act set by Section 9158 of the De
partment of Defense Appropriations Act, 1993 
(Public Law 102-396). By memorandum of Au
gust 29, 1992, the Deputy Secretary of De
fense authorized CINCCENT to provide sup
port to the UN for UN disaster relief in So
malia under the UN Participation Act within 
specified funding limitations. 

Acting under Chapter VII of the Charter, 
on December 3, 1992 the UN Security Council 
adopted Resolution 794, authorizing states to 
use all necessary means (i.e., including force) 
to establish as soon as possible a secure envi
ronment for humanitarian relief operations 
in Somalia. Chapter VII and Article 25 of the 
UN Charter, as a treaty, constitute the su
preme law of the land under the Constitution 
and have the effect of this situation of a re
quest to the United States to undertake a 
military mission, which the President has di
rected the Secretary of Defense to execute 
with the U.S. armed forces. Thus, defense ap
propriations may be used for employment of 
the U.S. armed forces for this mission in re
lation to Chapter VII of the UN Charter. See, 
Opinion of Acting Comptroller General to 
Acting Chairman, U.S. Civil Service Com
mission, 32 Comp. Gen. 347 (1953)( " * * * exist
ing appropriations of Departments of Agen
cies are available to defray the expenses of 
additional duties imposed upon them by 
proper legal authority.") 

The Secretary of Defense has flexibility in 
the Somalia relief operation to determine 
when elements of the U.S. Armed Forces are 
proceeding in relation to Chapter VI author
ity and Section 7 of the UN Participation 
Act (i.e., the noncombatant authority) and 
when they are proceeding in relation to 
Chapter VII authority (excluding Article 43, 
which the Department of Defense is not act
ing under in this situation) to use all nec
essary means (i.e., including force). 

DISASTER RELIEF STATUTES 
With or without UN Security Council ac

tion under Chapters VI or VII of the UN 
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Charter, the U.S. Armed Forces may engage 
in disaster relief a ctivities authorized by law 
to the extent of available appropriations. 
Such statutory authorization for disaster re
lief activities necessarily includes those se
curity measurements required to ensure safe 
and effective delivery of disaster relief. The 
guiding statutory limitation with respect to 
funding is Section 1301 of Title 31 of the U.S. 
Code, which provides that " appropriations 
shall be applied only to objects for which the 
appropriations were made except as other
wise provided by law." 

The Department of Defense may use the 
$25 million appropriated in Section 8105A of 
the Department of Defense Appropriations 
Act, 1992 (Public Law 102-172) " for the unan
ticipated costs of disaster relief activities of 
the Department of Defense and the military 
services overseas; " the at least $50 million 
available under the " Operation and Mainte
nance, Defense Agencies" heading of the De
partment of Defense Appropriations Act, 1993 
(Public Law 102-396 for " the global disaster 
relief activities of the Department of De
fense ;" and the not to exceed $25 million for 
the CINC initiatives fund account under the 
" Operation and Maintenance, Defense Agen
cies" heading of the Department of Defense 
Appropriations Act, 1993 (Public Law 102-
396). The Department of Defense also has 
available $28 million appropriated under the 
"Humanitarian Assistance" heading of the 
Department of Defense Appropriations Act, 
1993 (Public Law 102-396) and Section 2551 of 
Title 10 of the United States Code and en
acted by Section 304 of the National Defense 
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1993 (Pub
lic Law 102-484). It must be emphasized that 
there are other planned uses for all these 
funds, so that use of them for Somalia relief 
operations would require the Department of 
Defense to forego alternative planned uses 
for the funds . It should be noted as well that 
portions of the amounts cited above already 
have been obligated. 

CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons, it is my legal 
opinion that you may lawfully approve the 
execute order the Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff has presented for your ap
proval. 

It should be noted that the U.S. armed 
forces always may defend themselves and ex
pend for that purpose operation and mainte
nance funds appropriated to the Department 
of Defense. 

To keep the Congress informed as a matter 
of comity and to avoid any unnecessary ex
ecutive-legislative debate concerning the 
scope and constitutionality of the War Pow
ers Resolution , the Executive Branch may 
wish to transmit promptly to the Congress a 
written description of the Somalia relief op
eration. 

Mr. WARNER. I yield the floor. 
Mr. COATS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Indiana. 
Mr. COATS. Mr. President , storm 

clouds on this question have been gath
ering very quickly in the last several 
days with events that have transpired 
in Somalia. However, we really can go 
back several months into a slightly dif
ferent part of the world to observe 
what has happened in the former Re
public of Yugoslavia, particularly in 
Bosnia and Herzegovina because the 
even ts there raise many of the same 
questions that are being debated here 
this evening. 
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I also want to thank the Senator 
from West Virginia for raising this 
issue and raising the question, because 
I do believe that this Government, in
cluding the Congress and the executive 
branch, needs a serious debate over the 
question of what the role of the United 
States will be in this post-cold-war era, 
how we will define our foreign policy 
objectives, how we will use our armed 
services to help achieve those objec
tives, because there clearly has been a 
mix of efforts here, a mingling of ef
forts to utilize the military to achieve 
foreign policy objectives in ways which 
are different from those that existed 
during the cold war era. 

For the sake of our future, for the 
sake of our ability to project an effec
tive foreign policy and to provide world 
leadership, for the sake of those men 
and women who serve in uniform in our 
armed services, we need to carefully il
lustrate and define where we are head
ed in this regard or we will squander 
American prestige, American power 
and, most importantly, we will risk or 
put in jeopardy American lives. 

So I do think it is appropriate that 
we are having this debate. It was unex
pected but it is important, and I think 
we need to proceed with answering 
many of these questions with as much 
deliberate speed as possible. 

I am reluctant to endorse this 
amendment because it does set a fairly 
narrow deadline for action. I think this 
question is too important to decide by 
amendment with limited debate and a 
vote this evening. I do believe and 
agree with the Senator from West Vir
ginia that the Congress needs to play a 
very specific role and needs to voice its 
concerns, its questions, and help for
mulate policy that will guide us in the 
future. 

I would hope that the Senator from 
West Virginia would recognize in a bi
partisan nature the concerns that are 
expressed and the support that is given 
to his efforts to debate and discuss 
these issues. I would hope that some
thing definitive can be determined be
tween the Senator from West Virginia, 
the chairman and ranking members of 
the Foreign Relations Committee and 
the Armed Services Committee and the 
leadership to define a fairly specific 
course of action on which we can pro
ceed to address these questions. 

I think it is important that it involve 
the administration. While I have been a 
critic of many of the foreign policy de
cisions or lack of decisions by this par
ticular administration, I think it ought 
to be engaged very directly in this 
question. I think we should tap into 
the expertise of the Department of De
fense and, as I said, I think we should 
proceed with this debate with as much 
speed as possible. But I hope we can do 
it through a more thoughtful and more 
lengthy procedure than simply debat
ing this amendment and voting on it 
this evening. 

It is important because in defining · a 
prudent foreign policy, we need to re
member that there is a distinction and 
there is a difference between what we 
would define as vital American inter
ests and those interests that involve 
humanitarian efforts or involve some 
degree of response just to provide jus
tice when we see moral outrages and 
injustices taking place around the 
world. 

But there is a distinction between 
those two goals. When we define a vital 
American interest, in a sense we make 
an open-ended pledge. We generally 
agree to involve whatever force is nec
essary to meet our objectives. It might 
involve defense of our territory. It 
might involve freedom of the seas. It 
might involve defense of our allies, ac
cess to resources, atability for trade, 
the safety of Americans abroad-these 
are the traditional commitments of en
during importance. And when we define 
that, we are willing to assume, risks 
that I would suggest are far different 
than the risks that we should assume, 
or should be willing to assume, when 
we are involving Americans in issues 
that engage our moral and humani
tarian concerns but not our direct vital 
interests. · 

In those cases I think we can support 
intervention, as we have in Somalia, 
but only when it does not substantially 
undermine our broader interests. I be
lieve that means decisions that will in
volve minimal risk, that define clear 
objectives and limited timetables, be
cause when we enter into the quick
sand of a hopeless or endless humani
tarian mission, we squander two very 
important things: First and most im
portantly, we risk and waste American 
lives, and that is a burden that we 
should not bear. But, second, we squan
der the will of the American public to 
intervene in future events , in future 
conflicts even when those events or 
conflicts are important to our vital in
terests. 

I think this is one of the lessons of 
Vietnam. It is possible to so wound our 
national conscience that we forfeit 
American prestige and power and we 
forfeit the opportunity necessary to in
tervene in future conflicts that are 
vital to our interests. 

This is important because we cannot 
be isolationists. America has been 
thrust into a leadership position both 
by the commitments that it has made 
to power and to influence and by world 
events even beyond our control. 

Changing events around the world, it 
seems to me , will require us to be even 
more active than we have been in the 
past. Weapons of mass destruction, bal
listic missile technology proliferates in 
ways that are far less controllable and 
manageable than they have been in the 
past. American intervention may and 
probably will be necessary a nd essen
tial to avoid a future of blackmail and 
a future of suffering. But if we com
promise that mission or those missions 
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with misguided interventions or mis
guided policy now, we are going to un
dercut our credibility and our national 
willingness to intervene in situations 
that are much more threatening, that 
are much more vital. 

We have to understand that while our 
interests are substantial, they are not 
unlimited, and therefore we have to un
derstand that we will not be able to in
tervene in every humanitarian cause , 
and even in causes where gross injus
tices are occurring, because as has been 
pointed out on this floor this evening, 
there are injustices just as cruel as 
those that we witness and have wit
nessed in the past in Somalia that are 
occurring all across the world. It is 
just that CNN really has not shown up 
there , or made it a priority to beam it 
into our living rooms every evening, or 
that our publications have not chosen 
to print the pictures of suffering hu
manity on the front page of the New 
York Times or Washington Post or 
other periodicals or papers that you 
read. 

There are literally dozens of si tua
tions which exist in the world today 
that render our hearts, that build our 
moral outrage, and that call for justice 
to prevail. But we have to understand 
that American power is limited. And 
we have to understand, I believe, the 
distinction between those occurrences 
which directly threaten our vital inter
ests and those which fall in the second 
category of humanitarian relief, be
cause, as I said, if we do not, we risk 
squandering the ability to involve our
selves in what surely will be necessary 
interventions in the future. 

When our interests are clear, thou
sands of casual ties may not be too high 
of a price to pay, but when our goals 
are uncertain, one death is too many. 
It is not weakness to conclude in cer
tain situations that one American 
death might be one too many, because 
we need to carefully defend American 
power and American will, we need to 
retain a responsible concern for Ameri
ca's armed forces and a very healthy 
respect for the complexities of history. 

One of the things that we are dealing 
with both in Somalia and in Bosnia is 
the complexity of human history, the 
conflicts that arise out of ethnic ten
sions, out of religious, cultural, and so
cial conflicts that have existed for cen
turies that do not lend themselves to 
easy intervention, to easy solution, 
easy American, or even allied, U .N. in
volvement and solution. We need to un
derstand what we can and cannot do. 

So Senator BYRD has raised these im
portant questions before us this 
evening, and I commend him again for 
doing so because this is a debate that 
must take place, and it must take 
place not only this evening but in the 
next several days. It must involve , as I 
have said, both Congress and the execu
tive branch. To postpone the effort is 
to not only risk American lives but 

also create a situation where we will 
squander American prestige and Amer
ican will in intervening in situations 
that are important. 

I cannot help but reflect as several 
have on an analogy of history. I visited 
Beirut shortly after the death of the 
237 marines in the terrorist bombing. 
Those marines were sent to heal an
other ethnic and religious conflict. 
Those marines received very little spe
cific direction. They were sent out of 
great compassion. They were sent with 
the highest of motives, but they were 
sent to their death without good rea
son. And we saw the anguish of inno
cent people in hopeless conflict and the 
result of what we did was simply add 
our suffering to their own. 

Gen. John Vessey summarized the 
lesson of Lebanon which should be en
graved in a monument to the sacrifice 
of those marines when he said, " Don't 
get small units caught between the 
forces of history. " 

We have before us the lesson of Leb
anon, and we have before us the lesson 
of Desert Storm. We have before us two 
very different situations to which the 
United States responded with two very 
different results. I beiieve we should 
pay a great deal of attention to the his
tory of those two conflicts and our in
volvement in helping determine policy 
for the future that will guide the Unit
ed States. 

I make it a practice to call the par
ents of sons and daughters in uniform 
who die serving their country who are 
from my State. It is the most difficult 
thing that I have to do in this position. 
We in the Senate bear the burden of 
our Nation 's choice between war and 
peace, and that burden needs to be 
heavier than the weight of good inten
tions. 

So I hope that as we engage in this 
debate both this evening and hopefully 
through the committee process in co
operation with the administration we 
can carefully understand and carefully 
separate the complexities of the deci
sions before us and formulate a foreign 
policy that will serve the best interests 
of our American men and women in 
uniform, the best interests of this Na
tion, and the best interests of the peo
ple of the world. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. PELL addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 

FEINSTEIN). The Senator from Rhode 
Island. 

Mr. PELL. Madam President, huge as 
is my respect and my regard for the 
Senator from West Virginia, I must 
concur with the Senator from Indiana 
in support of the United Nations ' oper
ation in Somalia. I believe it is impor
tant to recognize that the United Na
tions ' goals there have been very clear
ly defined in Security Council Resolu
tion 814. The United States has led the 
effort to gather multilateral humani
tarian and military support to answer 

this crisis in Somalia. Twenty-three 
nations responded to our call for in
volvement. We should not and must 
not be the ones to disengage before the 
mission is complete. I believe United 
States leadership and participation in 
this effort remain crucial, and the 
precedent is of vital importance. 

We have had a great deal of success 
with this mission since it started. We 
responded to a humanitarian crisis of 
immense proportions. 

With our allies, we continue to pro
vide an atmosphere of security, ensur
ing delivery of critical assistance 
throughout most of the area of the 
U.N. operation. 

A premature withdrawal of American 
troops would open the way to collapse 
of the international coalition now en
gaged in Somalia and to the recurrence 
of the humanitarian crisis which we, as 
a nation, felt we had to respond to. 

I conclude that we must see our mis
sion in Somalia through. We should 
support continued American involve
ment in ensuring a secure environment 
for the provision of humanitarian relief 
for the people of that unhappy country 
and in paving the way for a genuine 
resolution of the crisis that has 
wrenched this Nation. 

I understand the majority leader will 
be offering a compromise substitute, 
and I look forward to supporting it. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Washington. 
Mr. GORTON. Madam President, this 

Senator has already spoken on the sub
ject. He merely asks unanimous con
sent to be included as a cosponsor. 

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

The Senator from South Dakota. 
Mr. PRESSLER. Madam President, I 

rise in strong support of the original 
amendment offered by the distin
guished President pro tempore, Sen
ator BYRD. In fact, I would like to ask 
unanimous consent that I be added as a 
cosponsor of his amendment. 

Madam President, from the day that 
United States troops first set foot in 
Somalia on December 9, 1992, I have 
had serious reservations about the ex
tent of our involvement and the poten
tial consequences. The time has come 
to finish our business in that belea
guered nation and to bring our troops 
home. 

Madam President, I believe we should 
get our troops out lock, stock, and bar
rel. I opposed sending them there in 
the first place. I say that not as an iso
lationist. I voted for the gulf resolu
tion. So I am not against using troops 
where we have strategic or national in
terests at stake. But I am concerned 
here that the War Powers Act has not 
been followed. We are getting more and 
more enmeshed in missions and respon
sibilities that have nothing ·to do with 
humanitarian reflief. 

I shall be very brief and submit most 
of my statement for the RECORD. 
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I fear this is perhaps not the Presi

dent doing this but certain Pentagon 
planners. I have recognized over the 
years their desire for adventure and de
sire for involvement. 

As I stated earlier, I believe that 
such an operation should be carried out 
only if there are vital U.S. interests. 
The interests should be clear and un
derstandable. The issue of moral obli
gation has been raised tonight . How
ever, we have a moral obligation in a 
number of places. We have moral obli
gations all over the world. We have 
moral obligations right here in Wash
ington, DC, on the Indian reservations 
in South Dakota, and within our cities 
that have crime. We have moral obliga
tions everywhere. The problem is this 
government lacks the material re
sources to meet each and every obliga
tion that cries out for help. Therefore 
we have to set priorities. We have to 
decide where our key national interests 
lie. 

I do not believe that our national in
terests lie in having our troops engage 
in essentially a civil war in Somalia. I 
am very concerned about the precedent 
we are establishing when we commit 
troops to open interventions like the 
current operation in Somalia. Oper
ation Restore Hope was based on ful
filling a humanitarian need. However, 
the current U.N. operation, Unisom II, 
has taken on missions and responsibil
ities that go far beyond simply provid
ing relief. Our troops are now mired in 
a civil war. They are targets for rea
sons that have nothing to do with 
keeping the people of Somalia fed. 

Again, Madam President, the prece
dent we are establishing is a dangerous 
one. Many in this Congress-I am one 
of them-always urge our President to 
define our mission when we commit 
troops abroad. This mission should be 
clear and understandable to Congress 
and to the people. There should be a 
plan to get them out when the mission 
has been accomplished. We should in
sist that the United Nations do the 
same. The United Nations is not fol
lowing these simple principles in So
malia. The situation even is beyond the 
control of the United Nations. 

Mr. President, I hope my colleague 
from West Virginia does not com
promise his amendment. I am cospon
sor of it. I hope he gets a rollcall vote 
on it. It is in the national interest. 
What he is doing is very important. I 
support him. I support him not as an 
isolationist. Indeed, I am an inter
nationalist. I support NAFTA. I sup
port the principles of GATT. I support 
free and fair trade. I voted to send our 
troops to the gulf. I proudly served in 
the Army in Vietnam. But it is time to 
get our troops out and to get them out 
as quickly as possible. The Byrd 
amendment will move us in that direc
tion. 

I have heard talk that there may be 
a compromise underway, that there is 

some kind of a substitute coming. I 
hope we get an up-or-down vote on the 
Byrd amendment. I hope that the Sen
ator from West Virginia does not 
change his amendment. I am very, very 
proud to be a cosponsor. I salute him 
for his efforts on this very important 
issue. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Maine. 
Mr. COHEN. Madam President, I 

think this is a very important debate 
taking place this evening. I want to 
commend Senator BYRD for offering his 
amendment. 

I would like to relate an experience I 
had during the August recess. I trav
eled to Southeast Asia-to Malaysia, 
Singapore, and Hong Kong, briefly hit
ting a typhoon in Hong Kong. 

In Malaysia, I had an interesting 
meeting with Prime Minister Mahathir 
and the Foreign Minister. An issue 
they raised repeatedly was that there 
seemed to be a double standard em
ployed by the United States as to when 
and where we will intervene and under 
what circumstances. Namely, we were 
quick to intervene in Somalia, but we 
were not so quick, indeed we were quite 
resistant to intervene in Bosnia. This 
put me in the position of having to ar
ticulate U.S. foreign policy in terms of 
exactly when can the President of the 
United States act on his own and when 
must he call upon the Congress to sup
port placing U.S. troops in harm's way. 

And I had to review for each of these 
individuals, the Prime Minister and the 
Foreign Minister, the circumstances 
that we discussed here on the floor 
when we intervened in the Persian 
Gulf. I recall that debate very, very 
well. We had a situation where we had 
a brutal dictator who had invaded an
other country, who had raped and en
gaged in pillage, who had burned 600-
plus oil wells. 

At that time, President Bush was de
ciding whether he would come to the 
Congress, saying that perhaps he did 
not have to. The War Powers Act has 
been ignored by virtually every Presi
dent since its adoption. They say it is 
unconstitutional. It is an unconstitu
tional intrusion upon the powers of the 
President as Commander in Chief. 

I recall going to the White House on 
at least two occasions urging· President 
Bush to come to Congress, saying that 
while you may believe it is unconstitu
tional, it is on the books as the law of 
the land. It has not been resolved by 
the Supreme Court. It may never be re
solved by the Supreme Court. But at 
this point in time, you should at least 
comply with its letter, if not its spirit, 
and come to the Congress. Not that you 
would concede your position in the Su
preme Court should you choose to chal
lenge it at some future time, but rath
er for a political reason. You cannot 
send large numbers of American forces 
into harm's way and not have the sup-

port of the American people. If you do 
that, you run the risk of losing it vir
tually overnight. You run the risk of 
imperiling this country's reputation. 
You jeopardize any future missions 
which may very well have a great 
merit. For all of these reasons, it is im
portant to have an expression of the 
American people 's support through its 
elected representatives. 

President Bush finally, after securing 
U.N. support for the resolution to use 
force to evict Saddam Hussein from 
Kuwait, decided to come to Congress. 
And in a very extensive debate, we 
went through all of the arguments. We 
said, well, we have a national security 
interest involved here. We have a vi
cious dictator who has invaded another 
country, who has engaged in rape, pil
lage, looting, every violent act con
ceivable, even those that are inconceiv
able, the torture, the brutality, the 
savagery. We were moved by that, but 
it was not enough to persuade a major
ity of Senators. 

We said he was engaging in the devel
opment of chemical and biological 
weapons. That got our attention. But 
that was not enough. 

I recall that our Secretary of State 
said jobs are at stake, and that pro
voked a great negative reaction on the 
part of the American people, as if it 
were only jobs that would cause us to 
deploy our gold reserves in the form of 
our young men and women to another 
country. 

We said, here is a man who will stand 
astride of the oil fields of the world-or 
the Persian Gulf, at least-and dictate 
world oil prices, possibly throwing the 
world economy into a recession, should 
he choose to do so. We said that is not 
enough. 

Finally, we came to the argument, 
which proved to be quite legitimate, 
that he was on a fast track to develop
ing a nuclear capability. 

And only through the totality of all 
of these arguments did we finally have 
enough votes, by maybe three or four, 
in favor of allowing the President to 
put those forces in harm's way, to go to 
war with Saddam Hussein's forces . 
Three or four votes, after all of those 
arguments. 

So we are very reluctant to commit 
our treasure to another area of the 
world, unless we have a clearly, identi
fiable national security interest. And 
there we only prevailed by a few votes, 
less than a handful. 

What about Somalia? Well, clearly, it 
is not national security that led us to 
deploy forces there. I know the Senator 
from Illinois suggested perhaps that we 
have a national security interest in 
helping to stabilize unstable areas, and 
that argument can perhaps be ad
vanced. But the United States does not 
have a clearly identifiable national se
curity interest in Somalia. 

We are there because of humani
tarian reasons. We looked at CNN on 
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the television set, and we saw all of the 
suffering and starvation, and the 
American people's hearts opened up. 
They are abundant with sympathy and 
overflowing with humanitarian in
stincts. 

Of course, we have to be cautious. 
There is something called the CNN 
curve. That is, when we see portrayals 
of inhumaneness and suffering and 
tragedy, the heart opens up and out 
leaps a willingness to do whatever is 
necessary, until we start seeing body 
bags coming home with Americans in
side them. Then the curve goes imme
diately down. So we have to be con
scious of the CNN curve, as it has been 
called. 

So why did we intervene in Somalia? 
Whenever there is a humanitarian 
basis, we have to take into account a 
number of factors. Do we have a strate
gic goal? Do we know how we are going 
to get in safely and, equally important, 
how we are going to get out? How long 
will we be there? What is the prob
ability of our success? And is there a 
minimum risk of the loss of life? 

Regarding Somalia, President Bush 
obviously made the determination that 
we could, in fact, get in reasonably 
safely and also get out within a reason
able timeframe, and that we could ac
complish our goal with some consider
able probability of success and with a 
minimum risk of loss of life. And so we 
intervened. 

But as speaker after speaker has 
pointed out, that mission has now 
changed. I was asked recently on one of 
the national programs: "Are we now 
running a risk of engaging in another 
Vietnam?" And my answer was, "No." 

I do not think the American people 
would allow us to make that kind of a 
commitment, a long-term commit
ment, with those kinds of numbers of 
soldiers, men and women, committed 
to that region. They would not stand 
for it. I do not think the United Na
tions is prepared to make such a com
mitment on anyone's behalf. So I do 
not think it is a risk of another Viet
nam. 

Is it a risk of another Beirut? I think 
the answer clearly is yes. 

So our mission has shifted from stop
ping the starvation to now instituting 
some kind of political stability, help
ing to organize a country's political 
system, to stabilize it so that people 
can live in peace and harmony and be 
well fed and, hopefully, well nourished 
in every respect. That is a mission of 
quite another dimension. I think it is 
imperative that the President of the 
United State3 now come before Con
gress to articulate a policy that he be
lieves we ought to be committed to. 

So, for that reason, I think the Sen
ator from West Virginia has done an 
enormous service. He and Senator 
DOLE have made an enormous contribu
tion to this debate. It is important 
that we debate this mission because it 

is in danger of losing its focus and be
coming little more than hunting war
lords. 

Why do we want to catch this indi
vidual? And if we catch him, what do 
we do with him? Do we bring him back 
to the United States and put him on 
trial? Do we have a U.N. tribunal? 
What is the goal if we get him? Or is it 
something else-to simply take him 
out? That raises another issue about 
executive orders. 

Nonetheless, the mission seems to 
have shifted, and because it has shifted 
and the focus has been broadened, the 
debate must be broadened and brought 
here. For that reason alone, it is im
portant and commendable that the 
Senator from West Virginia has offered 
his amendment. 

There was another dimension to this, 
I might say to my friend from West 
Virginia, and that is now that we are 
there, do we do what a former Senator 
from Vermont suggested we do in Viet
nam-that is, to declare victory and 
come home? Is that what we do at this 
point? If we were to do that, have we 
succeeded in doing anything? Or have 
we simply undermined what we set out 
to do, and in 6 months from now, we 
will watch people starving all over 
again, and there will be no incentive 
whatsoever to return to that land? 

So I think it poses a unique dilemma 
for us, because the policy was not real
ly fully debated here before it was im
plemented, and because now we see it 
has lost its focus and has changed. Now 
we have another set of problems. 

So it is important that we not simply 
rush into a decision without a thor
ough debate, which I believe we are 
having this evening and hopefully will 
continue perhaps until tomorrow. It is 
important that we think about the 
consequences of simply reversing the 
action without giving the President an 
opportunity to formulate a policy, to 
present it to us, to allow us to fully de
bate it and then either to support or 
reject it. 

So I think this has been very helpful. 
And I say to my friend from West Vir
ginia that he has caused us to focus on 
the issue in a way we have not focused 
on it previously. So whatever the reso
lution of this debate, be it through a 
compromise amendment from the lead
ership or an up-or-down vote on the 
original Byrd amendment, I think he 
has made an enormous contribution to 
a resolution that the American people 
need and deserve. 

Mr. BYRD. I thank the distinguished 
Senator for his comments, which I re
spect and value very much. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, I 
thank my distinguished friend and col
league from Maine. As is usually the 
case, he has made what I think is a 
very pertinent and appropriate obser
vation on how best to proceed with this 
matter. 

I have been discussing this over the 
past several hours, through staff and 

directly, with Senators DOLE, BYRD, 
NUNN' SIMON' LEVIN' and a number of 
others who have been interested in the 
matter. We have been attempting to 
fashion a compromise that hopefully 
will attract broad and bipartisan sup
port. We have made good progress, but 
have not reached agreement on the 
matter yet. 

And it is my judgment, therefore, 
that we permit the debate to continue 
on this matter for as long as Senators 
wish to address it this evening. But I 
am now stating that there will be no 
further rollcall votes this evening on 
this or any other amendment. 

It is my understanding that the 
chairman of the committee and the 
manager of the bill would like to pro
ceed at 9:30 a.m. tomorrow on another 
important amendment, that dealing 
with U.S. policy with respect to homo
sexuality in the Armed Forces and that 
an agreement has been reached on a 
time limitation on that. 

So shortly I or my designee will pro
pound an agreement under which the 
Senate would turn to that subject at 
9:30 a.m. tomorrow, dispose of that, and 
then this amendment, having been set 
aside for that purpose, would occur at 
that time, presumably sometime short
ly after noon, and by then we would be 
prepared either to proceed with a com
promise or simply to proceed to debate 
further in any event. 

So, Madam President, there will be 
no further votes, and either I or the 
chairman will shortly present to the 
Senate for approval a unanimous con
sent request governing disposition of 
the other amendment to which I re
ferred and setting of this amendment 
aside for that purpose. 

Madam President, does the Repub
lican leader have any remarks? 

Mr. DOLE. Madam President, only to 
underscore what the majority leader 
has said. I think there may be some 
way to resolve this which is satisfac
tory to the distinguished Senator from 
West Virginia and nearly every other 
Senator in the Chamber. 

·I think it is an important issue. I 
think it is time it was raised. The de
bate has been constructive, and, hope
fully, by the time we reach the other 
amendment in the morning we will be 
able to come to some conclusion. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, 
does the Senator wish to address this 
subject further? 

Mr. CHAFEE. I would like to say a 
few words on this subject if it is appro
priate. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, I 
yield the floor. 

Mr. CHAFEE. When the marvelous 
words "no rollcall votes" is announced 

. the place loses a little bit of its excite
ment. 

But, nonetheless, I have to say I have 
grave concerns about this amendment 
by the Senator from West Virginia. In 
effect, what the Senator's amendment 
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does is to restrict the powers of the 
President of the United States and 
have those powers subject to the views 
of 34 Senators, because under the pro
posal of the Senator from West Vir
ginia-and I share his grave concerns 
about what is happening in Somalia
certainly the President is having his 
powers severely restricted by the 
amendment of the Senator from West 
Virginia because what the Senator 's 
amendment, if I understand it cor
rectly, says is we must get out of So
malia unless there is a vote by the Con
gress of the United States saying we 
can stay, instead of the normal proce
dure in which the Congress can just cut 
off funds or vote ·by a majority that we 
should not stay there. 

But under the amendment of the Sen
ator from West Virginia things are 
turned upside down in which there has 
to be a positive vote in favor of staying 
there, and that positive vote can be 
prevented from occurring by the ac
tions of 34 Senators through the fili
buster. 

So , whereas I am glad the Senator 
from West Virginia has this up for dis
cussion and I think it is very impor
tant that we talk about Somalia, I cer
tainly do not think that the presence 
or nonpresence of our forces should be 
controlled by 34 Senators out of 100. 

Therefore , I am not in favor of the 
amendment proposed by the Senator 
from West Virginia and hope it will be 
defeated. 

I suppose that some kind of a sub
stitute is going to be presented, but I 
think we have to be pretty conscious 
around this place of the powers of the 
President, and whether he is a Repub
lican President or a Democratic Presi
dent, I think we should be very, very 
conscious of those powers. 

I thank the Chair. 
Mr. BYRD. Madam President, I have 

a modification to my amendment for 
which I would need unanimous consent 
inasmuch as action has been taken in
directly on my amendment by the 
unanimous consent order that was en
tered providing for the majority leader 
to offer a second-degree amendment to 
the amendment I have offered. I would 
like to read my modification. 

My modification that I would like to 
present and get unanimous consent to 
enter into the language would affect 
paragraph (b) relating to the U.N. oper
ation. 

The effect of this change would be 
that if the United Nations wants to go 
forward with a peacekeeping operation 
in Somalia that does not include Unit
ed States participation of funding, it 
should be able to do so. We should not 
veto. If the United Nations wants to do 
that , we should not veto that action. 
The original language that I have en
tered would require a veto of any U.N. 
operation with or without United 
States participation if the Congress 
had not enacted a law approving a 

Presidential plan for continued in
volvement in that situation. 

The second change that my modifica
tion would make is shorten the period 
of time after enactment that the Sec
retary of State has in which to com
plete a report to the Congress on our 
policy in Somalia. Since the Secretary 
would be on notice of the reporting re
quirement when the bill passed the 
Senate, he would not have to wait sev
eral weeks for the conference commit
tee to complete its work before start
ing the report. So he would have ample 
lead time even with a shortened 10-day 
requirement to complete his report. 

Mr. President , I will not ask unani
mous consent at this very moment to 
be allowed to modify my amendment. I 
just wanted to put my colleagues on 
notice. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

FORD). The Senator from California. 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Thank you very 

much, Mr. President. 
Mr. President, I have been listening 

to the debate, and I would just like to 
express my concerns, which are really 
not along the lines of constitutional 
war powers or separation of powers 
concerns but the concerns of a Nation, 
the leader of the free world, who can be 
made into a paper tiger. 

I believe that the world today is a 
very unstable place. We are in a new 
post-cold-war world. We left the large, 
centralized control of the Soviet 
Union. There are more than 30 wars 
going on in the world today, six of 
them in the former Soviet Socialist 
Republics. 

I see a big difference between what 
we are doing in Somalia and what we 
did in the Gulf war, and I would submit 
to you that virtually anyone who 
watched television in the Gulf war saw 
the cruise missiles, they saw the F/A-
18's, they saw the Patriot missiles, 
they saw the tanks and helicopters, 
they saw the carpet bombing of B-1 
bombers, and they saw the American 
infantry on the march. 

Mr. President , that was a war. 
You do not see that in Somalia. And 

I agree with what Senator KASSEBAUM 
said earlier. You see a nation that has 
risen to the obligation of the leader of 
the free world to step in in what was 
the largest public starvation case that 
we know of in the world and bring 
some humanitarian relief. As a product 
of that relief, what was found was a 
very unstable series of renegade forces 
within the country. Clearly without 
stability there is going to be no end to 
starvation. Clearly unless the country 
is stable, the starvation will return. 

Mr. President, I am proud of what 
President Bush did in Somalia. I am 
proud of what President Clinton is 
doing in continuing the effort. What 
concerns me is that once this Nation is 
committed, this body can create a situ
ation which then turns us into a paper 

tiger and moves us out because it sends 
a signal to every renegade dictator, 
every terrorist government that is out 
there-and there are some-that when 
the United States of America becomes 
involved it will not necessarily be to 
finish the job. 

I am one who believes that we should 
finish the job in Somalia. I am one who 
believes that we made a mistake in not 
finishing the job in the Persian Gulf. 
And I would be hopeful that no action 
of this body would really be utilized to 
turn this country into this kind of 
paper tiger. We saw it once, and it 
should not happen again, and it should 
not happen in a post cold war world 
where there are regional wars where 
this kind of disruption that is so enor
mous in loss of life causes the con
science of the world to arise. 

If we cannot be a conscience, if we 
cannot go in and help people , if we can
not say , " Dictators, stop fighting and 
starving your people," what is a de
mocracy worth? What is a democracy 
worth if we cannot support our Presi
dent when he does that? What is a de
mocracy worth? 

You can be sure a military dictator
ship would do that. 

And, yes, Mr. President, I do get a 
little upset, because I have been proud 
of our marines and troops in Somalia. 
I come from a large State. During the 
budget reconciliation bill, I had 194,000 
phone calls in 1 week. I do not get 
phone calls on Somalia. 

I believe the people of America are 
also proud of what our Armed Forces 
are doing to prevent starvation and to 
restore stability in that country. To 
me , that is not the kind of war with 
Patriot missiles and tanks and F-18 's 
and carpet bombs and a moving infan
try. 

I think peacekeeping missions are 
something that we, as a democratic 
leader, are going to have to enter into 
more in the world of the future. 

I think it is fine to ask the President 
to come before this body and state the 
intention, in one way or another. I can
not , respectfully, vdth all good inten
tions, create a situation which is a 
threat to the American will, which is a 
threat to our ability to carry out the 
job, and which, most · importantly, by 
many can be interpreted as once again 
the United States of America is a paper 
tiger and cannot finish the job. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
Mr. BYRD addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from West Virginia. 
(Mrs. FEINSTEIN assumed the 

chair.) 
Mr. BYRD. I say to the distinguished 

Senator from California, we have fin
ished the job. That is what I am say
ing. We were not told we were going to 
be there to develop a stable society or 
referee decisions between warlords or 
establish democracy. 

We accomplished what we entered 
Somalia to do. We finished the job. 
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Who is going to pay this bill? We 

have all been talking about our mon
strous budget deficits . These activities 
in Somalia do not come for free . We 
have a responsibility, first of all, to 
take care of the American people and 
problems here at home. we· do not have 
any national security interests in So
malia. 

I have been in the Senate 35 years 
now. I have never supported making 
the United States a paper tiger. Show 
me a vote in which I have made the 
United States a paper tiger. 

I am saying we ought to step up to 
the plate and vote on whether or not 
we continue our participation in Soma
lia. 

I do not believe that, just because a 
President-any President, Democrat or 
Republican-commits our troops to sit
uations that go beyond the mission 
that we were originally told was the 
mission, we should just follow along 
and say, " Well, that is a commitment. " 

I do not read in the Constitution of 
the United States anything that says 
or impiies that an action by the Presi
dent of the United States to put United 
States troops in Somalia or anywhere 
else and keep them there for some 
vague objective-creation of political 
stability or whatever it is-I do not see 
any implication in the Constitution 
that that is a commitment that the 
Congress has to follow. 

My amendment says, let us vote. The 
troops have to come out if, in the 
meantime, a law has not been enacted 
that authorizes their staying in Soma
lia. 

Let us not run away from that vote. 
Let us not claim that this is a creation 
of a deadline for a troop pullout. It is 
not . It just creates a deadline for us to 
have to step up to the plate and vote, 
and let the American people hold us re
sponsible for that . Those who want to 
vote to stay in Somalia can do so. 

It is no paper tiger to honor our own 
Constitution, to which each of us has 
sworn an oath to support and defend. I 
do not consider any such commitment 
on the part of any President to be 
something that the Congress has to 
honor without question. 

There is going to be a bill for this op
eration that has to be paid. And then i t 
will come time to vote on the appro
priation. Both Houses will have to vote 
on that. 

We have huge budget deficits . We 
have to deal with natural disasters. 

We recently voted on a reconciliation 
bill that commits us to take certain 
actions in order to reduce those budget 
deficits. We cannot turn the spigot off 
with the right hand and turn it on with 
the left. 

So , let us demonstrate whether we 
really believe that it is the best thing 
for the American troops to stay in So
malia. Let us say what our national se
curity interest is. 

Let us not run away from this. Let us 
st ep up t o the plate. We have a respon-

sibility to take a stand one way or the 
other. That is what I am asking. 

I was probably the last Senator out 
of Vietnam, I say to the Senator from 
California. I did not make the United 
States a paper tiger there . 

But the American people have a right 
to expect those of us in the Congress to 
make a decision. Congress has a role 
here. I do not expect to just be the tail 
on any President's kite, Republican or 
Democrat. 

I do not say this to cast any asper
sions on my own President. I have a lot 
of respect for him; and I like him. I am 
fond of him. But this goes deeper than 
that. We are not shouldering our re
sponsibility unless we step up to the 
plate and say we agree or disagree with 
this policy, and here is my vote. There 
is a deadline for us and the President 
to make an affirmative decision or a 
negative decision with respect to the 
current policy. That is the deadline. 

If the Senate and House want to buy 
on to this operation in Somalia, then 
there is the record. The Senate and the 
House will have done so. I do not think 
we ought to continue as we are going: 
Say nothing, and when the appropria
tion requests come, then renege. I was 
in the recent conference on the supple
mental bill. The Senator from New 
Mexico was there, Mr. DOMENIC!. I took 
the position we ought to pay our bill to 
the United Nations, $293 million or 
whatever it was. But there was no sup
port for that position in that con
ference . What kind of a paper tiger is 
that if we do not pay our bills to the 
United Nations? 

We stand up and make big talk about 
keeping our commitments and sending 
signals and sending messages. What 
kind of a message does that send? We 
do not want to put our money where 
our mouth is. At some point, somebody 
is going to have to vote to pay these 
bills. 

I contend, and I will continue to con
tend, that we have already fulfilled the 
mission that we set out to complete. I, 
too , am proud of our fighting forces for 
performing as they did in that mission. 
But that mission has long been com
pleted, and as a Congress, we have not 
bought into the new mission of the 
United Nations there. I am saying let 's 
debate it and let's show down, one way 
or the other. Either buy into it or get 
out. 

Madam President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Illinois. 
Mr. SIMON. Madam President, first I 

want to commend the Senator from 
West Virginia. We are having, really, 
the first debate that we have had on 
Somalia and I think that is good. What 
was unfortunate was the timing of all 
this , in terms of Presidencies, and 
when Congress was in session. It hap
pened shortly after the election. We 
were not in session. And President 
Bush made a decision, the right deci-

sion, that we were going to see that 
food got to desperate people. 

And here let me correct one of our 
colleagues who said earlier there have 
been a lot of other comparable situa
tions just as bad as Somalia. I have 
been in Ethiopia, in refugee camps in 
Asia. I have seen a lot of grim things. 
We have had nothing-nothing com
parable to this. Maybe in smaller num
bers. In Sudan there is a desperate sit
uation, but nothing like this. 

President Bush made the right deci
sion. The difficulty at that point was 
not only that we were not in session, 
but a new President took over on Janu
ary 20. So we did not have a situation 
where we would have the normal kind 
of debate and consideration in Con
gress. But I believe our new and distin
guished senior Senator from California 
was right in saying-maybe the phrase 
is not paper tiger-but what is at stake 
is what Senator WARNER, our colleague 
from Virginia, talked about: The credi
bility of the United States. 

I think our failure to respond in any 
way to the Bosnian situation reduced 
our credibility. And for us just to leave 
the situation in Somalia because it is 
not risk free, after we got 23 other na
tions to come in, I think would be a 
great mistake. Since the United Na
tions has taken over there, there have 
been four American deaths. I asked my 
staff to check whether there were a 
comparable number of deaths in acci
dents at U.S. bases here. One base in 
California, and I forget the name of it, 
this past year had 10 deaths-on a U.S. 
military base right here. 

There is no question this is not a 
risk-free operation. But the U.S. inter
est is, I think, very clear. And the de
bate is important. 

I also believe that Senator BYRD and 
Senator NUNN are correct in saying we 
need to make clear our responsibility 
here, and we need to clarify this whole 
situation. But first of all, what if the 
United States had done nothing with 2 
million-plus people starving to death? 
It would have just been terrible. We 
would have diminished our leadership 
appreciably. 

But the second " what if?" is what if 
we just let the situation deteriorate 
and it goes back to the same old situa
tion in Somalia? That, also, threatens 
the credibility of our country. 

I think, again, the debate has been 
healthy. I have discussed with Senator 
NUNN the possibility of the subcommit
tee I chair holding joint hearings with 
the subcommittee of the Senate Armed 
Services Committee , just to get clari
fication of this. I think it is appro
priate that Congress debate. 

But I believe that the passage of a 
compromise amendment that I think is 
going to get worked out is the right 
move rather than the passage of the 
BYRD amendment, well motivated as it 
is. 

Madam President, I yield the floor . 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from South Carolina. 
Mr. THURMOND. Madam President, I 

rise with some reluctance to oppose the 
amendment of my distinguished col
league from West Virginia. My reluc
tance stems from considerable sym
pathy with his concerns about the 
United States mission in Somalia. I 
share many of his views of the prob
lems now troubling the American peo
ple about our continued presence in 
that distant country. I too wonder 
when we will be coming home from So
malia, and how many more Americans 
must die before we do come home. 

The Senator from West Virginia is 
correct in observing that what started 
out as a peaceful humanitarian mission 
has now degenerated into a combat 
mission in a confusing civil war. The 
enemy in this war is not clear, and our 
military mission is equally vague. He 
is also correct in noting that the Con
gress has never authorized this combat 
mission. In effect, we backed into a sit
uation that has now consumed nearly a 
billion dollars that could be better 
spent, and American lives upon which 
no price can be placed. 

Many critics of our Somalia inter
vention base their opposition on the 
grounds that United States forces 
there no longer serve any clear na
tional purpose, and that there are no 
national interests at stake. This may 
be true in one sense, but not true in an
other-and this is where I begin to part 
company with my good friend from 
West Virginia. It is true that no direct 
national interests are involved. No 
vital markets, p.o critical resources, no 
allies are threatened in Somalia. But 
now that we are there, other, indirect 
national interests are at stake-U .S. 
leadership, prestige, credibility, and 
self-respect. These intangibles are per
haps not as compelling as Persian Gulf 
oil for example, but they are nonethe
less essential to a great power. 
Throughout our history, Americans 
have sacrificed their lives and fortunes 
for these intangibles, which can be ex
pressed simply as the integrity of the 
United States. 

If we pull out prematurely, chased 
out by a tinpot warlord, I believe that 
U.S. leadership, prestige, credibility, 
and national self-respect will be sig
nificantly harmed. The Senator's 
amendment would in effect give Aideed 
and his thugs a time certain, a mere 30 
days, through which they would simply 
have to hold out, and then the Amer
ican blood and sacrifice expended there 
will be in vain. 

Yet, in opposing this particular 
amendment, I have to agree with the 
Senator's basic premise that our com
mitment in Somalia must not remain 
indefinite and open-ended. There must 
be some limit on our involvement 
there, but those limits must not be an
nounced publicly to the encouragement 
of Somali warlords. I would hope my 

colleague might accept compromise 
language to require the administration 
to submit a plan to the Congress for an 
orderly termination of the mission in 
the very near future. 

But above all, let us not be thrown 
out of Somalia-or anywhere else-pre
maturely, and against our will. Let us 
continue to search for those who killed 
Americans and allied peacekeepers, 
and make them pay for their murders. 
Then, when we leave, we may march 
out with our· heads high; and in the 
words of Robert E. Lee, "with the sat
isfaction of duty faithfully performed." 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
AMENDMENT NO. 782, AS MODIFIED 

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent to modify my 
amendment in accordance with the ex
planation that I gave earlier. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. BYRD. I send to the desk the 
modification and ask that the clerk 
read it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will read the amendment. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

On page 242, strike out line 19 and insert in 
lieu thereof the following: 
crew of that historic warship. 
SEC. 1067. INVOLVEMENT OF ARMED FORCES IN 

SOMALIA. 
(a) LIMITATION.-Effective 30 days after the 

date of the enactment of this Act, funds 
available to the Department of Defense may 
not be obligated for support of operations of 
the Armed Forces in Somalia except to the 
extent authorized in a law enacted after the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 

(b) UNITED NATIONS ACTIONS IN SOMALIA.
(1) No later than 10 days after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, the Secretary of 
State shall complete a thorough review of 
the purposes of United Nations policy and 
actions in Somalia and submit to Congress a 
detailed assessment of the purposes of such 
policy and actions. 

(2) The President is requested and urged to 
inform the United Nations that the United 
States will neither fund nor participate in 
continued operations of United Nations 
forces in Somalia after October 31, 1993, 
except to the extent authorized in a law en
acted after the date of the enactment of this 
Act. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Georgia. 

Mr. NUNN. Madam President, I un
derstand the Senator from West Vir
ginia has made a unanimous consent 
request. Has that been entered? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It has 
been granted. 

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, I wish 
to thank the distinguished manager 
Mr. NUNN, the majority leader and the 
Republican leader and others for agree
ing to the modification which has now 
been entered into the RECORD. 

I yield the floor. 
UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. NUNN. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that at 9:30 a.m., 

Thursday, September 9, Senator BOXER 
be recognized to offer an amendment 
relative to homosexuals in the mili
tary; that when the Senate disposes of 
Senator BOXER'S amendment, Senator 
BYRD'S amendment No. 782 recur as the 
pending business. 

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

Mr. NUNN. Madam President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. NUNN. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

MORNING BUSINESS 
Mr. NUNN. Madam President, I ask 

unanimous consent that there now be a 
period for morning business, with Sen
ators permitted to speak thereiJl. 

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

THE SEEDS OF PEACE IN THE 
MIDDLE EAST 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, it is my 
great pleasure today to speak about 
the impending peace accord between Is
rael and the Palestine Liberation Orga
nization. At long last, the Israelis and 
Palestinians appear ready to cast aside 
decades of hatred, bloodshed, and dis
trust and take the bold step of mutual 
recognition. Immediately thereafter, 
the two sides are expected to sign an 
agreement for Palestinian autonomy in 
the Gaza Strip and the West Bank town 
of Jericho. This will serve as an in
terim arrangement as negotiations pro
ceed during the next 5 years on a final 
settlement. 

The pace of these developments has 
been stunning and rapid, much like the 
breakup of the former Soviet empire 
just a few years ago. Within a matter 
of days, the world learned of secret ne
gotiations between Israel and the PLO, 
of the initialing of the accord on Gaza 
and Jericho, of an imminent agreement 
between Israel and Jordan, and of 
progress on talks between Israel and 
Syria. On their own, any of these 
events would have been a milestone. 
Collectively, they could herald the 
dawn of a new era. 

This is not to say that that peace is 
already at hand, or that there will be 
no difficulties or pitfalls in the days 
and months ahead. As we have seen 
with the breakup of the U.S.S.R., the 
initial euphoria will give way to hard 
realities and challenges. The radicals, 
extremists, and rejectionists will make 
desperate and violent attempts to scut
tle the negotiations. I do believe, how
ever, that all sides recognize that they 
have larger interests at stake, and that 
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they will not allow the rejectionis ts to

succeed.

I would like to add a word, Mir. Pres i-

dent, on the role of the United States

in the recent successes. Much of the re

cent press coverage suggests-I think

unfairly-that the Clinton administra- 

tion had little to do with the Israel- 

PLO accord. I only wish to point out 

that the accord was reached in a eli- 

mate that was carefully crafted and 

nurtured by both the Bush and Clinton 

adminis trations. If peace comes, there 

will be ample credit to dis tribute

among many players . But one fact is

evident: There would have been no im-

petus for Is raelis and Pales tinians to

reach an agreernent had there been  no

American leadership in setting up and

ins titutionalizing

 the 

Middle

E

as

t

peace talks . The peace talks provided a

forum for all sides to air their griev-

ances directly, and when a back chan-

nel became desirable, they provided

sufficient cover for the Israelis and

Pales tinians to meet secretly.

Much work, of course, remains to be

done. The minutiae of the Is rael-PLO

agreement are still being hammered

out, and the United States , of course,

will have to determine its own role and

respons ibilities in the arrangements ,

including the difficult issue of our rela-

tionship with the PLO. I do hope, and

have every expectation, that the eur-

rent

 

momentum will continue. We

could be witness to a defining moment

in his tory.

RECOGNIZING THE 75TH ANNIVER-

SARY OF THE DIPLOMATIC COU-

RIER SERVICE 

Mr.

 

PRESSLER.

 Mr. Pre

side

nt,

today I rise to pay tribute to a branch

of our Department of State that is

celebrating its diamond anniversary.

This year, the Department of State

Diplomatic Courier Service celebrates

its 75th anniversary. Under the watch-

ful eyes of U.S. diplom

atic couriers,

the U.S. Government has maintained a

secure flow of information essential to

conducting a successful foreign policy.

The class ified messages and other

sens itive 

material

 and

 equipment

taken across international borders al-

ways have been essential to policy-

makers . As cus todians of the diplo-

matte pouch, their efforts have proven

invaluable to the security of the Unit-

ed States and our embass ies in foreign

countries.

Since 1918, diplomatic couriers have

been loyal, prompt, and diligent in de-

livering official U.S, Government mes-

sages worldwide. From World War I to

the end of the cold war, diplomatic

couriers carried out their miss ions

without fail, even under perilous condi-

tions . During that time, five couriers

have given their lives in service to

their country.

For 75 years , the U.S. diplomatic

couriers have played an integral part

in maintaining our national security.

preserving

 confidential communica-

tions to Government leaders separated

by vast dis tances, and helping in the

monumental achievements of U.S. for-

eign policy. It is fitting that we honor

more than two generations of dedicated

official government messengers on the

occas ion of their diamond anniversary.

I urge my colleagues to join me in rec-

ognizing the Diplomatic Courier Serv-

ice as they mark this important mile-

stone.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR

Mr. NUNN. Madam Pres ident, I ask

unanimous consent that the Senate

proceed to executive sess ion to con-

s ider the following nomination: Cal-

endar No. 339, Maj. Gen. Daniel W.

Chris tman, to be lieutenant general.

I further ask unanimous consent the

Senate proceed to the immediate con-

s ideration, the nominee be confirmed,

any s tatements appear in the RECORD

as if read, upon confirmation the mo-

tion to recons ider be laid upon the

table, and that the Pres ident be imme-

diately notified of the Senate's action.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, it is so ordered.

The nomination cons idered and con-

firmed is as follows:

IN THE ARMY

The following named offlcer for appoint-

ment to the grade of lieutenant general

whlle ass igned to a pos ition of importance

and respons ibility under Title 10, United

States Code, Section 601(a):

To be tieutenant general

Maj. Gen. Daniel W. Chris tman,            ,


United States Army.

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER

COMMUNICATIONS

The following communications were

laid before the Senate, together with

accompanying papers , reports , and doc-

uments , which were referred as indi-

cated:

EC-1398. A communication from the Acting

Comptroller General of the United States ,

transmitting, pursuant to law, notice of a re-

port of the status oí budget authority; re-

ferred jointly, pursuant to the order of Janu-

ary 30, 1975, as modified by the order of April

11, 1986, to the Committee on Appropriations ,

to the Committee on the Budget, to the

Committee on Banking, Hous ing and Urban

Affairs , to the Committee on Commerce,

Science and Transportation, and to the Com-

mittee on the Judiciary.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

The following petitions and memori-

als were laid before the Senate and

were referred or ordered to lie on the

table as indicated:

POM-262. A joint resolution adopted by the

Legis lature of the State of California; to the

Committee on Armed Services .

"ASSEMBLY JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 27

"Whereas , Many military bases are the s ite

of releases of hazardous subs tances ; and

"Whereas , The hazardous subs tance con-

tamination at those sites have not been

cleaned up for years ; and

"Whereas, The presence of hazardous sub-

s tances at those closed military bases may

prevent future civilian uses of those lands ;

and

"Whereas . Reliable and cons is tent funding

for cleanup and for the evaluation of future

land use has not been forthcoming; now,

therefore, be it 


"Resolved by the Assembly and Senate of the

State of California, jointly, That the Members

of the Legis lature hereby reques t the Con-

gress of the United States, prior to the clo-

sure of any military facility in Callfornla, to

provide a cons is tent and reliable source to fl-

nance the cleanup of any hazardous sub-

s tance contamination at the s ite and to fi-

nance the Environmental Baseline Survey

which is necessary to determine respons ible

and sound future land use for the s ite; and be

it further

"Resofved, That the Chief Clerk of the As -

sembly transmit copies of this resolution to

the Pres ident and Vice Pres ident of the Unit-

ed States , to the Secretary of Defense, to the

Adminis trator of the Environmental Protec-

tion Agency, to the Speaker of the House of

Representatives, and to each Senator and

Representative from California in the Con-

gress of the United States ."

POM-263. A resolution adopted by the

House of the Legis lature of the State of Call-

fornia; to the Committee on Armed Services .

"HOUSE RESOLUTION 28

"Whereas , The Ventura County Commu-

nity College Dis trict has es tablis hed an elec

tronic communications sys tem for Ventura

County through the Ventura County Bus i-

ness Resource Center; and

"Whereas , In Ventura County, downs izing,

plant closures , and out-mlgration to other

counties and s tates has resulted in approxi-

mately 21,)00 displaced workers in recent

years and, as reported by the Employment

Development Department, a decrease in em-

ployment of 8,400 over jus t the las t 12

months ; and

"Whereas , The Ventura County Bus iness

Resource Center has provided an information

and training partnership between the Ven-

tura County Community College Dis trict,

the Port Hueneme Divis ion of the Naval Sur-

face Warfare Center, the Ventura County

Economic Development Association, and

other local profess ional societies ; and

"Whereas , These entities have used tech-

nology trans fer and resource sharing to pro-

mote growth and add and retain jobs and fur-

ther provided immediate access by bus iness

and allowed the timely gathering of informa-

tion for confident decis ionmaking concern-

ing community economic development ac-

tivlties and issues ; and

"Whereas , Expans ion of the Ventura Coun-

ty Bus iness Resource Center into the Califor-

nia Communications Technology Center

would provide immediate and direct benefit

to the entire State of California by linking

local government, utilities , and bus iness

with the information necessary to empower

them through access to information and re-

sources which will ass is t in the creation of

jobs , bus iness and job retention, and ulti-

mately economic and community develop-

ment efforts ; and

"Whereas, As part of the federal effort to

s timulate the economy and provide ass is t-

ance to companies converting to a civilian

xxx-xx-xxxx
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customer base, establishment of the Califor
nia Communications Technology Center 
would enable technology developed by the 
U.S. Navy to be transferred to local business, 
government, and education to strengthen 
their ability to compete and operate nation
ally and globally and thus create and save 
jobs; and 

"Whereas, The Ventura County Commu
nity College District will continue to provide 
job training and retraining opportunities to 
enable companies to implement and utilize 
advanced technologies and production meth
ods; and 

"Whereas, The California Communications 
Technology Center will provide a technology 
upgrade of the extension enabling services 
currently provided through the Ventura 
County Business Resource Center; and 

"Whereas, A tremendous need exists for 
economic development and business reten
tion assistance as a result of numerous plant 
closures, downsizing, and out-migration of 
businesses, resulting in a significant increase 
in the unemployment rate; and 

"Whereas, This project would transfer and 
deploy curriculums for communications 
technology to companies to support the 
growing reQuirements of distributed process
ing; and 

"Whereas, The project recognizes and im
plements an expansion of total education
business-government, community-based 
partnerships as the model of cooperation 
that supports economic and community de
velopment; now, therefore, be it 

"Resolved by the Assembly of the State of 
California, That the Members of the Assem
bly respectfully memorialize the President 
and Congress of the United States, through 
the Advanced Research Projects Agency of 
the Department of Defense, to provide a 
grant of approximately $4 million per year to 
the Ventura Community College District as 
lead agency for the partnership to expand 
the California Communication Technology 
Center; and be it further 

"Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the As
sembly shall transmit copies of this resolu
tion to the President and Vice President of 
the United States, the Speaker of the House 
of Representatives, to each Senator and Rep
resentative from California in the Congress 
of the United States, and to the Ventura 
Community College District." 

POM-264. A joint resolution adopted by the 
Legislature of the State of California; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

"ASSEMBLY JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 42 
"Whereas, The United States Marine Corps 

serves as the nation's primary force-in-readi
ness; and 

"Whereas, The United States Marine Corps 
has a uniQue capability of diverting large 
cargo ships full of well-maintained combat 
supplies anywhere in the world at a mo
ment's notice; and 

"Whereas, By using its maritime 
prepositioning ships to deploy heavy eQuip
ment and weapons to the Persian Gulf and 
Somalia the Marine Corps demonstrated its 
ability to move the heaviest, most sustain
able combat brigades operating from land, 
sea, and air anywhere in the world faster 
than any other military force; and 

"Whereas, During Operation Desert Storm, 
personnel at the Marine Corps Logistics Base 
at Barstow, California, loaded more than 
1,700 railcars with eQuipment and other sup
plies and transferred them to southern Cali
fornia ports over a two-week period; and 

"Whereas, In support of the Marine Corps' 
worldwide commitment to deployment, de-

spite being the smallest military service in 
the Department of Defense with the smallest 
budget and the fewest number of bases, the 
Marine Corps Logistics Base at Barstow is 
one of only two central distribution and 
maintenance activities responsible for sup
porting the Marine Corps worldwide; and 

" Whereas, The mission of the Marine Corps 
Logistics Bases at Barstow, California, and 
at Albany, Georgia, of supporting the Marine 
Corps' maritime prepositioning forces world
wide cannot currently be accomplished by 
any other service; and 

"Whereas, The Marine Corps Logistics 
Base at Barstow is centrally located in the 
Mojave Desert at the intersections of Inter
states 15 and 40 as well as the Santa Fe and 
Union Pacific Railroads; and 

"Whereas, These transportation links, in 
addition to the Barstow-Daggett Airport, 
which has the capacity to land the C-141 
" Starlifter" cargo jet, enable the base to 
rapidly and efficiently support Marine Corps 
units west of the Mississippi and throughout 
the Pacific region and Asia; and 

"Whereas, The Marines at Barstow effi
ciently operate the largest railhead facility 
in the entire Department of Defense support
ing two of the largest training bases in the 
world, the nearby National Training Center 
at Fort Irwin and the Marine Corps Air
Ground Combat Center at Twentynine 
Palms; and 

"Whereas, Barstow's arid desert climate 
allows outdoor storage and maintenance 
throughout the year, with warehouses and 
open storage lots in excess of 13 million 
SQuare feet and with minimal corrosion and 
rust problems; and 

"Whereas, The Marine Corps Logistics 
Base at Barstow repairs and rebuilds a mul
titude of eQuipment, including circuit 
boards, armored vehicles, and other eQuip
ment essential to fleet Marine Corps forces; 
and 

"Whereas, Fort Irwin's main logistics and 
maintenance facility, the Sacramento Army 
Depot, has been slated for closure, leaving 
the next closest facility in another state; 
and 

"Whereas, The Army already sends an av
erage of 250 railcars through the Marine 
Corps Logistics Base at Barstow monthly; 
and 

"Whereas, Fort Irwin's inventory includes 
3,000 different pieces of eQuipment that re
Quire periodic rebuilding, and the Army can 
save tremendously on freight costs by send
ing its Fort Irwin eQuipment to Barstow 
rather than out of state; and 

"Whereas, The Army is already in negotia
tions with the Marine Corps to have such re
building performed on Army Bradley fight
ing vehicles, and the Marine Corps Logistics 
Base at Barstow was recently awarded a 
maintenance contract for Paxman 5,000-
horsepower engines, which are used in U.S. 
Coast Guard and Navy vessels; and 

"Whereas, The Marine Corps Logistics 
Base at Barstow was awarded the mainte
nance contract for the U.S. Army Missile 
and Space Intelligence Command's XM-TAS 
radar carrier vehicle, awarded the contract 
over the FMC Corporation and Anniston 
Army Depot; and 

" Whereas, A key reason for the awarding 
of this contract was Barstow's ability to in
tegrate the vehicle into its workload and to 
provide an acceptable beginning and comple
tion date; and 

"Whereas, With the closure of deployment 
facilities at Long Beach, California, and Fort 
Ord, California, the Army's main point for 
deploying combat forces abroad will be Fort 

Irwin, which will increase transportation de
mands into and out of the area; and 

" Whereas, Logistical distribution func
tions are being centralized under the Defense 
Logistics Agency, so the Marine Corps Logis
tics Base at Barstow has the potential to be
come an even more important logistics sup
port activity for Fort Irwin, the Marine 
Corps bases at Camp Pendleton and 
Twentynine Palms, and other military serv
ices throughout the southwestern United 
States; and 

"Whereas, The Marine Corps Logistics 
Base at Barstow is one of only two primary 
storage and distribution facilities in the Ma
rine Corps and is responsible for supporting 
fleet Marine Corps forces west of the Mis
sissippi, including the Pacific region and 
Asia, and is positioned to best support the 
largest concentrations of Marine Corps 
forces; and 

"Whereas, The Marine Corps Logistics 
Base at Barstow possesses some of the most 
uniQue and modern testing facilities in the 
world, with an added ability to develop its 
own test eQuipment and to design, prototype, 
test, manufacture, ship, and install new 
eQuipment anywhere in the world within 
weeks, as occurred with the D-7 Dozer armor 
plate kits used in Operation Desert Storm; 
and 

"Whereas, These kits were installed by the 
Logistics Command's own multicommodity 
maintenance personnel within 65 days and 
were installed in Saudi Arabia prior to the 
invasion of occupied Kuwait; and 

"Whereas, Five of the armored D-7 Dozers 
were destroyed in battle and none of the Ma
rines operating them were injured; and 

" Whereas, The flexible production sched
ules and multicommodity capabilities of lo
gistics bases make them uniQuely Qualified 
and essential to such immediate needs of the 
maritime prepositioning forces; and 

"Whereas, The Marine Corps Logistics 
Base at Barstow operates at 98 percent of ca
pacity, while Army counterparts operate far 
below capacity and as a result are closing 30 
percent of their depots; and 

" Whereas, The two Marine Corps Logistics 
Bases at Barstow, California, and Albany, 
Georgia, together constitute less than 1 per
cent of the Department of Defenses 's Oper
ations and Maintenance costs for logistics; 
and 

''Whereas, The Marine Corps Logistics 
Base at Barstow is the largest employer of 
residents from the nearby community with a 
civilian payroll seven times the size of its 
military payroll; and 

"Whereas, The City of Barstow suffers an 
unemployment rate of approximately 15 per
cent, with one-third of its residents on public 
assistance; and 

"Whereas, The same region has recently 
suffered the closure of George and Norton 
Air Force Bases, and is facing a downsizing 
of March Air Force Base; now, therefore, be 
it 

"Resolved by the Assembly and Senate of the 
State of California, jointly. That the Legisla
ture of the State of California respectfully 

. memorializes the Base Realignment and Clo
sure Commission, the President, and the 
Congress of the United States, to recognize 
the cost-effectiveness, efficiency, and strate
gic importance of the Marine Corps Logistics 
Base at Barstow, California; and be it further 

"Resolved, That the Legislature rec
ommends to the President, the Congress, and 
the Base Realignment and Closure Commis
sion that the Marine Corps Logistics Base at 
Barstow remain in operation due to its oper
ational and strategic necessity to the United 
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States Marine Corps, the United States 
Army, and the United States Navy; and be it 
further 

"Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the As
sembly transmit copies of this resolution to 
the Governor, to each member of the Base 
Realignment and Closure Commission, to the 
President and Vice President of the United 
States, to the Secretary of Defense, to the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives, and 
to each Senator and Representative from 
California in the Congress of the United 
States." 

POM-265. A resolution adopted by the Sen
ate of the Legislature of the State of New 
Mexico; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

"SENATE MEMORIAL 44 
"Whereas, although the United States 

funds nearly sixty percent of the World's 
Civil Space Activity, much of that funding is 
spent Abroad; and 

"Whereas, because there are currently only 
two out of thirteen major World Launch 
Sites in the United States, the Nation is 
profiting from only a small proportion of 
this multi-billion dollar business; and 

"Whereas, with the advancement of Single 
Stage Rocket Technology, a new generation 
of Space Vehicles is being developed with the 
advantage of Inland Launching and recovery 
capability; and 

"Whereas, the prototype of a Single Stage 
Rocket Suborbital Vehicle will be rolled out 
at White Sands Missile Range on April 5, 1993 
and will be launched in late June; and 

"Whereas, there are other commercial 
Rocket Programs already doing business 
with White Sands Missile Range; and 

"Whereas, Southern New Mexico is the rec
ognized Birthplace of the Space Age in 
America and, with the development of the 
single stage to orbit vehicles, it could con
tinue to be the Kitty Hawk of space Activi
ties because it has a superb climate for 
Space Operations, a large, high-altitude 
launch and recovery range and numerous 
Scientific Laboratories and centers of tech
nical excellence throughout the Region; and 

"Whereas, Military and Commercial Space 
Advancement and Technology is supported 
and encouraged by the Citizens of New Mex
ico, and the State has introduced Legislation 
to create a New Mexico Commercial Space 
Office that would provide needed Statewide 
Coordination for the increasing Space-Relat
ed Research, Development and Manufactur
ing Activities which are occurring in the 
State; and 

"Whereas, one such activity is the pro
posed Southwest Regional Spaceport, a full
service Launch, Reentry and recovery Range 
for Space Programs whose Mission is the in
tegration and coordination of Space Develop
ment Interests among Government, Indus
trial and Educational Institutions; atld 

"Whereas, New Mexico has also introduced 
Legislation to promote and coordinate the 
Conversion from Defense- to Civ111an-Ori
ented Technology and from Federal, State 
and Local Government Fac111ties to Private 
Sector Industries, and also to promote Pri
vate-Public Partnership and Business Devel
opment Programs; now, therefore, be it 

"Resolved by the Senate of the State of New 
Mexico, That it applaud the efforts of White 
Sands Missile Range, the National Labora
tories, Industries and Universities in New 
Mexico who are working together in advanc
ing Aerospace Technology and in establish
ing the Southwest Regional Spaceport as a 
major World Launch and Recovery Site; and 
be it further 

"Resolved, That it urge the President and 
the Vice President of the United States and 
the New Mexico Congressional Delegation to 
support the Southwest Regional Spaceport 
in Southern New Mexico; and be it further 

"Resolved, That a copy of this Memorial be 
transmitted to the President and Vice Presi
dent of the United States and to each Mem
ber of the New Mexico Congressional Delega
tion." 

POM-266. A concurrent resolution adopted 
by the Legislature of the State of Hawaii; to 
the Committee on Energy and Natural Re
sources. 

"SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 100 
"Whereas, the Department of Hawaiian 

Home Lands administers the Hawaiian 
Homes Commission Act of 1920; and 

"Whereas, the purpose of the Hawaiian 
Homes Commission Act is to provide native 
Hawaiians with certain public lands in trust 
for homestead use, agricultural use, and 
other leases for the benefit of native Hawai
ians; and 

"Whereas, one of the major obstacles to
wards acceleration of homestead awards are 
the kinds of lands which require a great 
amount of off-site and on-site infrastructure 
improvements; and 

"Whereas, Hawaiian home lands has the 
least amount of its lands on Oahu, less than 
4% of its total holdings, and the highest de
mand for residential homesteads for Oahu, 
more than 40% of all applications; and 

"Whereas, the United States continues to 
occupy more than 320 acres of Hawaiian 
home lands located at Kekaha, Kauai, and 
Pohakuloa, Hawaii, for a term of 65 years for 
a nominal rent of $1 for the entire term for 
each parcel; and 

"Whereas, the United States claims fee 
ownership of 1,489 acres of valuable Hawaiian 
home lands at Lualualei, Oahu, which lands 
include an existing acquifer, and for which 
no payment has ever been made; and 

"Whereas, the possible availab111ty of fed
eral lands, especially on Oahu, provides a 
unique opportunity for the United States to 
satisfy all or part of its obligations to re
solve claims by replacing Hawaiian home 
lands which were taken; and 

"Whereas, the addition of lands will help 
make whole again the Hawaiian Home Lands 
Trust and provide for the settlement of na
tive Hawaiians in accordance with the mis
sion of the Hawaiian Homes Commission 
Act; now, therefore, be it 

"Resolved by the Senate of the Seventeenth 
Legislature of the State of Hawaii, Regular Ses
sion of 1993, the House of Representatives con
curring, That the Federal Government of the 
United States is urged to explore how federal 
lands no longer needed for military and 
other purposes can be used to compensate 
the Hawaiian Home Lands Trust for illegal 
takings and uses of trust lands; and, be it 
further 

"Resolved, That the Legislature declares 
its support of actions by the United States of 
set right those wrongs that occurred long 
ago and to correct deficiencies that continue 
today in the spirit and context of 
ho'oponopono; and be it further 

"Resolved, That certified copies of this 
Concurrent Resolution be transmitted to the 
President of the United States, President of 
the United States Senate, the Speaker of the 
United States House of Representatives, and 
the members of Hawaii's Congressional Dele- · 
gation." 

POM-267. A joint resolution adopted by the 
Legislature of the State of Nevada; to the 

Committee on Energy and Natural Re
sources. 

"SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 12 
"Whereas, The right of way was granted 

for the construction of highways over public 
lands not reserved for other public uses by 
section 8 of chapter 262, 14 Statutes 253 
(former 43 U.S.C. §932), which was enacted in 
1866; and 

"Whereas, The placement of that section 
in an act primarily devoted to the encour
agement of mining upon public lands sug
gests that an important purpose of the grant 
was to provide access to mining claims, but 
the operation of the grant was extended by 
section 17 of the Placer Act of 1870, which 
also affected other patents, preemptions and 
homesteads, so that the right of access was 
extended broadly to private property; and 

''Whereas, When section 8 of the Act of 1866 
was repealed in 1976 by section 706 of Public 
Law 94-579, section 701 of Public Law 94-579 
also provided: "Nothing in this Act * * * 
shall be construed as terminating any valid 
* * * right-of-way [sic], or other land use 
right or authorization existing on the date of 
approval of this Act"; and 

"Whereas, This Legislature is informed 
that the United States Forest Service is de
manding that the users of rights of way 
which provide access to private parcels of 
land and which were established pursuant to 
section 8 of the Act of 1866 apply and pay for ' 
permits that limit the duration and nature 
of the use long and freely enjoyed by the 
owners of these parcels as an incident of 
their ownership, where the right of way lies 
within a National Forest; and 

"Whereas, Such a limitation of use and 
provision for future extinction violates the 
rights of those users which were preserved in 
1976 by section 701 of Public Law 94-579, and 
which necessarily include the right of access 
to their lands and the right to maintain that 
access physically; and 

"Whereas, Because only 13 percent of the 
land in Nevada is privately owned, it is im
perative for the well-being of the state as 
well as the taxpaying residents who own 
those lands to hold open their rights of ac
cess; and 

"Whereas, This Legislature has recognized 
the important benefits to this state and its 
residents from the continued and permanent 
existence of the roads established over those 
rights of way, and has enacted law setting 
forth the rights and correlative duties of the 
owners of those rights of way and the rights 
of the public to use them; now, therefore, be 
it 

"Resolved by the Senate and Assembly of the 
State of Nevada, jointly, That the Nevada Leg
islature urges the United States Forest Serv
ice, the Bureau of Land Management, and 
other agencies of the executive department 
of the Federal Government to recognize the 
permanent rights existing in those roads 
that serve private property, and urges the 
Congress of the United States in the exercise 
of its oversight to ensure that those rights 
are in fact respected; and be it further 

"Resolved, That a copy of this resolution 
and any related legislative measures enacted 
by this legislature be transmitted by the 
Secretary of the State to the Vice President 
of the United States as presiding officer of 
the Senate, to the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives, and to each member of the 
Nevada Congressional Delegation; and be it 
further 

"Resolved, That this resolution becomes ef
fective upon passage and approval." 

POM-268. A resolution adopted by the 
Board of Chosen Freeholders of the County 
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of Ocean, NJ, relative to the flooding in the 
mid-western United States; to the Commit
tee on Environment and Public Works. 

POM-269. A resolution adopted by the City 
Council of the City of Leander, TX, relative 
to the Endangered Species Act; to the Com
mittee on Environment and Public Works. 

POM-270. A joint resolution adopted by the 
Legislature of the State of Nevada; to the 
Committee on Finance: 

"ASSEMBLY JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 39 
"Whereas, The State of Nevada has a vital 

interest in protecting and expanding the 
growth of jobs and industry in Nevada and 
the United States; and 

"Whereas, The North American Free Trade 
Agreement is designed to create a " free 
trade" bloc between the ,United States, Can
ada and Mexico; and 

"Whereas, The United States, Canada and 
Mexico have vastly different standards of 
living, wage structures, workers ' rights, 
health standards, safety standards, environ
mental standards and regulatory climates; 
and 

"Whereas, The North America Free Trade 
Agreement may threaten workers in the 
United States by allowing inexpensive, 
largely unregulated Mexican labor to 
produce duty-free goods, which are now pro
duced in United States factories for export 
into the United States; and 

" Whereas, Many agricultural issues remain 
unresolved with Canada from the United 
States-Canada Free Trade Agreement, such 
as transportation and energy resource sub
sidies, and a new agreement should not be 
signed until those issues are resolved; and 

"Whereas, The North American Free Trade 
Agreement as currently negotiated, would 
adversely affect agriculture in Nevada and 
the United States by: 

"1. Allowing Mexican commodities pro
duced with 58 pesticides including DDT 
which are banned in the United States, to 
compete with Nevada agricultural producers 
whose pesticide use is regulated; 

" 2. Encouraging United States meat pack
ing plants to move their operations to Mex
ico to take advantage of lower safety and 
sanitation standards because the North 
American Free Trade Agreement exempts 
Mexico from the Meat Import Act of 1979; 

"3. Unduly limiting the ability of the Unit
ed States to carry out domestic programs to 
foster the farm and rural economy; and 

" 4. Immediately eliminating the tariff on 
feeder cattle imported from Mexico and po
tentially increasing imports of Mexican feed
er cattle by 100 percent, which would equal 
10 percent of all cattle on feed in the United 
States, thereby preempting the Meat Import 
Act of 1979, which limits beef imports in the 
United States, and, as a result, allows Mex
ico to ship more of its current domestic pro
duction to the United States and to supply 
Mexico's domestic demand with cheaper im
ported beef and undermines consumer con
fidence in the safety of the imported beef 
thereby placing greater strain on the already 
overburdened and underfunded United States 
border inspection system and threatens live
stock feeding operations by driving closely 
associated meat packing plants to Mexico; 
and 

" Whereas, The North American Free Trade 
Agreement, as currently negotiated, would 
drive down United States per capita income, 
tax revenue, and standards of living by pit
ting workers in the United States against ex
ploited workers in Mexico where workers: 

" 1. Are routinely paid less than $1 an hour 
compared with an average wage of $14.31 an 
hour for workers of the United States; 

"2. Do not have minimum wage and hour 
protection; 

" 3. Are forced to work in unsafe and unsan
itary conditions and do not have occupa
tional health and safety protections; 

"4. Do not have protection against the ex
ploitation of child labor; and 

"5. Are routinely blacklisted for organizing 
to better their working conditions; 
and 

" Whereas, The North American Free Trade 
Agreement, as currently negotiated, con
tains no provisions to correct lax Mexican 
environmental standards or to address the 
existing environmental degradation of the 
United States/Mexican border where: 

"1. Carcinogens such as methylene chloride 
at levels of 215,000 times the United States 
standards, are found in irrigation channels 
around existing industrial parks; 

"2. Hazardous breakdowns, such as styrene 
and ethyl benzene from industrial plants and 
industrial pesticides, are found in biologic 
testing of stillborn infants; and 

" 3. Air emissions have contained toxic 
chemicals, such as benzene at levels 200 
times and toluene at levels 56 times United 
States standards; 
and 

" Whereas, State environmental laws could 
be undermined by unrelated foreign policy 
concerns because states are not included in 
any dispute mechanisms between the Federal 
Government and foreign governments; and 

"Whereas, State laws on banking and in
surance may be in conflict with the final 
agreement and would have to be changed, 
with possible detriment to the residents of 
the State of Nevada; and 

"Whereas, The North American Free Trade 
Agreement, as currently negotiated contains 
no provisions to discourage companies of the 
United States from relocating to Mexico; and 

"Whereas, It also contains no provisions 
for the retraining of workers in the United 
States who may become displaced as an out
come of " free trade" ; and 

" Whereas, Workers in the United States 
have already lost more than 500,000 jobs to 
Mexico and projections show that at least 
another 500,000 jobs will be lost to Mexico 
under the current North American Free 
Trade Agreement; now, therefore, be it 

"Resolved by the Assembly and Senate of the 
State of Nevada, jointly, That Congress and 
the members of the Nevada Congressional 
Delegation are urged to oppose the North 
American Free Trade Agreement as cur
rently negotiated; and be it further 

"Resolved, That the Nevada Legislature 
strongly urges the Nevada Congressional 
Delegation to continue to oppose the North 
American Free Trade Agreement until the 
agreement and its enacting legislation pro
vide for: 

"l. Protection of workers' rights, mini
mum wage and hour standards, and occupa
tional safety and health standards; 

"2. The elimination of child labor; 
" 3. Remedial action to address environ

mental degradation of the border area; 
" 4. Increased enforcement of environ

mental laws and regulations in the United 
States, Canada and Mexico; 

"5. Protection against imports of food 
products exposed to agricultural chemicals 
that are banned in the United States; 

" 6. Protection for import-sensitive indus
tries in the United States; 

"7. The denial of trade benefits to United 
States companies that transfer production to 
Mexico; 

" 8. Programs to provide real help to work
ers of the United States displaced by trade 
policies; and 

"9. Increased border inspections for meat 
safety, protection against Mexican imports 
of beef from Europe and South American and 
Canadian imports of beef from Australia, and 
protection against the flooding of the United 
States feeder market; and be it further 

"Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the As
sembly prepare and transmit a copy of this 
resolution to the President of the United 
States, the Vice President of the United 
States as presiding officer of the Senate, the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives and 
each member of the Nevada Congressional 
Delegation; and be it further 

"Resolved, That this resolution becomes ef
fective upon passage and approval. " 

POM-271. A resolution adopted by the Gen
eral Assembly of the State of New Jersey; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

"ASSEMBLY RESOLUTION NO. 125 
"Whereas, President Clinton has indicated 

he will call for an increase in the top income 
tax rate, and for a surcharge, on incomes 
above a certain amount; for an increase in 
the top corporate tax rate; for an increased 
portion of Social Security benefits to be sub
ject to income tax if the recipients have in
come that exceeds a certain amount; and for 
the imposition of a broad-based energy tax; 
and 

"Whereas, Three years ago a policy and 
program of tax increases were adopted for 
New Jersey which resulted in a deepening of 
the economic recession in the State and a 
worsening of unemployment; and 

" Whereas, The President and Congress 
should reflect upon and take into account 
the experience in New Jersey as they con
sider the program the President has an
nounced; and 

" Whereas, The President and Congress 
should also take into account the detrimen
tal effect that an energy tax will have on the 
economy, especially at a time when the signs 
of growth and improvement are encouraging; 
and 

"Whereas, The General Assembly believes 
that every member of New Jersey's Congres
sional delegation should oppose President 
Clinton's tax increase program and that 
President Clinton should re-examine his tax 
increase proposal in light of the detrimental 
impact it will have on New Jersey; now, 
therefore, 

" Be it Resolved by the General Assembly of 
the State of New Jersey: 

"l. This House calls upon every member of 
New Jersey's Congressional delegation to op
pose President Clinton's tax increase pro
gram and upon President Clinton to re-exam
ine his tax increase proposal in light of the 
detrimental impact it will have on New Jer
sey. 

"2. Duly authenticated copies of this reso
lution, signed by the Speaker of the General 
Assembly and attested by the Clerk of the 
General Assembly, shall be transmitted to 
the President of the United States, the pre
siding officers of the United States Senate 
and the House of Representatives, and each 
member of Congress elected from this 
State." 

POM-272. A joint resolution adopted by the 
Legislature of the State of Nevada; to the 
Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

"ASSEMBLY JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 8 
"Whereas, Since the mid 1980's, Congress 

has increasingly shifted the cost of federally 
mandated programs to the states; and 

"Whereas, Requiring the states to pay for 
programs created and favored by Congress 
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seriously impairs the ability of each state to 
establish the social and economic programs 
that it determines are best suited to the par
ticular conditions in the state; and 

"Whereas, Shifting the cost of federal pro
grams to the states enables Congress to 
avoid exercising the fiscal disciplines and re
straint necessary for a balanced federal 
budget; now, therefore, be it 

"Resolved by the Assembly and Senate of the 
State of Nevada, jointly, That the Nevada Leg
islature urges Congress, before it adopts leg
islation which requires the states to provide 
particular services or benefits to persons on 
governmental agencies, to determine the ap
proximate amount of money it will cost the 
respective states to comply with that man
date; and be it further 

"Resolved, That the Nevada Legislature 
urges Congress not to enact such a mandate 
unless it also appropriate to the respective 
states an amount of money sufficient to 
cover those anticipated costs associated with 
the new federal mandate; and be it further 

"Resolved, That copies of this resolution be 
transmitted forthwith by the Chief Clerk of 
the Assembly to the Vice President of the 
United States as presiding officer of the Sen
ate, the Speaker of the House of Representa
tives and each member of the Nevada Con
gressional Delegation; and be it further 

"Resolved, That this resolution becomes ef
fective upon passage and approval." 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
The following reports of committees 

were submitted: 
By Mr. ROCKEFELLER, from the Commit

tee on Veterans Affairs, with an amendment 
in the nature of a substitute and an amend
ment to the title: 

S. 1030. A bill to amend chapter 17 of title 
38, United States Code, to improve the De
partment of Veterans Affairs program of sex
ual trauma counseling for veterans and to 
improve certain Department of Veterans Af
fairs programs for women veterans (Rept. 
No. 103-136). 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. EXON (for himself and Mr. 
KERREY): 

S. 1443. A bill to amend the Internal Reve
nue Code of 1986 to repeal the excise tax on 
luxury passenger vehicles; to the Committee 
on Finance. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 
s. 177 

At the request of Mr. DOLE, the name 
of the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. 
BOREN] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
177, a bill to ensure that agencies es
tablish the appropriate procedures for 
assessing whether or not regulation 
may result in the taking of private 
property, so as to avoid such where 
possible. 

s. 271 

At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the 
name of the Senator from Utah [Mr. 

HATCH] was added as a cosponsor of S. S. 1111, a bill to authorize the minting 
271, a bill to amend the Internal Reve- of coins to commemorate the Vietnam 
nue Code of 1986 to allow a credit for Veterans' Memorial in Washington, 
interest paid on education loans. DC. 

s. 636 

At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, the 
name of the Senator from West Vir
ginia [Mr. ROCKEFELLER] was added as 
a cosponsor of S. 636, a bill to amend 
the Public Health Service Act to per
mit individuals to have freedom of ac
cess to certain medical clinics and fa
cilities, and for other purposes. 

s. 784 

At the request of Mr. HATCH, the 
names of the Senator from Kansas [Mr. 
DOLE], the Senator from Texas [Mr. 
GRAMM], the Senator from New Mexico 
[Mr. BINGAMAN], and the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. CAMPBELL] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 784, a bill to amend the 
Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act 
to establish standards with respect to 
dietary supplements, and for other pur
poses. 

s. 914 

At the request of Mr. BUMPERS, the 
name of the Senator from North Da
kota [Mr. CONRAD] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 914, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 with re
spect to the discharge, or repayment, 
of student loans of students who agree 
to perform services in certain profes
sions. 

s. 993 

At the request of Mr. KEMPTHORNE, 
the names of the Senator from Utah 
[Mr. BENNETT], the Senator from Mis
souri [Mr. BOND], the Senator from Col
orado [Mr. BROWN], the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. CAMPBELL], the Senator 
from Indiana [Mr. COATS], the Senator 
from Mississippi [Mr. COCHRAN]' the 
Senator from Kansas [Mr. DOLE], the 
Senator from North Carolina [Mr. 
FAIRCLOTH], the Sena tor from Califor
nia [Mrs. FEINSTEIN], the Senator from 
Texas [Mr. GRAMM], the Senator from 
Texas [Mrs. HUTCHISON], the Senator 
from Kansas [Mrs. KASSEBAUM]' the 
Senator from Indiana [Mr. LUGAR], and 
the Senator from Florida [Mr. MACK] 
were added as cosponsors of S. 993, a 
bill to end the practice of imposing un
funded Federal mandates on States and 
local governments and to ensure that 
the Federal Government pays the costs 
incurred by those governments in com
plying with certain requirements under 
Federal statutes and regulations. 

s. 1063 

At the request of Mr. HATCH, the 
names of the Senator from Alabama 
[Mr. HEFLIN] and the Senator from 
Texas [Mr. GRAMM] were added as co
sponsors of S. 1063, a bill to amend the 
Employee Retirement Income Security 
Act of 1974 to clarify the treatment of 
a qualified football coaches plan. 

s. 1111 

At the request of Mr. KERREY, the 
name of the Senator from Connecticut 
[Mr. DODD] was added as a cosponsor of 

s. 1207 

At the request of Mr. CAMPBELL, the 
names of the Senator from Washington 
[Mrs. MURRAY] and the Senator from 
Alaska [Mr. STEVENS] were added as co
sponsors of S. 1207, a bill to amend the 
District of Columbia Stadium Act of 
1957 to authorize the construction, 
maintenance, and operation of a new 
stadium in the District of Columbia, 
and for other purposes. 

s. 1326 

At the request of Mr. CAMPBELL, the 
names of the Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
REID] and the Senator from Arizona 
[Mr. McCAIN] were added as cosponsors 
of S. 1326, a bill to establish a forage 
fee formula on lands under the jurisdic
tion of the Department of Agriculture 
and the Department of the Interior. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 7 

At the request of Mr. GRAMM, the 
name of the Senator from Texas [Mrs. 
HUTCHISON] was added as a cosponsor of 
Senate Joint Resolution 7, a joint reso
lution to provide for a balanced budget 
constitutional amendment. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 105 

At the request of Mr. INOUYE, the 
names of the Senator from Hawaii [Mr. 
AKAKA], the Senator from California 
[Mrs. BOXER], the Senator from Ari
zona [Mr. DECONCINI], the Senator from 
Connecticut [Mr. DODD], the Senator 
from Kansas [Mr. DOLE], the Senator 
from Nebraska [Mr. EXON], the Senator 
from Utah [Mr. HATCH], the Senator 
from Louisiana [Mr. JOHNSTON], the 
Senator from Illinois [Ms. MOSELEY
BRAUN], the Senator from Alaska [Mr. 
MURKOWSKI], the Senator from Rhode 
Island [Mr. PELL], the Senator from 
Tennessee [Mr. SASSER], the Senator 
from Illinois [Mr. SIMON], the Senator 
from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS], the Sen
ator from South Carolina [Mr. THUR
MOND], the Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
WARNER], and the Senator from Min
nesota [Mr. WELLSTONE] were added as 
cosponsors of Senate Joint Resolution 
105, a joint resolution designating both 
September 29, 1993, and September 28, 
1994, as "National Barrier Awareness 
Day." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 118 

At the request of Mr. LAUTENBERG, 
the names of the Senator from South 
Dakota [Mr. DASCHLE] and the Senator 
from Wyoming [Mr. SIMPSON] were 
added as cosponsors of Senate Joint 
Resolution 118, a joint resolution to 
designate the week of October 17, 1993, 
through October 23, 1993, as "National 
Radon Action Week." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 120 

At the request of Mr. COVERDELL, the 
name of the Senator from Missouri 
[Mr. BOND] was added as a cosponsor of 
Senate Joint Resolution 120, a joint 
resolution proposing an amendment to 
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the Constitution prohibiting the impo
sition of retroactive taxes on the 
American people. 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
AUTHORIZATION ACT OF 1994 

BINGAMAN (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 777 

Mr. BINGAMAN (for himself, Mr. 
MCCAIN, Mr. MATHEWS, and Mr. NUNN) 
proposed an amendment to the bill, S. 
1298, to authorize appropriations for 
fiscal year 1994 for military activities 
of the Department of Defense , for mili
tary construction, and for defense ac
tivities of the Department of Energy, 
to prescribe personnel strengths for 
such fiscal year for the Armed Forces, 
and for other purposes, as follows: 

On page 432, strike out line 6 and all that 
follows through page 434, line 8. 

SHELBY (AND THURMOND) 
AMENDMENT NO. 778 

Mr. SHELBY (for himself and Mr. 
THURMOND) proposed an amendment to 
amendment No. 777 proposed by Mr. 
BINGAMAN to the bill (S . 1298), supra, as 
follows: 
SEC. 3317. METALCASTING RESEARCH AND DE· 

VELOPMENT PROGRAM. 
(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF PROGRAM.-The 

Strategic and Critical Materials Stock Pil
ing Act (50 U.S.C. 98 et seq.) is amended by 
adding at the end the following new section: 
"METALCASTING RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 

PROGRAM 
"SEC. 17. (a) The National Defense Stock

pile Manager shall carry out a metalcasting 
research and development program. 

"(b) Under the program, the Stockpile 
Manager shall support, through contracts, 
grants, or cooperative agreements, metal
casting industry research and development 
activities, including the following activities: 

"(l) Development of casting technologies 
and techniques. 

"(2) Improvement of technology transfer 
within the metalcasting industry in the 
United States. 

"(3) Improvement of training for the 
metalcasting industry work force. 

"(c) The Stockpile Manager shall use com
petitive procedures in awarding contracts, 
grants, and cooperative agreements under 
the program. 

"(d) The Stockpile Manager shall ensure 
that each contract, grant, or cooperative 
agreement under the program includes a 
cost-sharing arrangement that requires con
tributions by non-Federal Government 
sources to the defraying of the cost of activi
ties supported by the contract, grant, or co
operative agreement. The Stockpile Manager 
may waive the requirement in the preceding 
sentence in the case of any contract, grant, 
or cooperative agreement if the Stockpile 
Manager determines that cost-sharing is not 
feasible in such case.". 

(b) IMPLEMENTATION.-Not later than 90 
days after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, the National Defense Stockpile Man-

ager shall prescribe regulations to carry out 
the metalcasting research and development 
program required by section 17 of the Strate
gic and Critical Materials Stock Piling Act, 
as added by subsection (a). 

(c) FUNDING.-To the extent provided in ap
propriations Acts, for each of fiscal years 
1994, 1995, 1996, 1997, and 1998, funds in the Na
tional Defense Stockpile Transaction Fund 
shall be available for the metalcasting re
search and development program required by 
section 17 of the Strategic and Critical Mate
rials Stock Piling Act (as added by sub
section (a)) in an amount not to exceed-

(1) $10,000,000. 

McCAIN (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 779 

Mr. McCAIN (for himself, Mr. GOR
TON, and Mr. SIMON) proposed an 
amendment to the bill (S. 1298), supra, 
as follows: 

On page 148, between lines 8 and 9, insert 
the following: 
SEC. 547. EMPLOYMENT OF RETIRED MEMBERS 

BY FOREIGN GOVERNMENTS. 
(a) FINDINGS.-The Congress makes the fol

lowing findings: 
(1) It is in the national security interest of 

the United States to promote democracy 
throughout the world. 

(2) The armed forces of newly democratic 
nations often lack the democratic traditions 
that are a hallmark of the Armed Forces of 
the United States. 

(3) The understanding of military roles and 
missions in a democracy is essential for the 
development and preservation of democratic 
forms of government. 

(4) The service of retired members of the 
Armed Forces of the United States in the 
armed forces of newly democratic nations 
could lead to a better understanding of mili
tary roles and missions in a democracy. 

(b) CONGRESSIONAL CONSENT.-(1) Chapter 
53 of title 10, United States Code, is amended 
by adding at the end the following new sec
tion: 
"§ 1058. Military service of retired personnel 

with newly democratic nations 
"(a) CONGRESSIONAL CONSENT.-(1) Subject 

to subsection (b), Congress consents to a re
tired member of the uniformed services re
ferred to in subsection (b)--

"(A) accepting employment by, or holding 
an office or position in, the armed forces of 
a newly democratic nation; and 

"(B) accepting compensation associated 
with such employment, office, or position. 

"(b) DETERMINATIONS AND APPROVAL RE
QUIRED.-(1) The Secretary concerned and 
the Secretary of State shall jointly deter
mine whether a nation is a newly democratic 
nation for the purposes of this section. 

"(2) The consent provided in subsection (a) 
for a retired member of the uniformed serv
ices to accept employment or hold an office 
or position shall apply to a retired member 
of the armed forces only if the Secretary 
concerned and the Secretary of State jointly 
approve the employment or the holding of 
such office or position. 

"(c) CONTINUED ENTITLEMENT TO RETIRED 
PAY AND BENEFITS.-The eligibility of a re
tired member of the uniformed services to 
receive retired or retainer pay and other ben
efits arising from the retired member's sta
tus as a retired member of the uniformed 
services, and the eligibility of dependents of 
such retired member to receive benefits on 
the basis of such retired member's status as 
a retired member of the uniformed services, 

may not be terminated by reason of employ
ment or holding of an office or position con
sented to in subsection (a). 

"(d) RETIRED MEMBER DEFINED.-In this 
section, the term 'retired member of the uni
formed services' means a member or former 
member of the uniformed services who is en
titled to receive retired or retainer pay.". 

(2) The table of sections at the beginning of 
chapter 53 of such title is amended by adding 
at the end the following : 
"1058. Military service of retired personnel 

with newly democratic govern
ments. ". 

(C) EFFECTIVE DATE.-Section 1058 of title 
10, United States Code, as added by sub
section (a), shall take effect as of January 1, 
1993. 

WALLOP (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 780 

Mr. WALLOP (for himself, Mr. WAR
NER, Mr. SMITH, and Mr. DOLE) pro
posed an amendment to the bill (S. 
1298) supra; as follows: 

On page 59, between lines 11 and 12, insert 
the following: 

(g) ABM TREATY COMPLIANT CAPABILITY OF 
THEATER MISSILE DEFENSE SYSTEMS.-(1) A 
theater missile defense system, system up
grade, or system component described in 
paragraph (2) shall be considered as not in 
violation of the ABM Treaty for purposes of 
any review or determination of whether a 
theater missile defense system, system up
grade, or system component complies with 
the ABM Treaty. 

(2) Paragraph (1) applies to a theater mis
sile defense system, system upgrade, or sys
tem component that-

(A) has capabilities necessary to counter 
the most capable theater ballistic missile ex
isting at the time of such review or deter
mination; 

(B) has not been tested against a modern 
strategic ballistic missile; and 

CC) has not demonstrated a capability to 
counter such a modern strategic ballistic 
missile. 

(3) Nothing in this subsection shall be con
strued as providing that a theater missile de
fense system, system upgrade, or system 
component other than those described in 
paragraph (2) is in violation of the ABM 
Treaty. 

WALLOP (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 781 

Mr. WALLOP (for himself, Mr. WAR
NER, and Mr. DOLE) proposed an amend
ment to the bill (S . 1298) supra; as fol
lows: 

On page 55 of the bill, strike out lines 13-
24 and insert in lieu thereof the following: 

"(5) That the United States and its allies 
face existing and expanding threats from bal
listic missiles capable of being utilized as 
theater weapon systems that are presently 
possessed by, being developed by, or being 
acquired by a number of countries such as 
Iraq, Iran, North Korea, and others. 

"(6) That some theater ballistic missiles 
presently deployed or being developed (such 
as the Chinese-made CSS-2 ) have capabilities 
equal to or greater than missiles which had 
been determined to be strategic missiles 20 
years earlier under the U.S.- USSR SALT I 
Interim Agreement of 1972. 

"(7) That the ABM Treaty was not in
tended to, and does not, apply to or limit re
search, development, testing, or deployment 
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of missile defense systems, system upgrades, 
or system components that are designed to 
counter modern theater ballistic missiles re
gardless of their capabilities, unless such 
systems, system upgrades, or system compo
nents are tested against or have dem
onstrated capabilities to counter modern 
strategic ballistic missiles. 

"(8) That it is a national security priority 
of the United States to develop and deploy 
highly effective theater missile defense sys
tems capable of countering the existing and 
expanding threats posed by modern theater 
ballistic missiles, as soon as is technically 
possible. 

"(9) That it is essential that the Secretary 
of Defense immediately undertake and com
plete compliance reviews of proposed theater 
missile defense systems, system upgrades, 
and system components so as to not delay 
the development and deployment of such 
highly effective theater missile defense sys
tems. 

"(10) That the Secretary of Defense should 
immediately report to the Congress on any 
issue which arises during the course of such 
compliance reviews which appears to indi
cate that any provision of the ABM Treaty 
may limit research, development, testing, or 
deployment by the United States of highly 
effective theater missile defense systems ca
pable of countering modern theater ballistic 
missiles.". 

BYRD (AND OTHERS) AMENDMENT 
NO. 782 

Mr. BYRD (for himself, Mr. GORTON, 
and Mr. PRESSLER) proposed an amend
ment to the bill (S. 1298) supra, as fol
lows: 

On page 242, strike out line 19 and insert in 
lieu thereof the following: 
crew of that historic warship. 
SEC. 1067. INVOLVEMENT OF ARMED FORCES IN 

SOMALIA 
(a) LIMITATION.-Effective 30 days after the 

date of the enactment of this Act, funds 
available to the Department of Defense may 
not be obligated for support of operations of 
the Armed Forces in Somalia except to the 
extent authorized in a law enacted after the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 

(b) UNITED NATIONS ACTIONS IN SOMALIA.
(1) Not later than 30 days after the date of 
the enactment of this Act, the Secretary of 
State shall conduct a thorough review of the 
purposes of United Nations policy and ac
tions in Somalia and submit to Congress a 
detailed assessment of the purposes of such 
policy and actions. 

(2) The President is requested and urged to 
direct the United States Representative to 
the United Nations and Representative in 
the Security Council to veto-

(A) any proposed authorization by the 
United Nations Security Council of contin
ued operations of United Nations forces in 
Somalia after October 31, 1993, and 

(B) any proposed authorization by the 
United Nations Security Council of funding 
for continued operations of United Nations 
forces in Somalia after that date, 
except to the extent authorized in a law en
acted after the date of the enactment of this 
Act. 

NOTICES OF HEARINGS 
COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 

RESOURCES 
Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I 

would like to announce for the public 

that a hearing has been scheduled be
fore the full Cammi ttee on Energy and 
Natural Resources. 

The hearing will take place Wednes
day, September 15, 1993, at 10 a.m. in 
room 366 of the Senate Dirksen Office 
Building in Washington, DC. 

The purpose of the hearing is to re
ceive testimony from Tara O'Toole, 
nominee to be Assistant Secretary of 
Energy for Environment, Safety, and 
Health and Jay Hakes, nominee to be 
Administrator of the Energy Informa
tion Administration for the Depart
ment of Energy. 

For further information, please con
tact Rebecca Murphy at (202) 224-7562. 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH, 

CONSERVATION, FORESTRY, AND GENERAL 
LEGISLATION 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I would 

like to announce that the Senate Com
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry Subcommittee on Agricul
tural Research, Conservation, For
estry, and General Legislation will 
hold a hearing on S. 1406, the Plant Va
riety Protection Act of 1993. The hear
ing will be held on Monday, September 
20, 1993, at 2 p.m. in SR-332. Senator J. 
ROBERT KERREY will preside. 

For further information, please con
tact Marsha Stanton at 224-6551. 

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN H.ELATIONS 
Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Foreign Relations be authorized 
to meet during the session of the Sen
ate on Wednesday, September 8, 1993, 
at 10 a.m. and 2 p.m. to markup the fis
cal year 1994 foreign assistance author
ization legislation. 

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

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND URBAN 
AFFAIRS 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs be authorized to meet during 
the session of the Senate, Wednesday, 
September 8, 1993, at 10 a.m. to conduct 
a hearing on S. 1275, the Community 
Development Banking and Financial 
Institutions Act of 1993. 

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

SUBCOMMITTEE ON COMMUNICATIONS 
Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Commu
nications Subcommittee of the Com
mittee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation be authorized to meet 
on September 8, 1993, at 9:30 a.m. on S. 
1087, the Telecommunications Infra
structure Act of 1993. 

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

TRIBUTE TO JACK E. BOBO 
• Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I rise 
today to pay special tribute to the 

leadership of a man whose professional
ism and stewardship have contributed 
immeasurably to the effectiveness of 
writing the laws governing life insur
ance policyholders, agents, and compa
nies. 

Jack E. Bobo is retiring, after 15 
years as the head of the professional 
association of this country's life insur
ance agents. While at the helm of the 
National Association of Life Under
writers, he worked closely and care
fully with his colleagues, his constitu
ents, and with elected officials in both 
the U.S. Congress and in the various 
States. His advice has been sound; his 
expertise has been crucial; his support 
has been gratifying. 

Many of my colleagues in the Senate 
have shared my experience of working 
closely with Jack and his staff, and I 
know they join me in thanking Jack 
for the help he has given us over the 
years, and in hoping that he and his 
wife enjoy their well-deserved, hard
earned retirement in the best of health 
and happiest of circumstances.• 

TRIBUTE TO CATHY BRAUNER 
• Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, after 
more than a decade of reporting and 
serving as city editor of the St. Albans 
Messenger in Vermont. Cathy Brauner 
is leaving journalism to continue her 
education at Boston University. 

Managing Editor Gary Rutkowski de
scribed Ms. Brauner's dedication to the 
community she served so well, in a 
very poignant elegy," " A Farewell to 
One of Our Own," that appeared in the 
August 13, 1993, edition of this news
paper. 

I share the respect of Ms. Brauner's 
peers for her distinguished contribu
tion to Vermont journalism, and ask 
that Mr. Rutkowski's tribute to Cathy 
Brauner be made a part of the CON
GRESSIONAL RECORD. 

The editorial fallows: 
[From the St. Albans (VT.) Messenger, Aug. 

13, 1993] 
A FAREWELL TO ONE OF OUR OWN 

(By Gary Rutkowski) 
In one short week, a friend and colleague 

will push off on a new voyage. After 14 years 
with the Messenger, Cathy Brauner, our city 
editor, will leave St. Albans to study at Bos
ton University. 

Many people have come and gone in the 
nearly two decades that I have been with 
this company, none has had a more positive 
impact on this community than Cathy. 

During her job interview in 1979, I sensed 
that she was not only a responsible and hard
working person, but an intelligent woman 
who could breathe new life into our editorial 
department. 

The job interview is a roll of the dice. In 
Cathy Brauner's case, I have always felt that 
in asking her to join the Messenger this news
paper and its readers came up the real win
ners. 

The public may not fully appreciate the 
life of a dedicated newspaper person. The 
hours are long, the recognition scarce, the 
stress level high. Sometimes even the best of 
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intentions are viewed with skepticism and 
suspicion. You can be criticized for some
thing which you believe was your best work, 
or be misunderstood all together. 

On a small newspaper, there is always the 
frustration that the chain-owned, out-of
town competition wields the clout of a go
rilla, that in some cases it steals all the 
glory without any of the personal sacrifice
its money and greater resources outshining 
all of the midnight oil the smaller competi
tor can muster. 

Yet the battle is never truly lost, for we do 
what the competition cannot. We dedicate 
ourselves to be a local voice, a paper that re
flects all aspects of our neighbors ' lives: big 
and small. Success in community journalism 
is not achieved by standing above the read
ers, but by standing with them. No writer at 
the Messenger has exemplified that philoso
phy more than Cathy Brauner. 

Her in-depth stories about the lives of 
Franklin County people have contained a 
common thread. Cathy cares dearly about 
the everyday man, woman . and child, about 
the plight of the poor, about justice and de
cency. Her best writing, some of which has 
brought her state and regional journalism 
recognition, was never provincial in scope at 
all. It was heart and soul work, the kind of 
good journalism being done by the most 
thoughtful writers around the globe. 

There is no magic in producing a news
paper. It is done by people of all persuasions, 
depths of knowledge, and sincerity of pur
pose and ethics. 

There are newspapers today that send edi
tors out on traveling roadshows. They hold 
court in our town parks and boardrooms, 
asking " the reader" what they can do to be
come better newspapers. They conduct polls 
and surveys to determine what the public 
wants. Points are won for telling the story in 
the least number of words, for being politi
cally correct. In presenting life as though it 
can be sliced into pie charts, they do not al
ways inform but sometimes confuse and even 
insult the reader. 

Cathy Brauner is not that kind of journal
ist. It is not her style. Hard work is. 

While many reporters shy from the rigors 
of the government beat, Cathy has looked 
beyond the tedious and sometimes tortuous 
aspects. She has attended hundreds, if not 
thousands, of hours of meetings always with 
the knowledge that a single comment could 
give rise to an important story that might 
otherwise be lost forever, or worse yet to the 
competition. 

Cathy has never remained quiet when a 
story idea has deserved further discussion or 
work. Sometimes, I must admit, her enthu
siasm, her drive to make or take one more 
telephone call, to check one more source, to 
reread and revise, to labor and agonize over 
her craft as though it were childbirth, has 
taxed her editor to his limits. But now that 
she is leaving, I know that much of what 
Cathy has said and done will reinforce my 
message to future Messenger writers. 

In the coming week, as Cathy clears out an 
accumulated mountain of files and folders, 
Tab soda cans, newspaper clippings, notes, 
calendars, and assorted what-nots, the Mes
senger nears the end of an era. 

We will not be the only ones preparing for 
a friend's departure. Over the years Cathy 
has somehow found a way to provide lengthy 
service to the Franklin County Humane So
ciety. She also has been a Samaritan House 
volunteer, helping to staff the homeless shel
ter overnight on weekends. Many other orga
nizations and individuals also have come to 
know her as a friend who could be counted 
on. 

It is said that to discover new oceans one 
must lose sight of the shore. In that regard, 
I am sure that this has not been an easy de
cision for Cathy. Yet she is embarking on a 
journey toward greater personal fulfillment , 
and we are happy for her. We will not say 
goodbye, for we know we will be keeping in 
touch. 

What we do say is: Bon voyage, the best of 
luck to you Cathy, and thank you for every
thing.• 

CONGRATULATIONS TO REGAL 
WARE, INC. 

• Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I rise 
today to congratulate Regal Ware, Inc., 
on the occasion of the expansion of its 
manufacturing operations in Jackson
ville, AR. Jacksonville Manufacturing 
and its hard-working employees can be 
justly proud of their success over the 
past 9 years. 

Regal Ware, one of the largest pri
vately held manufacturers of cookware 
in the world, began operations in Jack
sonville in 1984. Jacksonville 
Manufacturing's product line features 
drawn aluminum cookware, along with 
stainless steel cookware and small 
electric appliances. This facility re
cently completed a major expansion, 
bringing the current work force to 634, 
more than double the number of origi
nal employees. 

Arkansas is proud of the commit
ment Regal Ware has made to our 
State. Jacksonville 's partnership with 
Regal Ware has once again given Ar
kansas the chance to show that it is 
the right place to do business. 

I know my colleagues join me in 
wishing the men and women or Jack
sonville Manufacturing continued suc
cess throughout this decade and into 
the next century.• 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 
Mr. NUNN. Madam President, I ask 

unanimous consent that Senator SPEC
TER be recognized to address the Sen
ate, and that at the conclusion of his 
remarks the Senate stand in recess as 
ordered. 

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

Mr. NUNN. I thank the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Pennsylvania is recognized. 
Mr. SPECTER. I thank the Chair. 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

Mr. SPECTER. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent we close morn
ing business, and that we be back on 
the bill so that my comments relate to 
the debate on the amendment No. 782 
proposed by Senator BYRD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, morning business will be 
closed. 

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1994 
The Senate continued with the con

sideration of the bill. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ate now resumes consideration of Sen
ate bill 1298. The Senator from Penn
sylvania is recognized. 

Mr. SPECTER. I thank the Chair. 
Madam President, I believe that the 

issue raised by the distinguished Sen
ator from West Virginia, focusing on 
what the United States policy is in So
malia, and calling for a cutoff date on 
United States operations in Somalia by 
October 31, 1993, is a very importarit 
matter. 

There are many questions as to the 
purpose of the United States in going 
beyond its stated mission of humani
tarian relief in Somalia and the pur
pose of special troops going into Soma
lia with the thought of looking for 
Aideed to bring him to justice as a war 
criminal. There is also the question as 
to whether the War Powers Act is invo
cable with U.S. military personnel 
being subjected to hostilities. It is very 
important that these issues be ad
dressed fully by the Congress of the 
United States if the United States is to 
stay in Somalia for a prolonged period 
of time. 

Earlier this evening, a contention 
was raised by the distinguished Sen
ator from Illinois [Mr. SIMON] that 23 
nations have followed the United 
States into Somalia and the United 
States ought not to turn and leave. 

I do not believe the issue is whether 
the United States ought to turn and 
leave, but that the decision as to 
whether the United States ought to 
stay or not ought to be decided by the 
Congress of the United States. 

Our Nation has had the bitter experi
ence of knowing that a war or extended 
military operations cannot be con
ducted without the consent and the 
will of the American people. And in a 
representative democracy it is up to 
the Congress of the United States to 
speak to that issue. 

I have been very concerned and have 
expressed those concerns repeatedly in 
a variety of ways in Congress about our 
activities in Lebanon, our activities in 
Iraq, and, before I became a Member of 
this Senate, as to what happened in 
Korea and in Vietnam, where in fact 
wars were conducted without congres
sional action. 

One of the most important provisions 
of the Constitution of the United 
States is the authority vested solely in 
the Congress to declare war and to en
gage in war operations. There is no 
doubt that Korea was a war not de
clared by Congress. Vietnam was also 
not a war declared by Congress and 
demonstrated the difficulty of exten
sive military operations in a war with
out public consent. 

Within the course of the past 2V2 
years we have faced the issue of Iraq. 



20472 

C O N G R E SSIO N A L  R E C O R D — SE N A T E  

Septem ber 8, 1993

A n d  th ere w as a g reat d eal o f co n cern  

as to  w h eth er th e C o n g ress w o u ld  tak e 

u p  th e q u estio n  as to  w h eth er a reso lu - 

tio n  w o u ld  b e p assed  au th o rizin g  m ili- 

tary  actio n  after th e d ead lin e  w as es- 

tab lish ed  b y  th e U n ited  N atio n s o f Jan - 

uary 15, 1991. 

F in a lly , th a t issu e w a s b ro u g h t b e - 

fo re th e S en ate. W e h ad  ex ten d ed  d e- 

b ate o n  th e ev e o f th at activ ity , a v ery  

clo se v o te, 5 2  to  4 7 , an d  a  v o te in  th e 

H o u se  w h ic h  a u th o riz e d  th e  u se  o f 

fo rce . I su p p o rted  th at au th o rizatio n . 

B u t I th o u g h t it w a s v e ry  im p o rta n t 

th at th e C o n g ress sp eak  an d  th at th ere 

b e a  d eb ate  cry stallin g  th e m atter an d  

th e actio n  tak en  b y  C o n g ress. 

A s th e p ro ceed in g s in  S o m alia h av e 

ev o lv ed , it h as b een  m y  sen se th at C o n - 

g ress o u g h t to  act as w ell. F req u en tly , 

issu es are n o t b ro u g h t b efo re th e C o n - 

g re ss. O u r p ro c e d u re s d o  n o t le n d  

th em selv es w ell to  b rin g in g  u p  a m at- 

ter b y  an y  in d iv id u al S en ato r. It h as to  

b e o n  th e calen d ar. A lth o u g h  an y  S en - 

a to r c a n  m a k e a n  a m e n d m e n t, if it is 

n o t in  a reaso n ab ly  related  w ay , it d o es 

n o t sit to o  w ell aro u n d  h ere, p erio d . 

T h e d istin g u ish ed  S en ato r fro m  W est 

V irg in ia, S en ato r B Y R D , h as b ro u g h t 

th is a m e n d m e n t, a n d  it is b e in g  d e - 

b a te d . I b e lie v e  th a t, if th is a m e n d - 

m en t is ad o p ted , th ere w ill b e a m u ch  

sh a rp e r fo c u s o n  w h a t U n ite d  S ta te s 

p o licy  is in  S o m alia. T h ere h as b een  a 

v ariety  o f statem en ts m ad e  b y  a  v ari- 

ety  o f ex ecu tiv e b ran ch  o fficials, b u t 

th ere  h as n o t b een  a  co n cise  lin e laid  

d o w n . T h is am en d m en t d raw s th at lin e 

a n d  sta te s th a t n o t la te r th a n  1 0  d a y s 

a fte r th e  d a te  o f e n a c tm e n t o f th e  

am en d m en t, as m o d ified , th e S ecretary  

o f S tate sh all co m p lete a th o ro u g h  re- 

v iew  o f th e p u rp o ses o f U n ited  S tates 

p o licy  an d  actio n s in  S o m alia an d  su b - 

m it to  C o n g ress a d etailed  assessm en t 

o f th e  p u rp o se  o f su ch  p o licy  an d  ac- 

tio n s. T h at is g o in g  to  b e a g o o d  d eal 

m o re d efin ite, a g o o d  d eal m o re p recise 

th a n  a  n e w s c o n fe re n c e  h e ld  b y  th e  

S ecretary  o f D efen se o r a statem en t b y  

th e S ecretary  o f S tate o n  telev isio n  o r 

a  sta te m e n t b y  th e  P re sid e n t o f th e  

U n ited  S tates. 

W h en  n ew  fo rces w ere recen tly  sen t 

to

 S o m alia, th e sp ecial u n it, th ey  h ad   

a ll th e  a p p e a ra n c e s o f lo o k in g  fo r 

A id eed  in  an  effo rt to  cap tu re h im  fo r 

w ar crim es. It is m y  h o p e  th at A id eed  

w ill y e t b e  c a p tu re d  a n d  w ill b e  

b ro u g h t to  tria l a s a  w a r c rim in a l b y  

th e w ar crim es trib u n al w h ich  h as n o w  

b een  au th o rized  b y  th e U n ited  N atio n s 

to  d eal w ith  th e atro cities in  B o sn ia. 

T h is is an  issu e w h ich  h as b een  b e- 

fo re th is b o d y  rep eated ly  in  th e co u rse 

o f th e  p a st d e c a d e w h e re  so m e o f u s 

h a v e  m a d e  e ffo rts to  h a v e  a n  in te r-

n atio n al crim in al co u rt estab lish ed  to

d e a l w ith  te rro rism  a n d  th e  n a rc o tic s 

tra d e . T h e re is c o n sid e ra b le im p e tu s 

n o w  w ith  th e  U .N . re so lu tio n  h a v in g  

b een  p assed  fo r a w ar crim es trib u n al, 

an d  it is n o t d irected  to w ard  S o m alia 

o r to  A id e e d , b u t it m ig h t w e ll se rv e  

th a t p u rp o se . S o  it m a y  w e ll b e  th a t 

w h en  th e C o n g ress o f th e U n ited  S tates 

fo cu ses o n  th is issu e, th at fu rth er ac- 

tio n  o f a  h u m a n ita ria n , p e rh a p s o f a  

m ilitary  n atu re, m ay  b e au th o rized . 

B u t w ith  th e  e n a c tm e n t o f su c h  a n  

am en d m en t th ere w ill b e a v ery  sh arp  

fo cu s, a v ery  co n certed  activ ity  b y  th e 

ex ecu tiv e b ran ch  an d  th e S tate D ep art- 

m e n t. T h is w ill g e n e ra te , if th e re  is a 

cu to ff d ate, co n sid erab le d eb ate b y  th e 

p eo p le o f th is co u n try . A n d  th o se sen ti- 

m e n ts w ill b e  h e a rd  w h e n  I tra v e l 

th ro u g h  th e 6 7  co u n ties o f P en n sy lv a- 

n ia  in  o p e n -h o u se  to w n  m e e tin g s. It

w ill b e  h e a rd  o n  te le p h o n e  c a lls a n d

w ill b e seen  in  letters. T h e issu es co n - 

c e rn in g  o u r in v o lv e m e n t in  S o m a lia

w ill g iv e  m o re  c o n sid e ra tio n  if w e

fo cu s o n  it, an d  if th ere is a cu to ff d ate.

I th in k  th e re  is v e ry  su b sta n tia l

m erit in  th is am en d m en t, so  th at a re-

flectiv e  p o licy  m ay  b e ad o p ted  b y  th e

C o n g ress in  o u r rep resen tativ e d em o c- 

racy . A n d  th ere is m u ch  to  reco m m en d  

in  term s o f o u r co n stitu tio n al G o v ern -

m en t w h ere th e C o n g ress is req u ired  to

d eclare w ar— n o t th at I am  say in g  th is

is a  w a r in  its c u rre n t p o stu re , b u t 

th ere is g reat m erit b y  an alo g y  in  h av - 

in g  th e C o n g ress co n sid er it. A n d  th e 

a p p lic a b ility  o f th e  W a r P o w e rs A c t 

m ay  b e clo ser. 

In  an y  ev en t, A m erican  liv es are an

issu e. T h ere are co n sid erab le ex p en d i- 

tu re s in v o lv e d , w h ic h  h a v e  b e e n  d e - 

b a te d  a n d  ta lk e d  a b o u t. F o rty -fo u r  

m illio n  d o llars a m o n th  is n o t u n su b -

stan tial, an d  it d o es ad d  u p .

H a v in g  th is m a tte r u p  fo r c o n g re s-

sio n al en actm en t w ill n o t p reju d g e th e

issu e as to  w h eth er w e stay  to  reliev e,

b u t w ill p u t th e d ecisio n  in  th e rep o si-

to ry  w h ere I su b m it it is th e law , th at

is in  th e S en ate an d  th e H o u se o f R ep -

resen tativ es, w ith  actio n  b y  th e P resi-

d en t an d  in  acco rd an ce  w ith  o u r co n -

stitu tio n al p ro ced u res fo r leg islatio n .

O R D E R S  F O R  T H U R S D A Y ,

S E P T E M B E R  9, 1993

M r. N U N N . M ad am  P resid en t, I ask

u n an im o u s co n sen t th at w h en  th e S en -

ate co m p letes its b u sin ess th is ev en in g ,

it sta n d  in  re c e ss u n til 9  a .m ., T h u rs-

d ay , S ep tem b er 9 ; th at fo llo w in g  th e

p ray er, th e Jo u rn al o f p ro ceed in g s b e

d eem ed  ap p ro v ed  to  d ate; th at th e tim e

fo r th e tw o  lead ers b e reserv ed  fo r th eir

u se  la te r in  th e  d a y ; th a t th e  S e n a te

th en  resu m e co n sid eratio n  o f S . 1 2 9 8 ,

th e D ep artm en t o f D efen se au th o riza-

tio n  b ill; th at th e B y rd  am en d m en t N o .

7 8 2 , as m o d ified , b e laid  asid e to  recu r

u p o n  d isp o sitio n  o f th e B o x er am en d -

m en t.

T h e P R E S ID IN G  O F F IC E R . W ith o u t

o b jectio n , it is so  o rd ered .

M r. N U N N . I th an k  th e C h air.

R E C E S S  U N T IL  9 A .M . T O M O R R O W

T h e  P R E S ID IN G  O F F IC E R . U n d er

th e  p rev io u s o rd er, th e  S en ate stan d s

in  recess u n til 9  a.m ., T h u rsd ay , S ep -

tem ber 9, 1993.

T h ereu p o n , th e S en ate, at 9 :2 3  p .m .,

recessed  u n til T h u rsd ay , S ep tem b er 9 ,

1993, at 9 a.m .

C O N F IR M A T IO N

E x ecu tiv e n o m in atio n  co n firm ed  b y

the S enate S eptem ber 8, 1993:

IN  T H E  A R M Y

T H E  FO L L O W IN G -N A M E D  O FFIC E R  FO R  A PPO IN T M E N T

T O  T H E  G R A D E  O F  L IE U T E N A N T  G E N E R A L  W H IL E  A S -

S IG N E D  T O  A  P O S IT IO N  O F IM P O R T A N C E  A N D  R E S P O N -

S IB IL IT Y  U N D E R  T IT L E  10, U N IT E D  S T A T E S  C O D E , S E C -

TIO N  601(A ):

T o be lieutenant general

M A J. G E N . D A N IE L  W . C H R IST M A N . , U .S . A R M Y .xxx-xx-xx...
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